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ABSTRACT 

The problem of this study was to investigate the nature of the 

development/fundraising process within a public Research n university. The conceptual 

framework was Curtiss' (1994) five step, 57-element donor relations model. Curtiss had 

defined donor relations as the: (1) identification, (2) cultivation, (3) solicitation, (4) 

acknowledgment, and (5) recognition of current and prospective donors. The research 

question guiding this qualitative investigation was: How does the process employed by 

the selected University follow the development literature regarding its use of the 57 

elements of the development process identified in the literature? The purpose of this 

research was to create a development model that could be used in development 

programs at both public and private colleges and universities. 

Data were collected by means of audiotaped interviews with 24 participants in 

the university's fundraising process. Triangulation of data was ensured by gathering 

vmtten materials and publications related to fundraising at the selected university. 

Qualitative content analysis methods were used to analyze the data. The development 

process at the selected university was examined within the context of Curtiss' five-step 

approach. 

Analysis of the data revealed that the institution's development process was in a 

highly dynamic state due to a new capital campaign. Of the 57 elements in the 5-step 

framework, 46 were in use at the selected institution. A number of these had been 

implemented only since the campaign began. All of the elements used were perceived 

as important to the fundraising effort, although some were much more important than 

others. Five elements not in the Curtiss model emerged in this study as being critical to 

fimdraising success. Because these five elements did not fit into any one of the five 

development steps, but pervaded the entire fimdraising environment, they were titled 

Enviroimiental Factors. They were distinct from the 57 elements in the original five-

step framework in that they were environmental streams running through the entire 

fimdraising process and impacting it considerably. 

The five enviroimiental factors identified were: building relationships at the 

college or unit level, effective management of technology, assertive leadership by a 

vi 



strong Chief Executive Officer, tenured development staff, and utilizing powerful allies. 

Suggestions for fiiture research included investigation of the different organizational 

levels at which relationships with donors are built, the effect of capital campaigns on the 

development organization, and the role of the development fimction within the 

educational organization. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

For today's public colleges and universities, the shortage of financial resources is 

a compelling issue. Rising operational costs are compounded by reduced government 

support for higher education. As lawmakers at the Federal level attempt to reduce 

government spending, one of the first areas for reduction is public education, particularly 

at the postsecondary level (McCabe, 1994). 

Unlike public primary and secondary education institutions, pubUc colleges and 

universities are not supported entirely with public fimds. The majority of higher 

education institutions in the United States are part of the nonprofit, or third sector. As 

such, they rely on private donations for a significant portion of their revenues (Panas, 

1988). 

Government support of public higher education institutions, particularly at the 

state level has decreased substantially over the past few decades (Worth, 1993). It 

appears likely that even if the decline in public funding does not continue, colleges and 

universities will still need to raise increasing amounts of money from private voluntary 

sources in order to thrive (McCabe, 1994). Private gifts may be solicited from corporate, 

foundation, and individual donors. 

The hiring climate in higher education reflects the increasing importance of 

private donors to colleges and universities. Presidents, chancellors, regents, and deans 

are now expected to pursue private gifts more aggressively than ever before. Recent 

hirings of chief executive officers at colleges and universities reflect the new and 

necessary emphasis on fundraising from private sources. Employment advertisements in 

both the Chronicle of Higher Education and the Chronicle of Philanthropy illustrate the 

degree to which fundraising has become a key function in higher education 

administration (Mercer, 1995). 



The Development Process in Higher Education 

Propelled by the increased need for private voluntary giving over the past several 

decades, fimdraising has evolved as a specialized profession called development. In the 

higher education organization, development is but one component of institutional 

advancement, defined by Rowland (1977) as "all activities and programs undertaken by 

an institution to develop understanding and support from all its constituencies in order to 

achieve its goals in securing such resources as students, faculty, and dollars" (p. xiii). 

Advancement offices typically include the areas of enrollment management, institutional 

relations, government relations, and publications, in addition to development (Rowland, 

1977). The Chief Advancement Officer is frequently a senior level administrator, often 

at the rank of Vice President or Vice Chancellor. 

Development involves planning, identifying prospects, establishing programs to 

cultivate prospect interest, and providing stewardship of gifts (Worth, 1993). All of these 

tasks are performed with the common goal of raising money for the institution from 

private sources. 

Competition for today's charitable gift dollars is formidable. New nonprofit 

organizations are forming on an ongoing basis, resulting in donors becoming more 

selective about where their money goes. To compete in the private giving market today 

and thereby flourish into the next century, higher education advancement officers must 

increase the amount of private giving to their institutions. In order to accomplish this, 

they must find ways to optimize the effectiveness of their fundraising programs. 

However, literature to guide them is sparse. Both development and higher education are 

relatively young areas of study and are still evolving. Previous studies on development in 

higher education focused primarily on factors impacting fundraising outcomes. Little 

research emphasis has been placed on the fundraising process. 

In 1985, Glennon used both quantitative and qualitative methods to develop a 

model of fimdraising processes and policies for small private colleges. Glennon 

recommended that fiiture research investigate the development process. Duronio and 

Loessin (1991) followed Glennon's (1985) recommendation and identified 18 elements in 



the fundraising process that were perceived as important by officials at ten institutions 

determined to have successful fundraising programs. 

Curtiss (1994) expanded on the work of Duronio and Loessin (1991) by 

combining their elements with factors identified by other studies on fundraising 

effectiveness (Glennon, 1986; Leslie, 1969; Pickett, 1977; Wilhner, 1981) and 

excellence in higher education (Gilley, Fulmer, & Reithlingshoefer, 1986) into a list of 57 

elements. Curtiss grouped these elements into a five-step process he called "donor 

relations." Curtiss' study defined donor relations as the (1) identification, (2) cultivation, 

(3) solicitation, (4) acknowledgement, and (5) recognition of current and prospective 

donors (Appendix A shows a complete listing of these elements categorized by 

component area). 

Curtiss (1994) then used this five-step, 57-element model as a conceptual 

framework to examine perceptions of what he termed the "donor relations" process at a 

private liberal arts college. The study at hand applies the Curtiss model to a different 

type of institution, a large public Research II university. For purposes of this study, the 

process defined by Curtiss (1994) as "donor relations" is called "development." The 

advancement professionals interviewed were of the opinion that "donor relations" 

referred only to the stewardship part of development, or what Curtiss called the 

acknowledgment and recognition components. With the exception of the Curtiss study, a 

review of the literature did not reveal any reference to a donor relations process at all. In 

order to study all five components (identification, cultivation, solicitation, 

acknowledgment, and recognition), the researcher determined it more appropriate to refer 

to "development" in place of "donor relations" when speaking of the five-step process in 

the Curtiss model. 

Statement of the Problem 

Curtiss studied a private liberal arts institution. Because private institutions have 

always depended more on private fimding than on public funding, their development 

programs are typically more sophisticated and mature than are those at public institutions. 

Only in recent years has it become necessary for public colleges and imiversities to focus 



on private fundraising. An in-depth examination of the development process should help 

to identify important relationships involved in raising money. The problem of this study 

was to investigate the nature of the elements of the development process within a public 

Research H institution, using Curtiss' five-step, 57-element model as the organizing 

conceptual framework. 

Previous research (Duronio & Loessin, 1991b) indicates that institutions are 

unique with regard to their development efforts. By investigating the development 

process at a single public Research U university, this study contributes to an 

understanding of the elements involved in fundraising at a specific kind of institution. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were: 

1. To investigate the process by which the selected university identifies, cultivates, 

solicits, acknowledges, and recognizes current and prospective donors. 

2. To identify which, if any, of 57 elements of the development process were used at the 

selected university. 

3. To determine how the elements used in the development process at the selected 

university were perceived as important to the fundraising effort. 

Research Question 

The study was guided by the following research question: How does the process 

employed by the selected university follow the development literature regarding its use of 

57 elements of the development process identified in the literature? 

Need for the Study 

Today's colleges and universities face the task of staying current with 

technological advances while continuing to produce knowledge, all in an era of economic 

constraint. Higher education institutions will require substantial amounts of funding to 

fulfill their missions. However, revenues for public higher education, abready limited due 



to meager endowments and efforts to keep tuition costs dovm, have become even further 

constrained in recent years by decreased government support. 

In the face of increasing need for money and new constraints on revenues, the 

advancement function in higher education becomes more critical than ever before. In this 

era of competition for private gifts, development is an important process in the 

advancement function and should be made as effective as possible. However, literature 

to guide development professionals is sparse due to the fact that development is a young 

area of study. Most previously existing hterature focuses on outcomes, not processes. 

This study fills a gap in the fundraising literature by examining the development 

process at a large public Research II University. The study may help higher education 

organizations increase the effectiveness of their development processes and raise more 

money. If advancement professionals can optimize the development process, then the 

amount of private giving to higher education should increase, providing more revenues 

for the institution. Increase in financial resources will then enable higher education 

institutions to better fulfill their missions, serving the public and increasing the quality of 

postsecondary education into the millenium. 

Delimitations of the Study 

The focus of this research is narrowed as follows: 

1. This study is limited to the selected institution. The development process at only this 

institution was examined. The findings of this study should not be generalized to 

institutions beyond the selected institution, although the findings and suggestions may be 

used as a guide for similar institutions to examine their development processes. 

2. This study does not examine fimdraising outcomes, but rather focuses on the 

fundraising process. No attempt was made to use quantitative methods to address a 

causal relationship between qualitative elements of the fundraising process and 

fimdraising outcomes. 

3. This study does not attempt to use quantitative analysis to determine the fundraising 

potential of the selected institution. The study is designed not to predict fundraising 

success, but to investigate the qualitative elements of the fimdraising process. 



4. Relationships with only four donor groups were examined in this study. Those groups 

were alumni, non-alumni or fiiends of the University, corporations, and foundations. 

5. Not all of the development professionals and administrators at the selected University 

were included in this study. Purposeful sampling was used to try and select the sample 

that would provide the most information about the five components of the development 

process, while still allowing ample time to complete the study. 

Limitations of the Study 

The limitations associated with this investigation were: 

1. Such factors as the time period in which the interviews take place, the disposition of 

respondents at the time of interview, experimenter effect, and response effect may 

contribute to the weakening of both intemal and extemal validity. 

2. The selected institution was nearing the midway point of a $300 million capital 

campaign during the study. Consequently, what is true at the time the study was 

conducted may not be true at all times for the institution, since a capital campaign is not 

necessarily a constant characteristic of fundraising programs. However, Duronio and 

Loessin (1991) noted that all of the institutions they studied were in transition, so it may 

be that a state of dynamic change is typical of fimdraising programs. This data from this 

case study support that argument Dynamic change at a rapid pace was an element that 

emerged very strongly in this study and had significant impact on the development 

process. 

3. The development office of the selected institution had recently undergone an extensive 

reorganization, which was still underway at the time this study was started and continued 

after the study was completed. Depending upon when this reorganization is complete, 

the findings of the study may not accurately reflect the fundraising process at the end of 

the reorganization. 

4. The five-stage, 57-element fi-amework used for this study may not be a complete or 

accurate listing of the elements in the development process at large, public Research II 

Universities. 



Assumptions 

The assumptions of this study are as follows: 

1. Institutional advancement is a vital component in ensuring the effectiveness of 

missions, programs, and organizational health of higher education institutions (Rowland, 

1977). 

2. The development process is a critical aspect of institutional advancement (Worth, 

1985). 

3. Development will continue to increase in importance to the university, creating a need 

for research to guide advancement professionals in learning how to optimize 

development processes (Pezzullo & Brittingham, 1993). 

4. The five-stage, 57-element used for this study provides an acceptable conceptual 

framework for studying the development process (Curtiss, 1994). 

Definitions 

Except where otherwise noted, all definitions are taken from Curtiss (1994). 

Acknowledgement: The process of thanking a donor for his or her gift to an 

institution by means of written communication/receipting. 

Advancement: All activities and programs undertaken by an institution to 

develop understanding and support from all its constituencies in order to achieve its goals 

in securing such resources as student, faculty, and dollars (Rowland, 1977). 

Alumni: People who have attended or graduated from a particular school, 

college, or university fWebster's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary. 1969). 

Annual Fund: An organized effort by an institution to raise financial support 

through gift giving to underwrite the operating expenses of the institution. Gifts for the 

Annual Fund can be solicited from any source and are generally unrestricted in nature 

and use. 

Capital Campaign: An organized effort by an institution to raise financial support 

from any source for projects such as physical plant construction, refurbishment, 

endowment for scholarships, professorships, or general purposes not considered to be a 

part of general operating expenditures. 



Corporation: A body formed and authorized by law to act as a single person 

although constituted by one or more persons and legally endowed witii various rights and 

duties including the capacity of succession (Merriam, 1969). 

Cultivation: The educational process through which prospective donors become 

acquainted with the institution's programs, people, activities, and needs. Various 

methods of communication are utilized during this process to prepare the prospective 

donor for solicitation. 

Development Process: The process of identifying, cultivating, soliciting, 

acknowledging, and recognizing current and prospective donors to an organization 

(adapted from Curtiss' (1994) Donor Relations process for this study.) 

Donor Groups: Individuals or institutions supporting the selected institution. The 

four donor groups identified in the present study are alumni, nonalumni, corporations, 

and foundations. 

Development: The process of building and sustaining relationships with current 

and prospective donors to an organization. 

Effective Elements of the Development Process: Elements perceived by the 

targeted informants as important to fundraising processes and products (adapted from 

Curtiss's (1994) effective qualitative elements of the donor relations process.) 

Foundation: A nonprofit organization established for the purpose of conducting 

charitable or other benevolent purposes. 

Full-Time Equivalent (FTE): The process of measurement based on employment 

on a full-time basis by the institution (adapted from Curtiss for purposes of this study.) 

Fundraising Processes: The process of raising money from private sources for an 

institution or nonprofit organization. 

Fundraising Products: The success of a fimdraising effort by an institution or 

nonprofit organization. 

Identification: A research process used to determine the giving pattems, interest, 

needs, history, background, and financial capability (rating) of prospective donors. This 

process "identifies significant potential donors, develops information about each one to 
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provide a sound base for action, suggests and guide prospect cultivation, and gives staff 

assistance to those making direct donor contacts" (Ray, 1981, p. 81). 

Major Dpnor: An mdividual, corporation, or foundation that makes a gift of 

$10,000 or more. 

Major Gift: A gift of $10,000 or more. 

Non-alumni: People who are not alumni but who are considered fiiends of the 

institution and who support tiie institution fmancially. 

Planned Giving; An organized effort by an institution to raise financial support 

from individuals in the form of bequests, trusts, annuities, and life insurance (also 

referred to as deferred giving). 

Recognition: The process of showing appreciation by means other than written 

communication (i.e., ceremony, invitation to attend special events or conferences, 

dedication of a building in a donor's honor, etc.). 

Retention: The proportion of enrolled students who eventually graduate from an 

institution (Paton, 1985). 

SACS: Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. SACS is the regional 

accreditation body for the selected institution. 

Solicitation: The process of asking a prospective donor for a financial gift to the 

institution. 

Units: The Colleges and other units, such as the Library, Museum, Graduate 

school, and Athletics Department, within a University. 

University: An institution of higher learning providing facilities for teaching and 

research and authorized to grant academic degrees; specifically: one made up of an 

undergraduate division which confers bachelor's degrees and a graduate division which 

may confer master's degrees and doctorates (Merriam, 1969). 

Summary 

Because of a shift in fimding emphasis by state and federal governments, leaders 

of public colleges and universities find it necessary, for the first time in their histories, to 

aggressively pursue private donations in order to fund their work and fulfill their 



missions. As a resuU of the new importance of private donors for financial support, most 

institutions have implemented institutional advancement programs, which include 

development, or fundraising. This study examines the development process at a large 

public Research II university, using 57 a priori elements as a conceptual framework. 

Curtiss (1994) categorized tiie elements into five components of what he named the 

donor relations process: (1) identification, (2) cultivation, (3) solicitation, (4) 

acknowledgement, and (5) recognition. The researcher in this study replaced the name 

"donor relations" with "development," and sought to discover how 57 identified elements 

are perceived by those involved in fundraising to be used at the university. The findings 

of this study should enable the selected institution to analyze and improve its 

development process, and consequently, its overall advancement effort. 

Chapter II provides a review of the relevant literature, beginning with a historical 

perspective of educational fimdraising, and continuing on to examine studies on 

educational fundraising and the introduction of qualitative methods into development 

research. Chapter H ends by reviewing literature related to the 57 elements of the 

development process. In Chapter HI, the methodology used to investigate the research 

questions is described. Chapter HI also includes the protocols for interviews with 

administrators, advancement professionals, and donors, as well as a description of data 

collection and analysis. Chapter IV presents the results of the data analysis, and Chapter 

V includes a summary, major findings and discussion, working hypotheses, 

recommendations, and conclusions. 
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CHAPTER n 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Resource development in higher education is a relatively young area of study, and 

as such, is hindered by the lack of a substantive body of research. The significant growth 

of development as a profession in higher education dates only to 1958, when 

representatives of the American Alumni Council (AAC) and the American College 

PubUc Relations Association (ACPRA) met at the Greenbrier Hotel and issued a report. 

This report produced current interpretations of the institutional advancement function 

(Worth, 1991). Recommendations in the Greenbrier Report included coordination of all 

advancement functions and the appointment of an administrative coordinator at each 

institution to work with the president overseeing alumni relations, public relations, and 

fimdraising (Richards & Sherratt, 1981). 

Prior to Greenbrier, only two notable studies had been conducted on higher 

education fundraising. Hawthorne (1950) attempted to define strategies for productive 

fimdraising by interviewing personnel at six liberal arts colleges. Pollard (1958) used 

case studies to identify standards for effective resource development. Although these 

were the first fundraising studies to specifically address education, their findings are 

limited in scope and not readily generalizable due to the fact that neither researcher used 

principles of empirical research. 

This chapter reviews the literature relevant to educational fundraising, beginning 

with a historical overview of institutional advancement as a discipline. The second 

section deals with studies on educational fimdraising, and is followed by an examination 

of the introduction of qualitative research into studies dealing with development. The 

final section provides an examination of study of the development process and Curtiss' 

(1994) application of 57 elements of the development process to a single institution. 
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Historical Perspective 

1641-1902 

The first organized fundraising activity on behalf of an American college 

occurred in 1641, when William Hibbens, Hugh Peter, and Thomas Weld sailed from 

Boston to London to solicit gifts for Harvard. Early colleges were often connected with 

churches, and through the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, fund-raising efforts 

consisted primarily of passing the collection plate at churches, staging church suppers 

and bazaars, and writing "begging letters" (Forman, 1989). 

Although the first fund-raising brochure was produced for Hibbens, Peter, and 

Weld's trip in 1641, and the ideas of rated prospect fists and advance promotion were 

introduced in 1829, a truly systematic and professional approach to fundraising was not 

used until early in this century (Cutlip, 1965). Even so, there was thought on the subject 

many years ago that advocated the same strategy used today (Lord, 1990), as evidenced 

by Benjamin Franklin's advice to Gilbert Thomas regarding raising funds for the 

Presbj^erian Church in Philadelphia: 

In the first place, I advise you to apply to all those whom you know will 
give something; next to those whom you are uncertain whether they will 
give anything or not, and show them the list of those who have given; and 
lastly, do not neglect those whom you are sure will give nothing, for in 
some of them you may be mistaken. (Cutlip, 1965, p.6) 

1902-1997 

Most historians of development credit Charles Sumner Ward with creating the 

concept of strategic fimd-raising that is used today. Ward, a Young Men's Christian 

Association (YMCA) executive from Chicago and a noted fundraiser, was recruited by 

Lyman L. Pierce to help a floundering capital campaign for construction of a new YMCA 

in Washington, D.C. Together, Ward and Pierce produced the modem campaign 

techniques of careful organization, prestigious leaders, powerful publicity, selected 

leaders motivated by team competition, a large gift to be matched, meticulous record

keeping, report meetings, and a time limit. Due to this effort. Ward gained fame as the 
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originator of the "Ward method" of raising money (Cutlip, 1965). Ward's techniques are 

widely considered standard practice in fundraising today. 

Ward and his associates, mcluding Carlton and George Ketchum, Arnold Marts, 

and others, would eventually become leaders in educational fund raising. These men 

later established consulting firms for fundraising, many of which are in business today 

(Worth, 1993). The consulting firms provided professionals who directed higher 

education fundraising campaigns during the first half of the twentieth century. Typically 

a "resident manager" would be sent by the firm to work over a period of months with 

institutional leaders to complete the campaign for a college or university before moving 

on to the next client. As the development function became more sophisticated, intense, 

and ongoing, leaders in higher education institutions recognized the value of having a 

full-time fimd-raising professional on their staffs. By 1949, two institutions had 

Directors of Development, and by 1952, the number had grown to thirteen. 

Today, nearly every higher education institution has at least one development 

professional on staff (Pray, 1981). Although professional consultants are still used, their 

value is now seen as more for specialized services and periodic advice, rather than for 

ongoing management of the development function on a campus. (It may be, however, 

that the pendulum will swing back the other way regarding outside consultants. The 

institution studied by Curtiss did not have an outside consultant, while the institution in 

the current study, because of a capital campaign, did have a consultant. As more 

institutions announce capital campaigns each week, there may be an accompanying 

increased use of outside consultants.) Other trends in higher education development 

since World War II include the professionalization of fundraising, the expanding role of 

the development officer within the institution, the establishing of formal development 

programs at more institutions of more different types (particularly community colleges 

and public four-year colleges), and increasingly higher goals for fundraising (Worth, 

1993). 
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Status of the Disciplint;^ TnH^y 

There is not consensus at this time as to whether development is a profession in 

the sense that law and medicine are. However, within the past thirty years, development 

has emerged as an identifiable field within the study of higher education administration, 

complete with a specialized body of knowledge, standards, training programs, and career 

pattems (Worth, 1993). Development officers tend to occupy the senior administrative 

ranks in higher education, and recently have even moved into presidencies. 

The 1958 Greenbrier Hotel meeting between representatives of the American 

Alumni Council (AAC) and the American College Public Relations Association 

(ACPRA) resulted in a report that led to current interpretations of the institutional 

advancement function. Recommendations in this report included coordination of all 

advancement functions and the appointment of an administrative coordinator at each 

institution to work with the president overseeing alumni relations, public relations, and 

fundraising (Richards & Sherratt, 1981). These recommendations gained wide 

acceptance during the 1960s and 1970s, as development officers became principal players 

in overall institutional management (Worth, 1993). 

In 1974, the AAC and the ACPRA merged to become the Council for 

Advancement and Support of Education (CASE), which joins the National Society for 

Fundraising Executives (NSFRE), as the professional organizations for educational 

fundraisers today. Both organizations offer programs for systematic training and have 

improved the professionalism and skill of fundraisers (Worth, 1993). 

However, the field of educational fundraising is still evolving at this writing. 

Very few graduate education programs in fundraising exist, and most learning is done on 

the job. Mobility among development professionals is also very high, a factor which may 

adversely affect fimdraising efforts (as was perceived to be the case at the institution 

examined in this study). 

The development fimction in education is fiirther complicated by the fact that 

there is often tension between faculty members and development professionals. This 

tension typically is the result of a lack of understanding on the part of faculty members 

about precisely what the development function is and where it fits into the institutional 
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organization. Faculty and other education staff often view the development office with a 

mixture of confiision and resentment, because they have never fathomed the importance 

of development in today's institutions (Worth & Asp, 1994). 

While development continues to evolve as a profession, its prospects to date as an 

academic discipline are less promising. Most development officers are only required to 

have bachelor's degrees. Experience in the field and proven success in raising money are 

valued much more highly by employing institutions than is formal training. One aspect 

of the evolvement of development as an academic discipline that is particularly deficient 

is scholarly research. The following section of this paper examines studies which have 

previously been conducted on the topic of educational fundraising. 

Previous Smdies on Educational Fundraising 

The Need for Fundraising 

One subject on which most researchers agree is that the need for fundraising 

programs in high^ education is strong and is growing. Gilley et al. (1986) found that 

five of the nine trends of on-the-move institutions identified in a study of academic 

excellence involve resource development These trends include: 

1. The development office is one of three new power brokers on campus. 
2. High priority is being given to image building. 
3. Institutional exploitation of alternate financial resources is increasing. 
4. An intense focus on quality is developing. 
5. Increasingly strong relationships with business and industry are common, 
(p. 43) 

Brittingham and Pez2:ullo (1990) observed that advancement activities at higher 

education institutions have become more organized and widespread. These researchers 

estimated that 9,000 full-time fundraising professionals were employed in 1990 at 

colleges and universities in the United States and Canada. They also found that private 

support in these two coimtries represented 6.7 percent of total institutional expenditures. 
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Private Support of Pnhlir. Institntinng 

Anotiier group of studies pomts to the increasing need for private support of 

pubHc institutions. After studying university research foundations, Daniels (1985) 

concluded that "the mission, even the very existence, of a statutory university is never 

more than one law away from fiindamental change" (p. 4). Worth (1985) noted the 

positive changes in fundraising processes at pubhc universities. Worth found that the two 

most significant trends over the past decade are the growth of private support of public 

education and the emergence of aggressive development programs at public institutions. 

A 1985 brochure pubHshed by the National Association of State Universities and 

Land-Grant Colleges contains a summary of the case statement for private support of 

public higher education. The brochure contains an explanation that states that the reason 

state universities and land grant institutions need private support, despite the tax funds 

they receive, is that private support is needed to turn adequate institutions into great 

institutions. Private support, the brochure's author explains, allows universities to take 

full advantage of growth opportunities, recmit expert faculty, or qualify for matching 

gifts. Private gifts also provide the flexibility necessary to build sound educational 

programs. The brochure's author argues that "private support is the margin for excellence 

for public higher education" (1985, p. 14). 

A report published by the Council for Financial Aid to Education (1987) found 

that in 1985-86, corporations for the first time gave more money to public institutions 

than to private. This accounts for the increase in individual giving to education by 26 

percent in the same year, since corporations encourage individual employee giving with 

matching gift programs. During the 1995-96 school year, corporate giving to higher 

education totaled $2,800,000,000, accounting for 20 percent of voluntary support of 

higher education in the United Sates (Council for Aid to Education, 1997). 

Individual Giving 

Individuals, both alumni and nonalumni, are important members of the donor 

population in higher education. Miltner (1987) observed that fundraising in today's 
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higher education institutions is driven by capital campaigns, and that most of the major 

gifts in these campaigns, as well as most of the total revenue, come from individuals. 

Although alumni giving is an important component of individual giving in higher 

education development programs, research in the area of alumni giving is needed 

according to some scholars. Haddad (1986) argues that doctoral dissertations dominate 

the study of alumni giving, particularly in predicting alumni giving in terms of donor and 

non-donor characteristics. 

The precedent for alumni giving was set at Harvard in 1643, seven years after that 

institution was founded. College-sponsored alumni financial support dates back to Yale's 

establishment of a class officer system in 1792 (Forman, 1989). The University of 

Michigan was the first public institution to receive a significant measure of alumni 

support. Between 1817 and 1885, Michigan received approximately $50,000, mostly 

from alumni. The University of Illinois established an annual alumni fund in 1915 and 

was the first public institution to do so (Markoff, 1978). Jefferson (1985) observed that 

alumni giving and private gifts at public institutions have been reported in increasing 

amounts since the establishment of the University of Illinois fund. 

Miltner (1987) argues that alumni giving is increasing partly because many 

alumni of public universities are just now arriving at a point in their lives where they are 

able to give. Brakeley (1987) found that institutional development efforts are becoming 

more sophisticated with regard to asking alumni for financial support. Without question, 

an important predictor for alumni giving behavior is the undergraduate experience of the 

alumnus. The next section examines studies dealing with the undergraduate experience 

as a factor in alumni giving. 

The Undergraduate Experience 

The experience of the alumni donor while a student at the institution has been 

examined in a number of studies. Paton (1983) found that student retention is significant 

in differentiating between donors and nondonors. Burt (1989) and Oglesby (1991) 

concluded that involvement in student government increased the likelihood of alumni 

giving. Keller (1982) and Brittingham and Pezzullo (1990) found that involvement in 
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student activities was a good predictor of alumni giving. Haddad (1986) supported this 

finding in later research. 

Taylor and Martin (1993) found that the most important variables which 

distinguished donors from nondonors, as well as high donors from low donors, were 

membership in a special interest group, participation in the Greek system or departmental 

organization, and subsequent enrollment for graduate work. Taylor and Martin 

recommended that institutions make efforts to involve alumni in events that parallel their 

interests as undergraduates. Spaeth and Greeley (1970) identified two important factors 

that affect alumni giving: the type of institution and alumni socioeconomic status. Spaeth 

and Greeley also found that graduates of private colleges were more likely to give than 

graduates of public colleges, and that donors from more wealthy families were more 

likely to be donors than those from less affluent families. 

A number of studies have identified satisfaction with the quality of education 

received as a significant factor affecting giving behavior. Beeler (1982) found that 

donors differed significantly from nondonors in levels of satisfaction with their 

undergraduate preparation for the first job. Miller (1990) surveyed alumni to examine the 

role of the undergraduate experience in alumni giving behavior, and concluded that 

satisfaction with the undergraduate experience affected future giving behavior. Miller 

recommended increasing awareness among undergraduates of the importance of alumni 

support. 

Spaeth and Greeley (1970) found that the willingness of alumni to donate was 

affected by their satisfaction with preparation for graduate school. They also found 

alumni giving to be positively associated with perception of institutional quality. The 

research of Gardner (1975) indicated that the willingness of alumni to donate was 

affected by their satisfaction with preparation for graduate school and that donors were 

more strongly attached to their alma mater than nondonors were. 

Anderson (1981) found that alumni who perceived the career preparation they 

received to be above average were more likely to give to the institution. Boyle (1990) 

observed a strong correlation between alumni giving and college quality, and concluded 

that donors tended to support institutions tiiat they perceived as being strong. Burt (1989) 
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found that alumni who perceived the quality of their education as favorable were more 

likely to give. Personal feelings about experiences at an institution are also a significant 

factor in alumni giving behavior (Schneiter, 1985). Drachman (1983) found that the 

strongest correlation of an attitudinal characteristic and donor status was alumni 

perception of the quality of the institution, *T)rachman used a cross-sectional analysis to 

find that quality is the one major variable that is strongly associated with contributing to 

both research universities and liberal arts institutions" (Buchanan, 1993, p. 46). 

Financial aid has been shown to be a factor in giving behavior in many studies. 

Korvas (1984) found a statistically significant relationship between alumni donors and 

nondonors if the donors felt that the financial aid he or she received was sufficient. 

Carlson (1978) found that among annual donors to Pepperdine University, more of the 

$ 1000 donors attended college on a scholarship than did the $ 100 donors. Beeler (1982) 

concluded that having received an institutional scholarship or grant was one of the best 

predictors for fiiture giving by alumni. Cockriel's (1983) follow-up to Beeler's study 

found that alumni who received scholarships pledged gifts at a significantly higher rate 

than non-recipients did. Cockriel's study dealt specifically with targeting phonathons to 

alumni, and concluded that institutions with large alumni bases may benefit by targeting 

telephone solicitation to previous scholarship recipients. Lindenmaim (1983) surveyed 

public attitude toward higher education and found that alumni who received financial aid 

as undergraduates tended to make private gifts to the school in order to repay that aid. 

Other factors in giving behavior have been identified, although in a smaller 

number of studies. Dahl (1981) examined the role of earned degree in alumni giving 

behavior and found that "undergraduate graduation status" was the single most important 

variable that distinguished donors from nondonors. Eighty-five percent of donors had 

graduated, compared to forty-five percent of nondonors. McKee (1975) observed a 

positive correlation between giving and having earned more than one degree at the same 

institution, and concluded that attachment develops over longer periods of time spent at 

the institution. Dietz (1985) foimd that for the class year 1979, the alumnus most likely 

to contribute in total giving was a male who, as a student, had been involved in an honor 

society that emphasized scholarship and research. In a 1984 study, Sinatra-Ostlund 
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observed that the most important predictor of alunrni donation to a school's athletic 

program was the holding of a season ticket as a student 

Another group of studies examined institutional characteristics and their impact 

on giving behavior. The next section of the literature review examines studies dealing 

with institutional characteristics as predictors of fimdraising outcomes. 

Institutional Characteristics 

Much of the previous research on higher education fundraising focuses on the 

relationship between fundraising outcomes and institutional characteristics. A number of 

these researchers aspired to develop formulas for predicting the fundraising potential of 

institutions (Duronio & Borton, 1987,1988; Hombaker, 1986; House, 1987; Leslie, 

1969; Leslie & Ramey, 1988; Loessin & Borton, 1987; Pickett, 1977; Webb, 1982). 

While these studies yielded valuable information for determining whether a given 

institution is operating at its fullest potential for fundraising, they failed to address the 

actual process used to raise money. 

Leslie (1969) found a strong relationship between money spent to raise funds and 

actual dollars raised, and also found that the more money the institution raises, the less it 

spends on a per dollar basis to raise that money. However, Leslie's findings are limited in 

that only nine percent of the institutions that were surveyed responded to his 

questionnaire. This raises questions about the representativeness of his sample. 

Leslie also failed to appropriately investigate the fundraising potential of the 

institutions in his sample because he ranked them by actual dollars raised instead of 

considering the institution's resources and fundraising potential. Leslie's method, 

therefore, did not accurately represent the effectiveness of various institutions' 

fimdraising efforts. 

Leslie and Ramey (1988) were the first to analyze the relationship between 

institutional characteristics and fundraising outcomes based on donor group rather than 

total gift giving numbers. They developed a linear model to identify eight predictor 

variables that affect gift giving from alumni, non-alumni, corporations, and foundations: 
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1. Full-tune equivalent (FTE) enrollment 

2. Educational, general and student aid expenditures per FTE 

3. Gourman rating (quality indicator) 

4. State appropriation per FTE 

5. Percent of alumni of record solicited 

6. Market value of endowment per alumnus of record 

7. Rate of growth of total non-agricultural employment over a ten-year 

period from 1970 to 1980. 

A number of other researchers have also examined various institutional 

characteristics with regard to how they affect giving behavior pattems. Hunter (1987) 

found a significant relationship between an institution's total voluntary support and the 

number of alumni records stored, and concluded that in terms of development functions, 

staff assignments should be greatest in the annual alumni giving area. 

Institutional image has been identified by many researchers as an important factor 

in giving. Williams and Hendrickson (1986) found that in fundraising, institutional 

prestige is a more important factor in giving behavior than whether the institution is 

public or private. This finding is supported by the work of Leslie and Ramey (1985), 

who found reputational rating to have the strongest correlation with alumni giving of all 

the variables considered in their study. Maclsaac (1973) also found alumni confidence in 

the strength of the institution to be associated with contributions. 

Burke (1988) studied the relationship between alumni perception of institutional 

image and alumni giving. He also explored which characteristics of image most 

distinguished donors from nondonors. Burke found that there is a positive relationship 

between perception of institutional image and voluntary donations, "As the degree of 

positive perception of a particular trait increases, there is a statistically significant 

variation in giving level" (p. 108). 

One institutional characteristic which may affect giving more directly than others 

is the actual effort made on the part of the institution's advancement office. The next 

section examines studies dealing with institutional advancement efforts. 
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Advancement Efforts 

A number of studies have examined specific aspects of advancement programs 

and their impact on fimd-raising outcomes. Pocock (1985) found that tmstee 

involvement in major prospect identification leads to increased giving. Wihnoth (1987) 

observed that the effect of giving club thresholds on alunrni giving is important in 

increasing donations. Hanna (1968) found that alumni cultivation is a particularly 

important part of institutional advancement. This finding is supported by the work of 

Carlson (1978), who concluded that receiving alumni publications is associated with 

alumni giving. Caratiiers (1973), Keller (1982), Korvas (1984), McKee (1975), McNulty 

(1976), Oglesby (1991), Shorb (1983) all found a correlation between alunrni financial 

support and participation in alumni meetings, clubs, activities, and events. McKee (1975) 

also found that participation in alumni activities was impacted by current occupation and 

that there was a direct relationship between participation in alumni activities and financial 

support. 

Along with alumni activities, other aspects of advancement programs have been 

shown to impact giving behavior. Regarding the identification component of 

development, Semple (1985) argued that gift rating of donors is necessary because it 

helps an organization to utilize volunteers more effectively, establish donor opportunities, 

set realistic goals, and reduce the organization's cost to raise funds. Semple introduced 

the "Capacity to Give Matrix," which includes the following Indicators of Wealth: 

business/profession, education, family, residence, interests, and volunteerism. Semple 

suggests weighting each indicator in order to rate each donor based upon a decision 

factor, pointing out that although this matrix is methodically numerical, it is based on a 

"small but knowledgeable core of volunteers (who) determine the weights for the 

Indicators of Wealtii" (p. 84). 

Melchiori (1988) used a prospect ranking system to direct institutional 

advancement efforts. Utilizing a statistical package called the "binary tree split process," 

she grouped and classified alumni by segments. Then, through a survey format, 

Melchiori ranked alimini according to income level, degree earned, general attitude, and 
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whether or not a child, parent, or spouse attended the institution. Melchiori argued that 

these rankings "bring a set of benchmarks to segmenting alumni, prioritizing them, and 

determining strategies" (p.45). She further contended that person-specific information, 

which can be gathered only through the database at each school, is critical to 

advancement efforts: "Only your own data-gathering can give you exact details about 

your own alumni and relate them to the attributes of your own donors (p. 56). 

Sanders (1985) introduced a fundraising calendar based on response rates to his 

surveys. He argued that by learning to profile donors, organizations can more effectively 

set priorities, and recommended drafting a survey unique to both the organization and the 

donor constituency. This, he contended, was a better way to profile donors, as opposed 

to using a survey as part of a package or promotion. Sanders (1985) noted that return 

results have increased as a result of dividing surveys by known giving levels among 

donors: 

Community size, educational background, reading habits, church 
membership, civic club membership, and marital status are just as much a 
part of why and how much a donor contributes as are his annuity or 
stock/bond holdings, (p. 26) 

Stocker (1982) argued that cost effectiveness could be improved through donor 

base management. He asked the following questions: 

1. How does the organization keep current donors active? 
2. How can donor commitment be escalated? 
3. How can the organization locate new donors at lower costs? (p. 28) 

Stocker set out to identify common denominators specific to his specific donor audience. 

He found that by conducting a major audience analysis, charities could uncover new 

sources of potential donors and focus their efforts more narrowly. Stocker was able to 

identify the most important beliefs of his donor base, and found that there is a 

relationship between clear understanding of the organization and level of continued 

commitment. Stocker suggested that with fiiture research, his organization would be able 

to monitor changes in donor attitudes and priorities. 

EUiot (1986) found that regular communication with alumni generated success in 

fundraising efforts and that receiving alumni publications is associated with alumni 
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giving. Elliot also observed that attendance at class reunions was an important factor in 

alunrni activity participation leading to giving. This finding was supported by the work 

of Connolly and Blanchette (1986). 

Pickett (1977) defined fundraising potential as a combination of total resources in 

the institution's environment and the access the institution has to these resources. Pickett 

identified four variables as significant in predicting fundraising success: number of 

alumni on record, number of graduates attending graduate or professional school, annual 

cost of attending the institution, and dollar value of endowment. Advancement office 

budget, number of staff, organization of the fundraising program into functions, mailing 

list size, degree of activity by the tmstee advancement committee, and the existence of a 

case statement were also found by Pickett to impact fundraising outcomes. Pickett 

demonstrated that an institution's ability to raise money could be quantitatively predicted. 

However, his research assessed giving by total gifts, not by donor category, thus 

providing a misleading measure of fundraising success. 

The preceding section summarized the fundraising literature focusing on 

institutional characteristics, particularly the advancement effort. Another aspect of 

educational fundraising that has been studied in some depth deals with the characteristics 

of donors themselves, especially alumni donors. These studies are examined in the next 

section. 

Donor Characteristics 

Just as some studies focus on institutional characteristics and their effect on 

giving behavior, others examine characteristics of donors themselves. Lord (1985) 

argued that fundraisers should stop focusing on intemal issues and ask people what they 

think of the organization and what they want from it. Lord's perspective was that 

researchers spend too much time trying to get information from sources surrounding the 

donor instead of just approaching the donor and asking the questions directly to him or 

her. Lord suggested that by listening to the donor, development officers can "bring the 

vision into focus" to meet the ultimate needs of donors and institutions alike (p. 19). 
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Leslie and Ramey (1988) criticized past research on fundraising, arguing that such 

research analyzed charitable gifts as resulting from decisions of rational agents 

responding to economic conditions. Leslie and Ramey contend that previous research 

has inaccurately focused on fundraising strategies and individual institutional 

performance, when motivations and constraints of donors are better indicators of giving 

behavior, "These past efforts have suffered from an excessive emphasis on particulars of 

institutional fundraising techniques along witii insufficient regard for the factors that 

underlie the contribution decisions of donor groups" (p. 118). Leslie and Ramey found 

that factors which may influence donor behavior include institutional size, institutional 

prestige, economic success, close social ties to the school, the institution's public profile 

and the correlation of that profile with quality, overall scale of the institution's impact on 

the region, shortfalls in state support, demonstration of critical financial need, and 

emphasis on the long-standing traditions of the institution. 

McKee (1975) found that area of current residency is a factor that affects alunrni 

giving behavior. McKee observed that residency closer to the institution may facilitate 

participation in alumni activities. Bentler (1979) concluded that past giving behavior is 

an important predictor variable in alumni giving. 

Brittingham and Pezzullo (1990) found that social demographic, academic 

demographic, attitudinal, social involvement, and established giving characteristics are all 

variables that can predict alumni giving behavior. Social demographic factors in this 

study included gender, marital status, place of residence, age, income level, and whether 

one's occupation is education related. Academic demographic factors were level of 

degree received, age of the degree, and whether or not the alumnus worked less than full-

time while attending school, was a full-time student, and received a scholarship as a 

student. Under attitudinal characteristics, factors included whether or not alumni feel that 

the school is a good school, was their first choice of schools, and prepared them for their 

careers. 

Social involvement characteristics included factors such as whether or not alumni 

belonged to student organizations, whether or not they attend alumni events, whether or 

not alumni are members of their community organizations, and whether or not they attend 
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church regularly. Established giving factors involve whether alumni are past donors to 

their alma maters and whether or not their spouses are donors to their school (Brittingham 

& Pezzullo, 1990). 

Brittingham and Pezzullo found that regular church attendance was associated 

with alumni giving. Alumni who attended church once or more each week were much 

more likely to be donors than those who attended less often were. Alumni who attended 

church at least once a month, but less than once a week, were less likely to be donors than 

were those who attended church at least once a week. 

Buchanan (1993) used the work of Brittingham and Pezzullo (1990) as a 

framework for his study of alumni of an engineering and technology school, hoping to 

identify variables that predict alumni giving by finding donor characteristics, including 

social demographic, academic demographic, attitudinal, social involvement, and 

established giving characteristics. Social demographic variables included gender, marital 

status, place of residence, age, job category, and income level. Academic demographic 

variables in this study were degree level, age of the degree, how much the alunmus 

worked while a student, and whether he or she received a scholarship as a student. 

Attitudinal factors in Buchanan's study included attitude toward career 

preparation, perception of status of the ahna mater, and whether the alma mater was a 

first choice selection. Social involvement characteristics included membership in student 

organizations, attendance at alumni events, membership in community organizations, and 

church attendance. Established giving characteristics were such things as the giving 

history to one's alma mater, the giving history to the spouse's alma mater, and the 

preferred method of solicitation. 

Buchanan (1993) surveyed alumni of the Purdue University School of 

Engineering and Technology at IndianapoHs, and found three factors to be positively 

related to alumni giving: attendance at alumni events, past donor to alma mater, and a 

spouse who was a past alma mater donor. Buchanan concluded that engineering and 

technology alumni have different giving pattems than those discovered by previous 

studies, and that past giving behavior is a particularly important predictor variable in 

predicting future giving. Buchanan points out that he was unable to find any cases of 
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studies addressing the issue of students with full-time jobs as future donors, and he 

sought to fill this gap with his study. 

The author of the current study was particularly interested in 
characteristics predicting alumni giving at an urban university with non-
traditional students. This type of setting includes a large proportion of 
students that work full-time. The author felt that students who work full-
time and spend little time on the campus would not develop as much 
loyalty to their ahna mater. It would then be reasonable to assume that 
they would not be as likely to be donors as alunrni from a traditional 
residential campus would, (p. 41) 

Buchanan found no cases of studies dealing with part-time students as alumni 

donors, and hoped to fill this gap as well. The same is tme of studies dealing with the 

preferred method of contact from the alumni point of view. Future research, according to 

Buchanan, should include a replication of this study in five years, after the Purdue 

University School of Engineering and Technology at Indianapolis has established a 

tradition of giving. Alumni of other engineering and technology schools should also be 

studied by replicating Buchanan's work. 

Buchanan (1993) recommended that future research utilize the focus group 

method of data collection, using stratification to set up the groups so that a population 

representative of alumni can be obtained. Further, "amounts donated" should be added to 

the study as a dependent variable. Buchanan noted that many of the factors in his study 

that were not significant at the .05 level could tum out to be significant if the amount 

donated is considered. The same is tme of some of the other factors besides those 

considered in Buchanan's study. 

Buchanan (1993) observed that qualitative studies of this subject might provide 

fresh insights by using interviews to explore alumni characteristics and attitudes in depth. 

Also, receipt of scholarship, income level, and education-related occupation variables 

were all significant at the .10 level in Buchanan's study, and so should be studied in 

fiiture research. 

Connolly and Blanchette (1986) examined the relationship l)etween age of degree 

and giving, and found that this relationship is curvilinear, with more giving coming from 

the middle of tiie distribution. The researchers argued that: 
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This phenomenon represents the crossing of two curves: motivation (a 
diminution of alumni motivation as their time distance from the institution 
increases) and capacity (as alumni earn more, they can afford to give 
more). This finding affirms that age of degree is strongly associated with 
alunrni age and income level. However, it does not solve the problem of 
predicting alumni giving, (p. 49) 

Korvas (1984) also found a statistically significant relationship between alumni 

donors and nondonors and the number of years since graduation. The more years that 

had passed since graduation, the more likely the alumnus was to give. Another finding 

by Korvas was that alunrni who participate in a greater number of voluntary or 

community organizations are more likely to be financial contributors to their alma mater. 

In another group of studies, researchers examined the relationship between 

personal characteristics of donors and their giving behavior. Burt (1989) examined state 

university donors and nondonors and found that alumni with annual household income of 

$30,000 or more tended to feel that they could afford to give more than those in lower 

income brackets. Bragg (1971) and McNally (1984) observed that male alunrni were 

likely to give a larger gift to their alma maters than female alumni were. Jencks (1987) 

found that married people were more likely to give than single people were. After 

factoring out other variables, Jencks also concluded that old people gave away more 

money than younger people did. Jencks theorized that either people become more 

generous as they age, or that people bom in the late 1800's and early 1900's have been 

more generous throughout their lives than those bom more recently. By using a 

longitudinal study, Jencks (1987) found supporting evidence for the latter as a cause of 

giving behavior. Hodgkinson and Weitzman (1988) also found a positive correlation 

between age and giving, as did Shorb (1983). Oglesby (1991) observed that as alunrni 

grow older, they develop a stronger emotional attachment to then ahna maters. Also, as 

alumni age, they have higher family income, which results in more and larger gifts to 

institutions. 

McKinney (1978) applied consistency theory of personality motivation to donors 

and nondonors at a private university. McKmney concluded that consistency theory 

suggested that the willingness of an individual to donate money to a given institution was 
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determined by several factors, including the formation of images that were consistent 

with the donor's predetermination of what would be accepted as financially supportable. 

Sweeney (1982) found that the number of years since graduation from a 

baccalaureate program is significantly associated with alumni giving behavior. Financial 

contributions to community groups and organizations are also associated with alumni 

giving by the same donor. Sweeney also found that past donating behavior to one's alma 

mater is significantly associated with alumni giving to both baccalaureate and master's 

degree educational programs, as well as financial contributions to the university in 

general. Sweeney also found a correlation between alumni giving and a spouse who 

gives to his or her alma mater. 

Mosser (1993) looked at how capacity to give, motivation to give, and the 

interaction of these two variables affect giving behavior in alunrni. He found that while 

these variables might have an indirect effect on giving behavior, other factors must be 

considered. Mosser also found that involvement of fundraisers with students before 

graduation might enhance giving: 

It is when current students see how their own education experiences are 
enriched by alumni financial support that they can personalize and 
intemalize the benefits of this sort of philanthropy... Academic leaders and 
fund raisers should look for opportunities to promote the connection 
between alumni giving and benefits to current students and take advantage 
of the educational opportimity that these linkages offer in terms of role 
modeling the importance of alumni financial support in the lives of both 
current students and the university. It is through personal experiences with 
alumni financial support that students personalize and gain an 
understanding of the importance of giving back to their alma mater after 
graduation, (p. 137) 

Mosser argued that there is a need for fundraising research that identifies the 

characteristics of potential donors with a high degree of certainty. 

Ledingham (1987) studied a pubhc information campaign at the University of 

Evansville, focusing on the predictive power of attitudinal, promotional, demographic, 

and knowledge-related variables. Ledingham argued that both marital status and attitude 

toward the organization affect giving behavior. He found that nearly 75 percent of 

respondents to his survey were married and contributed to a specific organization. 
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McKinney et al. (1979) examined factors among "donors and nondonors related 

to major gifts at a private university" (p. 1). They compared members of a major donor 

giving club with donors who were determined to be giving below their potential and 

donors who were giving below their potential but contributing significantly as volunteers 

for the university. The researchers tested six hypotheses regarding giving behavior: 

1. Attitudes toward selected higher education issues 
2. Philanthropic views of themselves and of others as donors 
3. Factors which influence decisions to give to any private university 
4. Perceptions of characteristics of the University of Miami (the institution studied) 
5. Source of information concerning the University of Miami 
6. Demographic characteristics, (p. 3) 

All of the donors perceived themselves as being more generous than other people, and all 

were less influenced by outside forces including the "stock market, the economy, 

emergency appeals, awards, plaques, and pubhc recognition" (p. 5). 

Panas (1984) argued that there is no single reason for giving, but that there are 

common pattems in giving major gifts (gifts of $10,000 or more). Major donors are more 

interested in excitement than in need, and they feel that giving at this level is a serious 

and awesome responsibility. They are motivated more by opportunity and challenge, a 

sense of duty, and the opportunity to do something special than by dire need. 

This section summarized the personal characteristics of donors as predictors of 

giving behavior. The next section examines research on how institutional and 

environmental factors work together to influence whether or not individuals support an 

institution. 

Leslie and Ramey (1985a) attempted to develop "decision-making models that 

would explain all or a significant part of gift-giving behavior among donors of various 

types" (p. 34). Previous studies had focused on the variability in fundraising techniques. 

Leslie and Ramey ranked institutional and economic variables divided into two groups, 

institutional and environmental. Institutional variables included enrolhnent, annual 

budget, reputation, age, percentage of alumni soUcited, and endowment. Environment 

variables were state appropriation and local economic growth. The researchers 

concluded that: 
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Nonalumni individuals, corporations, foundations, and other organizations 
are motivated to give by what education does to benefit society, not by 
questions of the institution's prestige...these donors will seek out detailed 
information about academic excellence and will rely little on reputational 
folklore...individuals make larger donations when state appropriations are 
smaller, (pp. 36-37) 

Leslie and Ramey argued that these findings support their earlier research that 

demonstrated that individual giving increases when the institutional need is great. 

Leslie and Ramey (1985b) also looked at total amounts in private gifts each year 

since 1932. For the same time period, they calculated personal wealth, business wealth, 

and tax information, recording fluctuations in all of these factors. This study included 

such variables as yields on corporate bonds, national income, government tax and non-tax 

revenues, and gross national product. Leslie and Ramey (1985b) found that alumni were 

most likely to give when there is a great need (when the economy is bad), while corpora

tions and foundations tend to give more in good economic times. The researchers 

concluded that it is important for fundraisers to clearly understand all of the forces that 

influence private giving. 

Clearly, there has been an effort in previous research studies to identify factors 

that may predict giving behavior and increase fimdraising success. The following section 

examines recommendations made by researchers for future areas needing study. 

Studies Identified as Being Needed 

After an in-depth look at the role of the development officer in higher education. 

Worth and Asp (1994) stated that there is a need for studies on (a) what development 

officers actually do; (b) how they allocate time and talents among various roles in the 

course of a day, week, and career, and (c) how these factors differ among various 

development positions and specialties. Worth and Asp also noted that a definition of the 

traits and experiences required for each job in the development program is needed. 

Further recommended by Worth and Asp is research addressmg the question of how the 

different roles of a development officer are reflected in the Chief Development Officer's 

activities. There is also a need for studies dealing with tiie role of the development 
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officer across different types of institutions, and the development officer's relationship 

with the president and tmstees. Finally, say Worth and Asp (1994), we need a scale or 

typology with which presidents and development officers can rate their perceptions and 

preferences with regard to each other's roles. 

Paton (1985) argues that research which used total voluntary support as the 

criterion variable was inappropriate because the findings were aggregated and therefore 

misleading. Paton proposes that examination of voluntary support by donor group, 

instead of as a whole, would present a more accurate picture of an institution's 

fundraising success. 

Carbone (1986) found that there is a broad need for research on fundraising, 

particularly the characteristics of donors. Carbone argued that there is also a need for 

follow-up studies on the research that has already been done, "we need predictive 

generalizations on the philanthropic environment, the work and career of fund raisers, 

and the management of fundraising" (p. 84). 

Carbone's ideas concur with Worth's (1993) suggestions that there is a need for 

more study on the consistency of college mission, spending and effectiveness in 

fimdraising; the roles of govemance and tmstee; attitudes of alumni; segmented markets; 

and the evaluation of fundraising research. 

The majority of research studies done in the early years of educational fundraising 

as a discipline employed quantitative methods of analysis. The next section examines the 

introduction of qualitative research methods into the study of educational fundraising. 

Qualitative Methods in Development Research 

Researchers have expanded upon the work of Leshe (1969) and Pickett (1977) by 

refining the quantitative methods used to examine higher education fundraising 

effectiveness, and by adding qualitative techniques to the inquiry. Willmer (1981) used 

qualitative methods to identify five factors that predict successful fundraising: 

institutional commitment to fundraising, organizational stmcture and scope of authority, 

personnel resources, fundraising activities and functions, and evaluation of fundraising 

programs. 
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Glennon (1985) used both quantitative and qualitative methods to develop a 

model of fundraising processes and policies for small private colleges. Glennon sought 

to determine which combination of fundraising poUcies and procedures would be 

beneficial to the fimdraising efforts of small private colleges. His model is clustered 

along five components: (1) institutional mission, goal, and commitment; (2) 

organizational stmcture; (3) personnel resources; (4) activities and functions; and (5) 

evaluation. Glennon recommended that future research, both qualitative and quantitative, 

investigate the development process. Some of the questions suggested by Glennon for 

future research include: 

1. What attracts potential contributors to a college of the type studied 
here? 
2. How are they identified? 
3. How are they encouraged to support the institution? 
4. Who is the most appropriate institutional representative to initiate 
and/or continue the cultivation process? (p. 137) 

Glennon's questions are related to the purpose of the present study, which is to examine 

the identification, cultivation, solicitation, acknowledgement, and recognition of current 

and prospective donors to a large, public Research II University. 

The next section of this chapter examines previous studies of the development 

process itself, using quantitative and qualitative methods. The studies in this section 

(Duronio & Loessin, 1991; Curtiss, 1994) provide the framework for the present study. 

Examination of these studies shows how Duronio and Loessin identified elements of the 

development process, and how Curtiss then used these elements to guide his study of the 

development process at a private liberal arts college. 

Study of the Development Process 

Willmer (1981) was the first to develop a model illustrating the stmcture, format, 

and process of development programs. Willmer suggested five factors that predict 

fimdraising success: (1) institutional commitment to fundraising; (2) organizational 

stmcture and scope of authority; (3) personnel resources; (4) fundraising 

activities/functions; and (5) evaluation of fundraising programs. Willmer examined the 
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fundraising process in small colleges and the management of that process in terms of its 

success and effectiveness as measured by fimdraising outcomes. 

Duronio and Loessin (1986,1987,1988,1989, 1990) used quantitative and 

qualitative methods to ascertain the nature of effective fundraising. They found that 

institutions vary across institutional types and also within the same type with regard to 

institutional characteristics that impact fundraising. They therefore concluded that 

comparison of similar institutions or comparisons across institutions is inappropriate. 

Duronio and Loessin's findmgs suggest that institutional characteristics may not be 

effective measures of fundraising because they are not subject to change or manipulation. 

Duronio and Loessin (1990) also concluded that quantitative analysis does not 

adequately explain variation in fundraising success between institutions with similar 

resources. Because this indicates that other factors may contribute to fundraising 

outcomes, Duronio and Loessin believed that a qualitative approach to explore these 

factors would likely be beneficial. In a subsequent study (1991b), they investigated ten 

institutions determined to have exceeded their fundraising potentials. The purpose of this 

study was to determine which institutions utilized any (or all) of 18 qualitative 

institutional factors previously identified in the literature (Glennon, 1986; Leslie, 1969; 

Pickett, 1977; Wilhner, 1981). 

The findings of Duronio and Loessin's (1991b) research indicated that no single 

institution was strong in all 18 factors. Similarly, no one qualitative factor was common 

to all ten institutions. The most common factors included presidential leadership, 

institutional commitment to fundraising, the chief advancement officer's leadership and 

role in setting institutional mission, and entrepreneurial fundraising programs. (Duronio 

and Loessin did not investigate the degree to which the factors were considered 

important; rather, their purpose was to determine which of the elements were a part of the 

advancement program at each institution.). These findings suggest that institutions can 

each use their own strengths to maximize fundraising success. Duronio and Loessin 

(1991b) examined all institutional types and donor groups in their studies, and 

recommended that fiiture research concentrate on specific types of institutions and donor 

groups. 
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Curtiss (1994) followed the recommendation of Duronio and Loessin (1991b) in 

conducting a case study of a private liberal arts college. Curtiss focused on the process 

the institution used to identify, cultivate, solicit, acknowledge, and recognize prospective 

donors from alumni, non-alumni, corporate, and foundation groups. He also broke the 

factors used by Duronio and Loessin down into more detail, so that the number of 

elements examined in his study was 57. Curtiss explored which of these elements were 

used by the institution and which of those used were perceived to impact fundraising 

outcomes. (While Curtiss' research questions did not reflect an interest in the degree to 

which various elements were perceived to impact fundraising outcomes, his interview 

questions did indicate some interest in degree of impact For example, he asked 

individuals how effective they perceived a specific element (such as a donor tracking 

system) to be.) The present study follows the recommendations of Duronio and Loessin 

(1990) and expands on Curtiss' (1994) work by applying his methods in an attempt to 

identify elements of the development process at a large, state-supported. Research II 

University. 

Summary 

In recent decades, scholars of institutional advancement have discovered that both 

quantitative and qualitative methods may be used to investigate fundraising effectiveness. 

Information yielded from the findings of past studies may be used to help an institution 

determine its fundraising potential and evaluate the degree to which it has achieved that 

potential. This information may also help an institution determine which institutional and 

donor characteristics affect giving behavior, as well as which factors of the development 

process impact fundraising outcome. (See Table 2.1 on pages 37-41 for a summary of 

factors identified by previous studies as being associated with a positive impact on 

fundraising outcomes.) However, no single empirical model for defining fundraising 

effectiveness has been defined. Rather, the findings of the research to date indicate that 

individual institutions should take advantage of their strengths, while maintaining 

deliberate efforts at raising money (Duronio & Loessin, 1991b). 
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Investigation of the development process is needed in order to help institutional 

leaders reveal the important relationships involved in fimdraising. This study should add 

to the advancement knowledge base and assist the selected institution (and others like it) 

to develop stronger ties with current and prospective donors. 

The next chapter presents the methodology for this study. The case study 

research design is discussed. The selected institution and context of the study are 

described, and the protocols for the case study are explamed. A description of the 

participants and how they were selected is followed by a description of the data collection 

and analysis process. Chapter III ends with an explanation of data collection procedures 

and data analysis. 
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Table 2.1 

Summary of Factors Associated With Giving 

STUDY 

Anderson (1981) 

Beeler (1982) 

Bentler (1979) 

Boyle (1990) 

Bragg (1971) 

Brittingham and Pezzullo (1990) 

Buchanan (1993) 

Burke (1988) 

Cockriel (1983) 

Connolly & Blanchette (1986) 

Dahl (1981) 

FACTORS AFFECTING GIVING 

Above-average career preparation 

Satisfaction with job preparation 
Receipt of scholarship or grant 

Past donor 

College quality 
Perception of institution as strong 

Gender (males give more) 

Academic demographic (level of degree 
received, age of the degree, whether or not 
alum was full-time student, receipt of 
scholarship) 
Attitudinal demographic(preparation for 
career perceived as adequate, perception of 
school as good, first choice of schools) 
Social involvement (student organizations, 
alumni events, member of community 
organizations, regular church attendance) 

Attendance at alumni events 
Past donor to alma mater 
Spouse a past donor to alma mater 

Perception of institutional image 

Receipt of scholarship 

Attendance at class reunions 
Years since graduation 

Graduation from the school 
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Table 2.1. Continued 

STUDY FACTORS AFFECTING GIVING 

Dietz (1985) 

Duronio & Loessin (1990) 

Drachman (1983) 

Elliot (1986) 

Gardner (1975) 

Gilley, et.al (1986) 

Glennon (1985) 

Hanna (1968) 

Hendrickson (1986) 

Hodgkinson and Weitzman(1988) 

Gender (males give more) 
Involvement in an honor society 

Strong presidential leadership 
Institutional commitment to fundraising 
Entrepreneurial fundraising programs 
Chief advancement officer's leadership 

Perception of institution as high quality 

Regular communication with alumni 
Attendance at class reunions 
Alumni activity participation 
Receipt of alumni publications 

Satisfaction with preparation for graduate 
school 
Strong attachment to institution 

Development office a power broker 
High priority on image building 
Exploration of altemative funding sources 
Focus on quality 
Strong relationships with business and 
industry 

Institutional planning 
Budgetary commitment and allocation 
Adequate personnel resources 
Evaluation of fundraising programs 

Alumni cultivation 

Institutional prestige 

Age 
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Table 2.1. Continued 

STUDY FACTORS AFFECTING GIVING 

Jencks (1987) 

Korvas (1984) 

Leslie and Ramey (1985) 

Leslie and Ramey (1985a) 

Lindenmann (1983) 

Maclsaac (1973) 

McKinney (1978) 

McKinney, et al (1979) 

McNally (1984) 

McNulty (1976) 

Melchiori (1988) 

Miller (1990) 

Moesser(1993) 

Number of alumni records stored 
Marital status 
Participation in alumni activities 

Receipt of sufficient financial aid 
Participation in alumni activities 
Years since graduation 
Participation in community or voluntary 
organizations 

Strong reputational rating 

Institutional need 

Receipt of financial aid 

Confidence in institution's strength 

Perception of institutional image 

Philanthropic view of self as donor 

Gender 

Participation in alumni activities 

Prospect ranking by segments (income 
level, degree eamed, general attitude, 
child/parent/spouse attended institution) 

Satisfaction with undergraduate experience 

Capacity and motivation to give 
Involvement with fundraisers while 
enrolled as students at the institution 
Participation in alumni activities 
Involvement in student government 
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Table 2.1. Continued 

STUDY FACTORS AFFECTING GIVING 

Oglesby (1991) 

Panas (1984) 

Paton (1983) 

Pocock (1985) 

Sanders (1985) 

Schneiter (1985) 

Semple (1985) 

Shorb (1983) 

Sinatra-Ostlund (1984) 

Spaeth and Greeley (1970) 

Sweeney (1982) 

Age 
Strong attachment to alma mater 

Common pattems in major gift givers 
(more interested in excitement than need, 
feel the gift is a serious responsibility, 
motivated more by opportunity than by a 
dire need) 

Student retention 

Trustee involvement in identification 

Surveying donors by known giving level 
(community size, educational background, 
reading habits, church and/or civic club 
membership, marital status) 

Positive experience at the school 

Gift rating of donors 

Participation in alumni activities 
Age 
Season tickets to athletic events while a 
student (for athletic donations) 

Type of institution (private) 
Family wealth 
Satisfaction with preparation for graduate 
school 
College quality 
Alumni perception of college quality 

More years since graduation 
Donations to community groups 
Past donor to ahna mater 
Spouse a past donor to alma mater 
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Table 2.1. Continued 

STUDY FACTORS AFFECTING GIVING 

Taylor and Martm (1993) 

Wilhner (1981) 

Wihnoth (1987) 

Worth (1985) 

Membership in special interest groups 
Participation in Greek system or 
departmental organization 
Subsequent enrollment for graduate school 

Institutional commitment to fundraising 
Organizational stmcture and scope of 
authority 
Personnel resources 
Fundraising activities and functions 
Evaluation of fundraising programs 

Giving club thresholds 

Aggressive programs 
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CHAPTER m 

METHODOLOGY 

Chapter III describes the procedures used in conducting this study. The topics 

covered in this chapter include (a) research design, (b) participants, (c) data collection, 

(d) data analysis, and (e) anticipated findings. The foundation for this study is the earlier 

work of Glennon (1985), Duronio and Loessin (1991b), and Curtiss (1994). The study at 

hand expands on the firamework used by Curtiss (1994), who categorized the 57 elements 

of the development process identified by m the published literature into five components 

of development. These five components, in the order m which they occur, are: (1) 

identification, (2) cultivation, (3) solicitation, (4) acknowledgment, and (5) recognition. 

Research Design 

The research design selected for inquiry is the instrumental case study (Stake, 

1994.) In this design, the researcher examined a single case with the goal of providing 

insight into an issue or refinement of theory. Instrumental case studies involve looking at 

a case in depth in order to pursue an extemal interest. In this study, the case was Caprock 

State University, a large, pubhc Research II university. The goal of the study was to 

identify how 57 elements of the development process were used by the institution's 

advancement professionals, and how those individuals perceived the elements as 

impacting fundraising processes and products. 

Following the recommendation of Stake (1994), this research focuses on a single 

case: 

I see comparison as an epistemological function competing with learning 
about and from the particular case. Comparison is a powerful conceptual 
mechanism, fixing attention upon the few attributes being compared and 
obscuring other knowledge about the case. (p. 242) 

The uniqueness of individual institutions with regard to fundraising effectiveness 

has been demonstrated in recent studies (Duronio & Loessin, 1991b; Curtiss, 1994). 

Therefore, the single-case design is appropriate for this study of a smgle institution 

because the case is unique. 
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The institution also has subsections, groups, and occasions, further demonstrating 

that this study meets Stake's (1994) criteria for a case study design. Data describing 

diverse operations of the case is a goal in case study research. This study initially was 

designed to examine the development process in all of the units, or subsections, of the 

university. However, time constraints resulted in only a cross-section of the units being 

examined in depth. (The importance of the development process at the unit level was an 

important finding in this study, so future research should examine the unit, rather than the 

institutional, level.) 

The present study also describes distinct subsections within the university's 

advancement program. In addition to the Colleges of Agriculture, Architecture, 

Education, and Engineering, these subsections included armual giving and planned giving 

programs as well as auxiliary units including the alumni association, athletic booster 

association, and library. 

Stake (1994) further points out that qualitative case researchers look at 

complexities in single cases that connect ordinary practice to the concems of academic 

disciplines. This study provides a qualitative examination of the development process, 

which may address resource development issues facing higher education leaders. 

Stake (1994) argues that in order to maximize learning from a case, the case must 

be something that functions; that is, there must be something to be described and 

interpreted. The university meets this criterion, since the development process at this 

institution can be described and interpreted. 

Stake (1994) further observes that instrumental case study methods lead the 

researcher to show how concems of theorists and researchers are apparent in the case. 

This study of the development process at a single institution will address concems of all 

advancement professionals and higher education leadership. By spending time 

interviewing and observing advancement professionals in a single institution, at different 

levels of the organization, the researcher will attempt to describe this case adequately 

enough to allow readers to draw their own conclusions. 
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Context of the Study 

The institution selected for this case study was Caprock State University 

(pseudonym), a large public Research II University in Texas. The school celebrated its 

75 anniversary while the study was in progress. Enrolhnent at Caprock State was 

approxunately 25,000, with a graduate school and a law school in addition to seven 

colleges. There is also a medical school, which was considered a separate institution with 

its own President. Because it is a separate institution, the medical school was not 

included in this study. 

The University Library, the Law School, and the Graduate School have their own 

Development Officers, in addition to the Development Officers working in the various 

academic colleges. There is also an Alumni Association, a University Foundation, and a 

popular athletics program with its ovm supporting organization (the Athletic Booster 

Club) and development officers. 

Two factors that were not present in the institution studied by Curtiss (1994) had a 

very important impact on the development process at the University. First, about two 

years before the study began, a new administration had been installed. The decision had 

been made to move to a chancellor system, and the man hired to be the first Chancellor 

was a state senator who had enjoyed a long local career and had many contacts statewide. 

All indications were that he was selected to manage a $300 million capital campaign that 

was in the quiet phase at that time. 

The second important factor not in the Curtiss study is the capital campaign itself. 

When the new administrative plan was implemented, there was a reorganizing of the 

advancement operation. The Director of Institutional Advancement became the Vice 

Chancellor for Special Projects, and a new person was hired as Campaign Director, then 

subsequently promoted to Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement. Regional and 

unit development officers were hired and trained specifically for the campaign. As a 

result of the restmcturing, some development personnel left and were replaced. There 

were also intemal changes in personnel as staff members moved to other positions within 

the institution. 
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The University kicked off the public phase of a $300 million dollar capital 

campaign while the study was being conducted. This campaign had important 

implications for the development organization, and in tum, the University's use of the 57 

elements of the development process. By the time data collection was complete, four of 

the participants had changed jobs. At the time of data collection, at least two participants 

had only been on the job a short time. Shortly after data collection ended, one of these 

and at least one other staff member resigned to take positions at other institutions. The 

turnover in development personnel and the restmcturing of the development office were 

occurring at a very rapid pace. The campaign and the new administration are important 

factors because, for all practical purposes, they were the two driving forces behind the 

development process at the university. 

Participants 

Selection of the sample for this study followed the recommendations of Strauss 

and Corbin (1990) for open sampling. Strauss and Corbin suggest purposeful sampling 

when the goal is "data bearing on categories, their properties, and dimensions" (p. 183). 

Earlier research (Curtiss, 1994) suggests five component processes within the larger 

whole process of development. The sample for this study was selected with the goal of 

studying each of the five processes: identification, cultivation, solicitation, 

acknowledgement, and recognition of current and former donors. At the 

recommendation of a committee member familiar with the organization and the Vice 

Chancellor for Institutional Advancement, the sample was selected to provide as 

complete as possible a picture of the development process at the University. (Figure 3.1 

shows the participants in this study.) Twenty-four participants were purposively selected 

for this study. Because of the size of the institution and the number of units, all served by 

their own development officers, only some of the deans and College development 

officers were selected (three of each). Other participants, such as the Legal Counsel, the 

Director of Special Events, and the Director of Publications, were selected at the 

recommendation of the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement. Donors were 
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selected at the recommendation of one of the participants, the Associate Director of 

Development. Both were major donors who had a long association with the university. 

At the recommendation of a committee member who had just retired after twenty 

years as a college development officer, tiiree auxiUaiy units (the library, the alumni 

association, and the athletics association) were selected. Administrators interviewed 

were the Chancellor, the President, the Vice Chancellor for Special Projects, and the 

Director of Publications. Deans selected were tiie Deans of Libraries, The College of 

Agriculture, and The College of Engineering and Technology. Central development staff 

selected were, as follows: 

• Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement, 

• Associate Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement, 

• Legal Counsel, 

• Director of Plaimed Giving, 

• Assistant Director of Annual Giving, 

• Director of Corporate and Foimdation Giving, 

• Associate Director of Development, 

• Director of Special Projects, 

• One Regional Development Officer. 

Development Officers interviewed were from the Colleges of Agriculture, 

Architecture, and Teacher Education. The Executive Director of the Alumni Association 

and the Senior Associate Athletics Director (who managed the athletics fundraising 

organization) were also selected as participants. 

Curtiss (1994) applied the five-component framework to a private liberal arts 

college. This study applies the same framework to a different type of institution, a large 

public Research II university. Curtiss recommended that his research be replicated 

adding donors as participants. With permission from the Vice Chancellor for 

Institutional Advancement, and at the recommendation of the Associate Dnector of 

Development, two major donors were selected as participants. One was the Executive 

Director of a major local foimdation, and the other was a major individual donor who 

gave to all of the units at the university. Appendix B lists the participants in this study. 
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Before any interviews were conducted, the researcher wrote to the Chancellor and 

the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement to arrange a meetmg with each of 

them individually. (See Appendix C for letter of mtroduction and proposal to study.) 

The purpose of the meetings was to explain the study and secure permission to conduct it. 

The protocols for the interviews, as well as the goals and purposes of the interviews, were 

sent to the Chief Advancement Officer prior to this meeting. (Appendix D provides the 

protocols for the interview meetings.) These same documents were sent to each 

participant prior to that participant's interview. 

Data Collection 

Data were collected primarily from audiotaped one-on-one interviews focusing on 

individual perceptions of the development process. (See Appendix E for the Interview 

Questionnaire used in this study.) Each participant was interviewed a minimum of one 

time. Interviews lasted approximately one hour. In three instances, a second interview 

was deemed to be necessary because the participants had a great deal to say. All of the 

information from these interviews was deemed by the researcher to be important enough 

to let the participants talk and schedule a second interview, provided the participants 

agreed, which all three did. These interviews were all considered critical due to the fact 

that they were three individuals who had very long histories with fundraising at the 

institution. They were the Director of Development Research, the President, and the Vice 

Chancellor for Special Projects, who had only recently accepted that position after a long 

tenure as Director of Institutional Advancement The goal of the interviews was to 

determine how each participant perceived the five component processes (identification, 

cultivation, solicitation, acknowledgment, recognition) as being used at the mstitution, 

specifically in terms of 57 elements of these five processes previously identified by 

Curtiss (1994). 

Triangulation of Data Collection 

To ensure triangulation of the data (Patton, 1990), the interviews were 

supplemented by a review of documents relevant to the university's development process. 
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Data collection included gathering written mformation conceming the institution's profile 

and fundraising programs, strategies, plans, and outcomes. (Appendix F details the 

materials to be collected, while Appendix G provides guidelines for their review.) 

Strategy of Inquiry 

Interviews followed Patton's (1990) criteria for the Interview Guide. In this type 

of interview, an interview guide, or hst of questions, is prepared before the interview so 

that the same information, covering the same material, is gleaned from the same people. 

Patton argues that the Interview Guide approach makes good use of the limited time 

available in interview situations and makes interviewing a number of people more 

comprehensive and systematic by delimiting the issues the be covered before the 

interview begins. 

In the Interview Guide Approach, the interview questions and the course of topics 

and issues to be covered are specified in advance. Each interview for this study was 

scheduled by sending the participant a letter explaining the study and requesting an 

interview. The letters were accompanied by a list of the five components of the 

development process and the 57 elements within them, a list of questions the interview 

would attempt to answer, and a consent form. The researcher used the letter to request an 

interview at the participant's convenience and stated that a telephone call requesting an 

appointment would be forthcoming. All of those initially contacted responded 

enthusiastically with the exception of one Dean, who asked to be excluded, and one 

Regional Campaign Development Officer who was contacted twice by electronic mail 

and once by telephone but never responded. Each participant was assured that the 

interview and all responses are confidential. This was accomplished by the use of 

pseudonyms for: 

• The institution (Caprock State University), 

• The athletics booster club (the Athletic Booster Club), 

• The almost-completed new sports arena (the American Pride Arena), 

• The major gift society (the Society of the Saddle), 

• The planned giving society (the Wrangler Society), 
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• The capital campaign (the Winners Campaign), 

• The alumni organization (the Alumni Association). 

Interviews were planned to last approximately one hour and interview segments 

consisted of: 

1. Introducing the study and answering any questions, 

2. Specific questions regarding the five components of the development process in 

general and the respondent's perceptions regarding how 57 elements of the development 

process are used at the institution, 

3. A development exercise in which the participant was asked to imagine that the 

researcher has just been hired by a similar institution to direct a development program 

with limited experience, staff, and budget. The researcher has come to the interviewee to 

ask that person's opinion regarding the most important things to do in order to ensure 

fundraising success. 

In order to ensure triangulation of data, interviews were supplemented by a 

review of materials and documents related to the development process (Patton, 1990). 

These materials were obtained by providing a list to each participant and asking them to 

gather whatever materials on the list they might have to give to the researcher. The 

purpose of the materials review was to triangulate the data and to determine how the 

materials portrayed the institution as incorporating the 57 elements into its development 

process. The researcher also sought to determine how the written materials portrayed the 

impact of the various 57 elements on fundraising processes and products, and whether the 

materials. 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis consisted of qualitative content evaluation of interview transcripts, 

as well as reviews of documents related to the development process. The analysis was 

expected to yield information regarding the elements considered effective by the 

institution's informants in the identification, cultivation, solicitation, acknowledgment 

and recognition and ciurent and prospective donors. Interviews were recorded and 

transcribed, averaging four hours per interview, or 96 hours total. Transcripts were then 
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made available to participants to review for content accuracy. After transcribing the 

interviews, the researcher sorted the transcripts according to the five components and 57 

elements of the development process. This first phase of data analysis took 

approximately two hours per interview or 48 hours in all. 

In the second phase, exploratory analysis of the data collected followed a 

descriptive process using content analysis techniques. The five components of the 

development process were analyzed and reported separately. Analysis of interview 

transcripts was accomplished by coding responses on the transcripts relative to the 57 

elements of the development process. Materials and documents gathered for 

triangulation purposes were reviewed to determine how the elements were used and 

perceived as effective, and were checked against interview transcripts for consistency of 

both data sources. 

To answer the research question, transcripts and written materials were analyzed 

to determine how the University used 57 elements of the development process to identify, 

cultivate, solicit, acknowledge, and recognize donors. Narrative data and documents and 

materials regarding the 57 elements were categorized according to component areas and 

individual elements. These categories were then examined to determine how, if at all, the 

57 elements were involved in the process and what their perceived importance was to the 

fundraising effort. Elements were determined to be part of the development process if 

they were incorporated on a consistent basis at the institutional level. 

Summary of Chapter III 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the development process at a public 

Research H University. One research question guided the inquiry: According to the 

perceptions of individuals involved in fundraising for the University, how does the 

process employed by Caprock State University follow the development literature 

regarding its use of 57 elements of the development process as identified by Curtiss 

(1994)? To answer the research questions, twenty-four people who were actively 

involved in fundraising at the University were purposively selected to be interviewed. 

Usmg the guidelines for critical case sampling suggested by Patton (1990), these 
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individuals were purposively selected from administrators, development professionals, 

and donors at the selected university. Interview questions were grouped according to five 

components of the development process: (1) identification, (2) cultivation, (3) 

sohcitation, (4) acknowledgment, and (5) recognition of current and prospective donors. 

Within these five components, questions specifically addressed 57 elements as to whether 

and how they were used, and how they were perceived to impact fundraising processes 

and products. After each interview, the participant was provided with an interview 

transcript to review for accuracy. Interview transcripts averaged approximately twenty 

single-spaced pages per interview. Once all of the interviews were transcribed and 

reviewed, the researcher sorted the transcripts according to components and the 57 

elements of the development process to determine how the elements were used at the 

university and how they were perceived as impacting fundraising processes and products. 

Each participant was provided with a list of interview questions, as well as a list of 

materials to be requested for review, prior to the interview. The researcher gathered 

written materials and publications from the university for the purpose of triangulating the 

data. Qualitative content analysis was used to determine whether or not the written 

materials supported the findings of the interview transcripts. 

The next chapter. Chapter IV, presents the results of the data analysis. Chapter V 

follows with a summary of the study, discussion, conclusions, and recommendations. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

Introduction 

In this chapter, the author reports the findings of the data analysis for the purpose 

of answering the research question: How does the process employed by the selected 

University follow the development literature regarding its use of the 57 elements of the 

development process identified in the literature? (See Appendix A for the complete hst 

of the 57 elements.) Each of the five component areas listed below is explored to 

determine whether and how the 57 elements within the five areas were utilized at 

Caprock State University. 

Some elements were used to a greater extent than others and some had been 

implemented very recently as a result of a capital campaign. Others were used at the 

college or unit level, but not at the institutional level. Although only 48 of the elements 

in the conceptual framework were found, most participants felt that even those not 

present were important in terms of their potential impact on fundraising. In the case of 

some elemaits, plans to implement them were being made at the time of data collection. 

Nearly all of the nine elements not present were perceived unanimously as being very 

good ideas, usually because tiie participants had seen them implemented successfully at 

other (mostly private) institutions. The next section contains a report of the findings of 

the data analysis. The findings are reported for each of the five component areas in the 

development process, beginning with the fust step, prospect identification. For reporting 

purposes, elements are identified according to component area, such as I-l for 

Identification Number One, A-2 for Acknowledgment Number two, and so on. 

Findings in the Identification Component Area 

There were eight elements under the identification component. Data analysis 

revealed that all eight of these elements were incorporated into the development process 

at the selected raiiversity. (Table 4.1 hsts the eight identification elements.) The process 
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Table 4.1 

Elements Used by Caprock State University For Identification 

USED BY THE UNIVERSITY NOT USED BY THE UNIVERSITY 

1. Prospect research and rating personnel's 
level of experience 

2. At least one full-time research and 
rating staff member 

3. Volunteers and trastees used in prospect 
research and rating 

4. Defined system to track prospects 

5. Information maintained to prepare 
prospects for cultivation and solicitation 

6. Communication between identification 
personnel and other departments within the 
college 

7. Grantsmanship process identifies 
corporations and foundations 

8. Prospect research tools 

used by the University to identify donors and prospective donors included researching, 

rating, tracking, and maintaining information on donors. 

Element I-l. Prospect research and rating personnel's level of experience 

The Director of Development Research was one of the more experienced 

members of Caprock State's development staff. Her career in development research had 

begim at an Ivy League university, where she stayed six years before accepting a position 

at Caprock State. She stayed there for a year before taking a position with another 
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institution in another city. After two years at that mstitution, she retumed to Caprock 

State, where she had been for six years at the time of our mterview. (She retired about 

ten months later.) She had been the only researcher on the University's development 

staff when she arrived, but had buiU the research department to a team of eight 

professionals. 

In contrast to the Dnector of Development Research, most of the researchers 

started with little or no experience and tended to leave the University after about a year 

on the job, tramed well enough to accept positions comparable to the Director's position 

at other institutions. The Director explained: 

I'm the only one with experience, and the others tend to come and go pretty 
fast. I have a reputation for training. Most of them who come in here don't 
know that, but after they've been here a year, they find that they're being 
offered jobs paymg as much as mine, and they're ready to go. 

The level of experience of prospect research and rating personnel was judged to 

be important in general terms regarding its value m fundraising. However, at Caprock 

State, the level of experience of the Dnector of Development Research and her ability to 

train others were perceived as more than making up for the lack of experience of her 

staff Management of the technology was considered much more of a problem in the 

identification of prospects than was a lack of experience on the part of research 

personnel. 

Element 1-2. At least one full-time research and rating staff member 

There were eight fiill-time researchers in the development research office. 

Additionally, others outside the research office participated in identifying prospects. The 

Director of Development Research anticipated a reduction in the number of researchers, 

despite the fact that the University was in the middle of a capital campaign. She 

explained that technology with the ability to replace several staff members was going to 

be available via the Internet in the near fiiture: "I'm actually suggesting a cut in that, 

because what the research person does now is collect information. That requires skills 

that a lot of people don't have.. .There is in the works a service on the Internet that we're 
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going to be able to use to do that part of the work." In terms of the perceived 

effectiveness of prospect research and rating systems on fimdraising processes and 

products, the ABC rating system used at Caprock State, as well as the idea of rating itself, 

garnered mixed reviews from participants. As the Chancellor observed: "It's fairly 

arbitrary. I think it's not so much intended to classify people as it is to focus on time. For 

instance, I generally try to spend my tune on A prospects. It's just a matter of budgeting and 

efficiency of time." 

Most of the participants felt that although the ratmg system was somewhat helpful 

in terms of giving them a place to start, it was not really an accurate barometer of a 

person's potential as a donor because there is so much about the person that the rating 

does not tell. As the Dfrector of Development Research pointed out: 

The thing that's really hard to find out, and that's hard enough, is their 
liabilities. And you have very Uttle. It's a very subjective thing. Some 
people Uke to insist, well this is their value. And it really is a Uttle naive to 
think that anybody other than the person themselves, and they might even 
have trouble and their accountant might have trouble, to see what 
somebody's worth. You know, your net worth. New people particularly will 
often ask you, well what's his net worth? Well, we can use some kind of 
formula that you like, and guess. But it's really not reahstic to think that you 
ever will. It's not unrealistic that you could say whether they're an A, B, or a 
C, giving yourself three categories, but to really come down to net worth is 
not a reahstic thing. 

There was no full-time person for prospect rating; rather, it was considered a joint 

effort between the development officer working with that prospect and the top 

administrators. The difficulties inherent in trying to rate prospective donors were cited 

much more frequently by participants as impacting fimdraising processes and products than 

was the number of full-time research and rating staff. However, all participants agreed that 

the research staff at Caprock State positively impacted the fimdraising effort. 

Element 1-3. Volunteers and tmstees used in prospect research and rating 

Since the campaign had started, more effort had been exerted in identifying and 

rating major gift prospects. Volunteers had been utihzed m this process. Most 

participants felt that volunteers played a critical role in identifying prospects, but that 
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Caprock State had not made much effort to utilize volunteers prior to the campaign. 

Since the campaign, efforts to utilize volunteers for identification had increased 

significantiy. The Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement explained: 

We're startmg now to have group individual screenings where active people 
m the community will meet and rank their peers geographically or by class, 
or whatever. They also sometimes ask an individual, or maybe tlie 
Chancellor is tiie person who suggested this person and tiie Chancellor has a 
lot of information on this prospect and suggests a rating. And the people who 
work with them regularly. That is a part of thek job, is to say, we thought 
this was a milhon dollar prospect after closer examination. 

From the donor's perspective, most identification of major gift prospects 

happened in small groups, or committee meetings, where a group of peers who were 

major donors discussed other of theu" fiiends who might be potential prospects. When 

asked how prospects were usually identified, the major individual donor replied: 

Usually you have committees. And if you have a committee and you keep it 
small, not over 4 or 5 people, then you can gossip and it leads to prospects 
. . . But I think that prospecting, you do small groups where you can say, 
well you know, so and so, that old lady, she's never done anything in her hfe, 
but she's got a ranch out here with oil wells on it. And she'd never given. 
Pretty soon, someone gets a reputation that they're not a giver, and nobody 
wants to go call on them. So they'd love to get a card and call on somebody 
that's used to giving. 

Regarding the impact of using volunteers for research and rating, participants 

strongly agreed that volimteers were among the most valuable sources of information 

conceming prospective donors, and that use of volunteers for prospect research and rating 

would probably continue to increase. The Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement 

explained the importance of building relationships with key fiiends and alumni and finding 

new donors through those key relationships: "What has helped us the most to identify has 

been sitting down v^th other alumni and having them tell us what they know, who they 

know, who has resources. Again, it's a one on one process. That's been the most helpful." 

The use of volunteers was not perceived as being utilized at Caprock State to its 

fiiUest potential prior to the campaign, but this element was clearly increasmg at the time 

of data collection as a result of the campaign. Use of volunteers to identify and rate 
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prospects was perceived as bemg one of the most important elements m the development 

process in terms of its effectiveness and impact on fundraising. 

Element 1-4. Defined svstem to track prospects 

At the institutional level, there was a very advanced new electronic database 

system in use to track prospects for tiie University. This system had the potential to 

increase the effectiveness of donor tracking; however, at the tune of this study, the 

system was new and still very problematic due to problems with managing the 

technology. The Director of Development Research explamed: "We are still in a tedious 

conversion to an advanced database, which is a product of BSR. There is still much to be 

done. We have people hired now who will focus attention on these problems, but it has 

been a major problem." 

There were also prospect-tracking systems in some of the units. The Athletic 

Booster Club, the Alumni Association, and the library all had their own database systems, 

as did some of the colleges. The Central Development office had a database as well. 

Although most participants cited problems with the central development database, some 

reported surprisingly productive results with their own databases. A particularly effective 

example was the Athletic Booster Club. The Senior Associate Athletics Director 

explained the advantages of such a system, which included (a) asks and decisions being 

made by donors and gifts given, (b) name, home address, business address, preferred 

mailing address, phone numbers, social security numbers, e-mail addresses, any website 

information, (c) birthdays of the main donor and then spouses and children, and a great 

deal of other pertinent information. 

In terms of impact on fundraising processes and products, management of the 

database and other technological resources was repeatedly cited as the most problematic 

part of Caprock State's identification process. Although a great deal of information could 

be accessed (sometimes more than needed), certain types of needed information were not 

available on short notice. The Development Officer for the College of Agriculture 

summed it up from the college development officer's perspective: 
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In general terms, accessing the database is difficult at best. If I have a name, 
I can access the database easily. However, the way the current database is 
set up, I caimot access Ag gratis in Abilene, Texas and get a Ust on my 
screen, a printout, initiate a form of action. It just can't be done. Or Ag 
gratis who also have a law degree. Or Animal Science gratis who went on to 
vet school somewhere else. I cannot access any of that mformation in a 
broad format or a geographically specific format, anytiiing like that at all. 
To get that kind of information, I have to go put in a formal request for a 
report tiiat at best takes three weeks to get. When I get it, it may not be what 
I asked for, and by the time I get it I've forgotten why I wanted it. Where 
that hinders me and my colleagues is, tomorrow I'm going to Houston. 
That's a broad market Here's why I'm going to Houston. I'm going to call in 
Navasoto, Texas. There are other Ag gratis in Navasoto, Texas. I'm sure of 
it. I can't access it. Unless I request that report and wait three weeks. 

The difficulties with managing the database and other technological resources were 

named repeatedly as the most ineffective part of the University's identification process. 

While Caprock State did have a defmed system for tracking donor prospects, the system was 

functioning far short of its fiill potential. Effectively managed, the system was perceived as 

having the potential to positively impact fundraising processes and products. However, at 

the time of data collection, problems with managing the system rendered it one of the most 

ineffective elements in the entire development operation. 

Element 1-5. Information maintained to prepare prospects 
for cultivation and solicitation 

The University maintained a database with information to prepare donors for 

cultivation and solicitation, but the database system was considered problematic by all of 

the participants who used it. Prior to the arrival of the Chancellor two years before, the 

only alumni database had been the one maintained by the Alumni Association. Since the 

Chancellor's arrival and the start of the campaign, an aggressive effort had been made to 

expand the database to include all alumni. Large numbers of previously lost alumni were 

being found as this study was being conducted, and at least one of those found ended up 

giving Caprock State a very large gift. The University received a million dollars from a 

man they had not known existed until he was written up in a magazine for being 

entrepreneur of the year in another city and state, as the Chancellor explained, 
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"The largest individual donor to date came as a result of a magazme article on Denver, 

where we picked up that the entrepreneur of the year was a Caprock State graduate. We 

didn't even have him in our database." 

In terms of the information maintained on donors, most participants responded 

that they keep all of the information they can find on a prospect. The most important 

items were age, marital status, occupation, year and college of graduation, giving history, 

and interests. This element of the identification area was being expanded at the time of 

data collection, as the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement explained: 

We have a database that we keep everything we can possibly find out. It's a 
huge software program. It's gigantic...And it will put anything in, but do we 
have all those screens filled? Do we have all the information? No. Because 
Caprock State has not really ever been in the business of capturing 
information on their alumni until two years ago. And it was always a 
passive task, a reactive task, not proactive. Now that we're in a campaign 
and we're building a program here, we capture data every way we can. 

There was less information in the University database about corporate and 

foimdation donors than about individual donors, primarily because there had been almost 

no focus on corporations and foundations prior to the campaign and the new 

administration. The Director of Development Research observed: 

Corporations and foundations are on there (the database) only because 
they make gifts. When a gift is made, then certain information, really basic 
information, address, telephone number, and amount of gift are entered 
onto the database. And they will stay there. So as a prospect you have 
some information on them, but nothing else has been put on there. That 
decision was made deliberately because it was felt that the individual 
information had to come first, and that still isn't complete. So it still hasn't 
been done. 

In terms of the effectiveness of maintaining information to prepare donors for 

cultivation and solicitation on fimdraising processes and products, most participants 

perceived it as important As the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement pointed 

out, it was considered very important to know as much as possible about a prospect 

before attempting to estabhsh a relationship with that person or entity, much less ask 

them for money, "You do your background work, your research work. What have they 

60 



given to before? What have tiiey given to maybe other organizations or institutions? What 

does our file tell us about tiiem tiiat we have or don't have?" 

At the same time that participants recognized the importance of maintaining 

information to prepare prospects for cultivation and solicitation, there was some concem 

about maintainmg information that was not relevant to fundraising. Development 

officers were required to file call reports after each meeting with a prospect, for the 

purposes of tracking that prospect and updating the database. The Director of 

Development Research felt strongly that researchers and otiier development professionals 

should use good ethical judgment when considering what information about donors was 

really needed, and what was not needed and could even potentially harm the relationship 

with the donor. She took responsibility for ensuring that unnecessary and/or harmful 

information was not kept in the database: 

We are expected to be the keepers of that. And if somebody else writes 
something in a call report or something that is not what research considers 
to be something that should be saved in the file, we can say no. We can be 
censors, and we are. That is my responsibility. It's been said in so many 
words that that is the responsibility of research. So we don't dig up dirt, 
and if we accidentally find it, we shovel it on out. 

Caprock State University maintained information to prepare prospective donors 

for cultivation and solicitation. The effort to gain and update information had escalated 

with the campaign. Maintenance of information was considered cmcial to fundraising 

success, although it was considered important to use caution and good judgment when 

selecting information to be kept in the database. 

Element 1-6. Communication between identification 
personnel and other departments within the institution 

While most of the interviewees participated in some parts of the identification 

area, those outside the Development Research department tended to focus more on 

prospects for their own areas, such as planned or corporate giving, or a specific college or 

unit. In general, prospect identification occurred via word of mouth, the alumni database, 

or the research department coming across a news item about a person. 
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Conununication links between the development officers and other departments or 

units within the institution were considered weak but improving; however, 

communication with tiie development office was far better with some units than with 

others. Communication was perceived as having unproved significantly since the 

campaign had started. Shortly before the study began, the Chancellor had initiated a 

series of breakfast meetings with each mdividual College Dean. The purpose of these 

meetings was to try and identify new prospects that might be known to the Dean or to a 

faculty member, but not to the Chancellor or the Advancement Office. The Vice 

Chancellor for Institutional Advancement explained: 

There have been two meetings that just occurred this week with the 
Chancellor and myself, four deans of Arts and Sciences met Monday and 
four deans this morning, department chairs in Arts and Sciences and asked if 
they could name some outstanding alumni, people who have benefited from 
their department. And so out of that is coining information that we are now 
following up on. So it's scratching the surface. 

Some of the participants indicated that there was occasionally a tendency to be 

more territorial than cooperative among the various departments and individuals involved 

in development with regard to sharing of prospect information. While many agreed that 

if they came upon a prospect who would be a better fit with another individual or unit, 

they readily shared that information, there appeared to be some tension among some 

other units and individuals. Many of the development professionals were hired 

specifically for the capital campaign, and very few of those had substantial experience in 

fundraising. This fact, combined with new expectations of development officers, may 

have contributed to the unwillingness on the part of some individuals and units to share 

information. As the Durector of Development Research observed: 

It's mitigated by the fact that it is somewhat territorial, but there has been 
a great improvement since I've been here. I remember they used to meet 
together with the college development officers, who were the only ones 
outside, at that point, of the central office. Nothing ever happened. There 
was quiet. The Director of Institutional Advancement would ask a 
question, and maybe someone would answer, and that would be it. And 
that changed a lot. They still need to protect the organization they work 
for, but they've become much better. And the way the capital campaign is 
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organized, they're being brought under one person and presumably will 
eventually be usmg the same guidelmes on how to do that. 

Some other important linkages for the development office were with the Office of 

Research Services, the admmistration, and the Alumni Association. Prior to the 

campaign, the development office had had strong Unks with the colleges of Engineering 

and Business, but not with the other colleges. For the most part, participants felt that 

communication linkages between the development office and other departments were 

weak but were improving and would continue to do so as the campaign progressed and 

the development program matured. All participants agreed that good communication 

between the development office and other departments in the institution was necessary 

for effective fimdraismg. As the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement 

observed: 

It's a team. We can't do it vdthout them and they can't do it without us. We 
know how to do it. They don't know how to do it, but they have prospects. 
We don't have the prospects. So it's a matter of getting together and 
commimicating these things. So that is occurring. 

Since the communication links at Caprock State were only beginning to be 

established campus-wide, the lack of such hnks was perceived as having negatively 

impacted the development effort. Some participants alluded to a tense relationship 

between the development office and the Alumni Association; however, others insisted 

that no such tension existed. At least one participant, the Vice Chancellor for Special 

Projects, felt that the Alumni Association should be incorporated into the main 

development office for more effective fundraising: 

The Alumni Association linkage is good on the surface, but I think down 
deep, that relationship needs to change. It's a built-in conflict. What we're 
trymg to do for the university long-term and they're trying to do short-term to 
survive, it's a built-in confUct. And of all the stmctures at Caprock State, 
that's one that I think needs to be changed. And I'm not alone in that 
sentiment. In defense of the Alumni Association, they cannot receive any 
money from the state because they are an alumni organization and the 
legislature prohibits that. So what choice do they have? The choice they 
have is that tiiey need to raise their own money to exist. And what I'd like to 
see us do is to work up a relationship with the Alumni Association so that 
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they're guaranteed a right to exist by budget subsidies that would be coming 
from private fimdraising and not through appropriations. 

Communication between the development office and other departments was 

minimal prior to the campaign, but was mcreasing at the time of data collection. This 

element was perceived as very important to the fundraising effort overall. 

Element 1-7. Grantsmanship process identifies corporations 
and foundations 

For corporate and foundation gifts, the grantsmanship process was employed. 

However, corporate and foundation giving was an area that was very weak in the 

University's development process, largely due to the fact that there had been four 

Directors of Corporate and Foimdation Relations in the past three years. The Director 

who was interviewed for this study had been on the job only about one month and she left 

to take a new position a few months later. Her predecessor was also on the job only a 

few months, and for a few months prior to that, the position was vacant. The foundation 

directors interviewed expressed displeasure with the amount of tumover in the Corporate 

and Foundation Relations office, and they were not favorably impressed with the Director 

of Corporate and Foundation Relations at the time of this study: 

The new Director of Corporate and Foundation Relations had been on the job 

about a month when she was interviewed. Prior to coining to Caprock State, she had 

spent three years as Executive Director of a nonprofit in the community. Her training 

was in substance abuse counseling. The more experienced development officers in the 

units perceived the grantsmanship process as an important part of their fundraising effort. 

The Development Officer for the School of Teacher Education explained the steps: 

I go through the (State) Directory of Foundations and figure out, look for 
what they give to. And it's just like working with an individual. You 
cultivate them too. You call them up. You ask them if they would be 
interested in this, you go for a visit. You work the corporations and 
foundations just like you would an individual. You have to go through a 
clearance system here, which is a real pain to me, but I understand it. You 
have to go get an ̂ proval to make sure someone else isn't going after that 
corporation or foundation. They give you the approval and then you start 
approaching them. I've already approached three foundations since I've been 
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here. And development's really good to keep it all straight, so engmeering 
isn't gomg for the same thing we are, etc. So tiiat's how you work v^tii 
foundations too, and you've got to reaUze that most foundations Uke to give 
locally.. You make a contact first. There's no point in sending out an 
apphcation that they might not have any interest in. 

To the extent that corporate and foundation relations existed in the central 

development office, the grantsmanship process was used. However, the corporate and 

foundation area was perceived as being one of the weakest parts of the central 

development operation. This was because prior to the campaign, the University had 

placed little, if any, emphasis on corporate and foundation relations. Also the staff 

tumover had been very high. 

In terms of the effectiveness of the grantsmanship process for the overall fundraising 

effort, the Director of Development Research felt that the success had been limited prior to 

the campaign, and that what success there had been was due mostly to two colleges: 

"It's successful in that we have raised the average percentage of our private funds from 

corporations and foundations, but I think that misleads you a little bit in that it's almost 

exclusively for Engineering Technology and somewhat for Business." 

Although Corporate and Foundation Relations was considered the weakest aspect 

of Caprock State's development program, every effort had been made to employ the 

grantsmanship process. Participants felt that corporate and foundation giving would soon 

catch up to the other development areas in terms of effectiveness, especially since more 

attention was being paid to corporate and foundation giving since the campaign and the 

new administration. 

Element 1-8. Prospect Research Tools 

The University was experiencing growing pains in its fundraising effort, more so 

in some component areas than in others. Within the identification component, there was 

a sense of fiiistration among many development officers due to problems managing the 

donor database. When the current Chancellor had been hired two years prior to this 

study, the decision had already been made to conduct a capital campaign. The existing 

database at that time contained information on only those alunrni who were members of 
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the Alumni Association, and these constituted only a fraction of alumni and other 

potential donors. The University was building the newer, more complete database at the 

time of this study, but management of the technology was problematic for a number of 

people involved in fundraising. Such problems as the amount of lead time required for a 

college development officer requestmg mformation and outdated information on donors 

were common. The problems with the database were named as the most problematic part 

of the identification process by more than one participant 

Paper tools used by the University for identifying prospects included publications 

such as The New York Times. The Wall Street Tniimal. and Dun and Bradstreet. Other 

tools were word of mouth or an informal social network in the local community and the 

alumni community. The University was moving toward electronic tools for prospect 

identification. However, because of the need for judgement involved in researching 

prospects, the Director of Development Research felt that computers would never 

completely replace people for the task: 

We are moving away from the paper tools and into the high-tech ones. 
Some of the things that we use are free, and that's one of the things that 
helps us balance the budget, because some of them are very expensive. 
And we risk, in using those free things, sometimes not having access 
immediately at the time we want it. But most of the time we can get it 
when we need it, and if we can't, we work on something else for a little 
while and then we can go back to it. 

In one unit, the College of Agriculture, faculty members fimctioned as a prospect 

research tool because of their involvement in identification (as well as in the other four 

components of the development process). In this college, faculty members were 

considered an important resource for helping identify prospects. This was less so in other 

colleges, and not tme at all for some. However, it is worth noting that the College of 

Agriculture had one of the most successful development programs on campus. This 

success was attributed partly to the fact that the development program was relatively 

mature and that the College Development Officer for the preceding twenty years had 

been a faculty member prior to his appointment in development. There was a sense in 

this College that the fundraising program had grown from within the faculty, and all 

faculty members consequently felt some ownership of the effort. The new Development 
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Officer for the College was quick to point out the value of faculty involvement, "I think 

the strengtii tiiat tiiis college here has is tiiat tiie faculty wants to be involved, has a sincere 

interest in being mvolved, and they simply want to help. And tiiat makes a big difference." 

The College of Agriculture was also unique in the institution with regard to the 

degree of collegiality evidenced overall between administrators, faculty, staff, students, 

and alunrni. There was a strong impression that in the College of Agriculture, collegiality 

due to faculty mvolvement in development contributed to the fundraising success, 

particularly in terms of alumni giving. 

Summarv of the Identification Component Area 

All eight elements under the identification component were in use at Caprock 

State. The part of the identification component that emerged most significantly as being 

problematic was the user-unfiiendly database system. As the Development Officer for the 

College of Agriculture explained: 

The most ineffective part of it is our inability to access our database in a 
broad spectmm. Again, I can access an individual person or an individual 
corporation readily, fairly easily, and whatever that computer knows, we 
can print out and have very easily. But to access our constituency as a 
group on the database, it might as well be nonexistent. 

The Assistant Director of Annual Giving agreed that using the technology 

effectively was problematic, albeit in a different way from identification of major gift 

prospects, "The only thing we're having trouble with right now is just growing pains, just 

computer problems." 

Most participants were hopeful that soon all of the kinks would be worked 

out of the system and they would be able to access it more easily. With the exception of 

the database, the identification component was considered relatively strong, especially in 

comparison to the acknowledgment and recognition (stewardship) components. The next 

section of this chapter examines the elements used by Caprock State for donor 

cultivation. Institutional level events that had occurred prior to the campaign had usually 

been associated with sports events and/or activities in the units. The Associate Director 

of Development elaborated: 
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Alumni Association activities have been real good. Those 50-year reunions, 
graduations, advisory councils within the colleges I think are real important. 
Football games, and I used to fight that one. I hated it, because I wanted the 
university to be recognized for academics. I did not appreciate the athletic 
component, but if you want to get a huge crowd and you want to get lots of 
emotions and you want to get some aUiances fast, you do it through athletics. 
Music is another one. Music and the arts. And probably music has excelled 
here more than anything else. And people are always interested and they 
want to be involved. 

Findings in the Cultivation Component Area 

There were fifteen elements under the cultivation component in the Curtiss model. 

Caprock State utilized eleven of those fifteen in its development process (shown in Table 

4.2). This section discusses how the cultivation elements present at the university were 

used, and how participants perceived their importance in the fundraising effort. 

Element C-1. Volunteer activities to draw donors and 
prospective donors closer to the University 

There had always been some volunteer opportunities available at Caprock State, 

but these had been increased dramatically since the beginning of the capital campaign 

and the new administration. In the process of gearing up for the campaign, focus on 

recmiting volunteers to help with fundraising, particularly in other commimities, had 

intensified. Most of the major cities in the state had a volunteer who had been designated 

as the campaign chairperson for that city. The Director of PubHcations summarized the 

range of available volunteer opportunities: 

Membership in the Chancellor's Council would be an obvious one. 
And then there would be 4-6 annual events that you would be invited to, 
either on the campus or having to do with Caprock State as a result of your 
membership, which could be as low as a $500 annual membership, tax 
deductible. Tomorrow night, the Chancellor's Council is hosting a party in 
Dallas. Therell be maybe 60 Chancellor's Council members there and 
another maybe 100 prospective members.. .That's an opportunity to make 
them feel part of the family, like they're doing something, and cultivate them 
for future gifts too. Of course, we have it set up so that our significant donor 
prospects can serve on our Board of Directors for the foundation, can serve 
on the advisory council for this Chancellor's Council. Each individual 
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Table 4.2 

Elements Used by Caprock State University for Cultivation 

USED BY THE UNIVERSITY NOT USED BY THE UNIVERSITY 

1. Volunteer activities to draw donors and 
prospective donors closer to the college 

2. Publications designed to present the 
college and its needs along with the 
interests of donors 

3. Updates on previously funded programs 

4. Written communication from the Chief 
Executive Officer (e.g., annual Presidential 
report) 

5. On-campus special events geared 
toward the needs and interests of current 
and prospective donors 

7. Alumni special events and chapters 

9. Needs, interests and personal milestones 
of donors and prospective donors used to 
cultivate 

10. Presidential or CEO involvement in 
cultivation process 

12. Involvement in the cultivation process 
and level of experience of development 
personnel 

13. Alumni involvement in cultivation 
process 

6. Ongoing educational programs and 
seminars offered to current and prospective 
donors 

8. Balanced ratio between cultivation of 
continuous versus prospective donors 

11. Tmstee or regent involvement in 
cultivation process 

14. Currently enrolled student involvement 
in cultivation process 

college has an advisory group to the dean, and those advisory groups are 
volunteer opportunities for successful graduates of the college who 
obviously are donor prospects. And the Chancellor has a minority advisory 
council made up of prominent members of minority communities. 
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The Regional Development Officer described the range of volunteer opportunities 

at Caprock State: 

We use volunteers to host dinners in their homes. We use volunteers to 
underwrite dinners on campus. We use volunteers to lend credibility to tiie 
event for cultivation. So there's kind ofa VIP list tiiat we use. So it really 
mns tiie gamut. And a lot of times tiiey end up paymg for the cultivation 
events. I'd say it's about 60-40. They pay for about 60 percent of tiie events. 

In terms of effectiveness m the overall fimdraising effort, providing volunteer 

opportunities for donors was perceived as being very important. Because the new 

administration recognized the value of volunteer opportunities, such activities had 

increased as the campaign progressed and the development effort became more 

aggressive. All participants perceived that the positive impact on fundraising processes 

and products would increase with the volunteer activity. 

Element C-2. Publications designed to present the 
University and its needs along with the interests of donors 

The University utilized a number of different publications in the fundraising 

effort, and their number was increasing at the time of data collection due to the capital 

campaign. Most of the units had been publishing alumni magazines of their own prior to 

the campaign and some also had very impressive newsletters. For the campaign, the 

University and all of the units developed case statements. The University case statement 

was a color booklet with a message from the Chancellor, a section about the tradition of 

the institution, a vision for the future, and the donor's role in the campaign. Special 

Winners Campaign note cards were printed for handvmtten acknowledgments and the 

central development office had a smaller campaign brochure in addition to the case 

statement. 

The major giving society, the Society of the Saddle, had its own brochure. This 

Society was exclusive to donors of one million dollars or more. It was launched by the 

new administration for the campaign, and held a black tie inaugural dinner the same 

weekend as the kickoff gala. 
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The planned giving club, the Cowboy Society, had a new magazine including 

inspiring quotations from govemors, beautiful pictures, and the advantages of Society 

membership as a result of having made a planned gift to the university. Another 

pubHcation for planned givmg, entitled "Ways to Give," provided explanations of 

planned gifts in terms that the layperson could understand. A full color, glossy magazine 

was the format for the 1997 university annual report. The Vice Chancellor for 

Institutional Advancement summarized the new publications: 

Communication-wise, we are developing a campaign newsletter, of which 
our first issue should be out in June. We did our first Caprock Cowboy for 
the campaign, and it's going out to 90,000 people. That went out in 
December. We put out that case statement at the gala. At our big national 
steering committee meeting, we're going to have all our leadership come in. 
Also we're going to start doing a development annual report, which lists our 
donors. 

Some of the materials and publications used for cultivation had been in existence 

for a number of years. These, like most of the events, occurred more at the unit level 

than at the University level. Some units, but not all, had magazines. These included the 

two colleges that appeared to have the most successful fundraising efforts in place: the 

College of Home Economics and the College of Agriculture. The Alumni Association 

had a magazine for its members, called The Caprock Cowboy. 

With regard to the effectiveness of publications in the fundraising effort, all 

participants perceived this element as being very important and having a very positive 

impact. This impact was expected to increase as the campaign progressed. One change 

that had been made due to the campaign was that The Caprock Cowboy was going to be 

sent to all alumni instead of just members of the Alumni Association. This had not 

happened at the time of data collection, but participants felt that in taking that one step, 

the University would dramatically increase the number of potential donors reached, many 

for the first time. 

Element C3. Updates on previously funded programs 

At the university level, the Caprock Cowbov included updates on projects funded 

by earlier gifts. The campaign case statement included a section on previously funded 
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programs dating back to the University's beginning. There was a glossy color booklet 

called Caprock State University: Home of Champions, which detailed "a listing of 

outstanding recent accomplishments of students, faculty, staff, and alunrni" of the 

University. The annual fund also produced a number of publications specific to annual 

giving, and the student callers' scripts included descriptions of new projects such as the 

athletics arena and the Winners Campaign. The President cited an example of how 

publications were used for providing donors with updates on programs: 

For instance, the Presidential Scholars. There are a lot of people who donate 
for Presidential Scholarships, and that's handled out of this office. And we 
definitely keep in contact with all of our donors every year and we ask the 
students to write letters to the donors, thanking them for then scholarships. 
We'll continue to build that Presidential Scholarship endowment. 

The Dean of Libraries told how donors to the library were kept updated, "We do 

provide donors with updates of previously funded programs, and we keep them in our mail-

outs to all of our Friends, updated on what's coming up, what's happened in the past, and try 

to keep them apprised." 

The Dean of the College of Engineering and Technology described how program 

updates are provided to donors verbally as well as in written form: 

Q: Do you provide the donors with updates on programs that have been 
fimded in the past? 
A: Yes. Usually, hke when I went to San Antonio, I didn't have any prepared 
speech. I just talked and sort of rambled on about the things that are going on 
in the college, trying to make them feel good about the college. See that 
things are moving forward and stuff like that. 

Updating donors on previously funded programs was perceived as being very 

important to the fundraising effort. Donors and university officials alike agreed on the 

necessity for this element, as illustrated by the conunents of the major donor, as he 

displayed the magazine he had received from the School of Teacher Education: 

I think that the material tiiat we get is very good, and it means a whole lot to 
a lot of people, especially those out of town, that are not famihar with all 
that's going on. But they graduated in Education, so this magazme here 
means a whole lot to them. This dean is making you feel good that you're a 
teacher. The importance of teaching. And tiien she acknowledges this with 
pictures and so forth from the college. And she's pretty clever. 
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Providing donors with updates on previously funded programs was used at both 

institutional and unit levels, and was perceived as having a strong positive impact on 

fundraising processes and products. 

Element C-4. Written communication from the Chief 
Executive Officer 

Most of the units had magazines published annually or more often that featured 

annual statements from the Deans. A color-illustrated Chancellor's Letter was published 

in the fall of 1997 and sent to members of the Chancellor's Council. (Some members 

were alumni, and some were not, but all were major donors.) The Alumni Association 

magazine. The Caprock Cowboy, was being sent for the first time to all alumni of the 

institution and included a letter from the Chancellor. In the most March/April 1999 issue, 

the opening paragraph of this letter stated, "In recent months, I've talked a great deal 

about my goals for (Caprock State) University and the (Caprock State) University Health 

Sciences Center. This month, I want to talk about some of the successes this university 

has enjoyed in the last year." The letter went on to describe successes in such areas as 

high quality of students that were admitted, student retention, and alumni achievements. 

A paragraph focused on the unique opportunities available for undergraduate research at 

Caprock State. The Chancellor then elaborated on the Winners Campaign and how the 

money from it would be spent, including the constmction called for in the Master Plan. 

The final paragraphs reiterated the Chancellor's goal for the institution, which was to 

raise it to the level ofa Camegie Tier I and have it recognized as one of the "Big Three" 

in the state (along with the flagship university and the land grant institution). 

The Development Officer for the College of Agriculture described the 

commimication at the unit level: 

We put out a magazine twice a year that, up until this past year, was simply 
information on the college. It includes everything from a letter from the dean 
in the magazine to other things going on in the college. We also this year for 
the first time used it as a passive solicitation piece, with a bounce-back 
envelope that's just stuck m there. If they want to give money, they can. If 
they don't, they throw it away. It doesn't flat out ask for money, but it gives 
them the opportunity to do it.... So at tiie very least, our donors are 
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contacted by tiie college at least twice a year witii a magazine. Most of tiiem 
more, because there's otiier thmgs going on. 

Most participants feh that the institution did a good job of communicating with 

donors at least once a year. Updates on previously fimded programs were included in 

these communications. In addition to the magazines, donors at a certain level received 

annual conununication from the Chancellor. The Vice Chancellor for histitutional 

Advancement explained, "The chancellor has developed what's called a Chancellor's 

Newsletter, and it goes to all our major donors and the chancellor's council, which is made 

up of major donors." 

Regular communication from the Chief Executive Officer was perceived as very 

important in terms of tiie fimdraismg effort. This was evidenced by the fact that 

communication from the CEO, be it at the institutional level (chancellor) or the unit level 

(deans), was incorporated into all pubhcations. 

Element C-5. On-campus special events geared toward the 
needs and interests of current and prospective donors 

At the college and unit levels, as well as in the Alumni Association and the 

Athletic Booster Club, on-campus events for donors had been in practice for a number of 

years, albeit to a greater extent in some units than in others. The most notable event that 

had been held for years was the pre-football game activity for major donors and prospects 

invited to sit in the Chancellor's box at the stadium. This event was well attended and 

was considered a valuable cultivation opportunity. As the Assistant Vice Chancellor for 

Institutional Advancement pointed out: 

Football games, sporting events, are probably one of the big ones. It 
depends on how you segment. The Alumni Association uses a lot of 
different events on campus. The music department uses, obviously, 
performances. Guest lecturers, that kind of stuff. I'd say the big one, though, 
in terms of the numbers, is sporting events. 

In terms the importance of on-campus events to the fimdraising effort, most 

participants felt that events were cmcial elements in cultivation. However, at least one 

person, the Dean of the College of Agriculture, feU that the impact of on-campus 
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cultivation events on the fimdraismg effort was not particularly significant, since most of 

the people invited were akeady friends of the university: 

To some extent, tiiey're certamly utilized. The gala might be held up as an 
example. There were some of our key people who attended that and were 
very unpressed with that. And we have some of our bankers and lead people 
like that who are members of the Caprock Foundation that come to all kinds 
of events, but I dont know whether I could honestly tell you that a lot of 
activities on campus really sway people one way or the other. Now football 
games are used. People are invited in to sit in the Chancellor's box and stuff 
like that, and that probably is helpful. But chances are they're Caprock State 
graduates to begin with and they're going to do whatever they would do 
anyway. Obviously it could be a tool for some people and could make a 
significant impression on some people, really orchestrating that and doing it 
right. But I can't tell you that that has been too awfully successful at this 
point. 

With the new administration and the public phase of the Winners Campaign 

beginning just before data collection for this study, on-campus cultivation events had 

increased significantly, and all indications were that this trend would continue. 

Identification meetings were used as cultivation events, according to the Vice Chancellor 

for Institutional Advancement: 

The big event for the campaign was the gala, which was a major cultivation 
event. Each of our campaigns will have a kickoff. We've akeady scheduled 
one for Dallas and one for San Antonio. Dallas is September. San Antonio is 
too. Midland's October. Those are major cultivation events from a campaign 
standpoint But in between, we also use our screening and rating meetings to 
cultivate. That is also kind ofa double whammy. It gets us in front of 
alumni, it gives us a chance to sell them, to bring them up to date and get 
them excited, but then also give them a task. Show them how they can help 
us. So the screening and rating meetings are also cultivation. 

The extent to which events had increased since the new administration and 

campaign indicated that their use was considered very important to fundraising, at least 

by the top decision-makers at Caprock State. 
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Element C-6. Qneoing educational programs and seminars 
offered to current and prospective Hnnnrs 

Nearly all participants felt that ongoing educational programs and seminars for 

donors were a very good idea, but tiiat tiiis element was not used very much at Caprock 

State University. There had been some sporadic use of educational programs and 

seminars at the unit level, most notably in the Law School. Smce the campaign had 

started, the Director of Planned Giving had presented financial planning seminars for 

donors. However, participant experience with educational programs for donors was for 

the most part limited to either working at or having attended other institutions. The 

Associate Director of Development was enthusiastic in her endorsement of educational 

programs (and use of faculty) as a result of having attended a reunion with her spouse: 

When we go back for reunions, one of the things that I get to do as a 
spouse is to attend classes. And they don't change their schedule, they 
don't make a big deal. They have a huge tent, and I know that's where I 
can go to get a sandwich for lunch. But otherwise, I am given a schedule, 
and I am encouraged to go to classes. And I sit with students. And I listen 
to faculty. And I would like to see that done here. Again, because the 
leaming experience never stops, our faculty, again, have been long 
overlooked in my opinion as being just monumental, huge advantages for 
our development process. And I remember how I felt at the end. My 
husband's in BA, so I get to go to all the business, because spouses have to 
go the colleges that their spouse graduated from, so you don't get to pick 
anything. And that's probably my least interest area, but I remember at the 
end of each lecture wanting to get out my checkbook and write a check. 

At the time of data collection, there was no indication that use of educational 

programs and seminars for donors would be implemented on any larger scale than it 

already had been. Most participants had little or no experience with this element, but 

those that did have experience endorsed it and said it should be considered at Caprock. 

Element C-7. Alumni special events and chapters 

There were alumni chapters in the local community and in other cities in the state 

and nationwide. Their attendance at local chapter and college level events varied widely 

from one chapter to the next As the President observed, "They have all these alumni 

chapters across the United States, and I always get these httle mailers about we're having an 
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alumni party m Tyler, Texas, we're having one in Houston." The University had alumni 

chapters in most major cities in the state, as well as in some large cities nationwide such 

as New York, Chicago, Denver, and Los Angeles. Alumni chapter activity varied across 

the region and the nation, as the President explained: 

Some of tiie cities have very active chapters. It doesn't just depend on the 
President coming to visit. Some of these cities or communities have very 
active Alumni Association chapters, and some don't. The ones that have 
very active chqjters are the ones tiiat bring out a lot of people. And others, it 
gets to be sort of embarrassing with the light crowds. But the fact that you 
went there probably means that the next year there v^U be more people that 
will come out 

While some chapters were more active than others were, all were becoming 

increasingly more active as a result of the campaign. Steering committees for the 

campaign were being formed m cities across the state and the nation, and local 

chairpersons had been selected to plan campaign kickoff events in the various cities. 

At the time of data collection, the university was making changes in the approach to 

cultivation of alumni in general, as a result of the campaign. One example of this was the 

multiplied circulation of the Caprock Cowboy magazine. 

Alumni activity tended to be more intense at the unit level, at least in some of the 

units. (It should be noted here that some units, like the Library and the Museum, had no 

alumni of their own.) The Senior Development Director for the College of Architecture 

explained that, in the case of architecture, informal alumni networks developed as a result 

of membership in local chapters of professional organizations: 

Q: Do you have alumni chapters? 
A: No, we don't. We're too small a college to do that. We only have about 
2500 alums, everyplace, forever. And so there's really not~I think a couple 
of the cities, Dallas and Houston, in the past have tried to get some of their 
guys together, but everybody seems to be so busy and have their own lives 
going, and for architects, they basically do have their own alumni chapters in 
their local AIA. Here in (local city), almost everybody who belongs to the 
ALA chapter is a Caprock grad. I went through the list. There's probably 
about 50 people on that, that are, including everybody who are in the AIA 
here, and I think maybe 5 were not Caprock gratis. In Houston, it's a Uttle 
different mix. There are not quite as many Caprock gratis there. But that's 
kind of the way they get togetiier and do tiien tiling, is through the local 
chapters. 
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In terms of the importance of alumni programs for fundraising purposes, all 

participants agreed that such programs were a very basic part ofa good development 

program. At the same time, the alumni programs at Caprock State received mixed 

reviews. At least one participant had concems about the Alumni Association and the way 

its directors handled certain cultivation events. The Vice Chancellor for Special Projects 

elaborated: 

That's not our bailiwick in development, because that's the Alumni 
Association. But I attend those. I have many in the past. I've been a 
speaker at a lot of them. And the thing that I notice about those events is 
that they're well attended by the very young crowd and one or two very 
old people. And where the Alumni Association misses the boat is that, in 
my opinion, they ought to be on the telephone with a telephone committee, 
and the committee made up of people who graduated in the 50s and the 
60s, mainly trying to capture that kind of audience, but they tend to 
capture those that have been out a year or two or three that are real thirsty 
for knowledge for Caprock State. And there's nothing wrong with that, 
except that it's not preaching to the people we're trying to reach in our 
campaign. We find that these kids have major debt, they're not in a 
position, theyVe never even heard of giving to their alma mater. And yet 
those in their 50s and 60s, they're the ones that we ought to be attracting, 
and those are the ones that don't come to the Alumni Association meeting. 

The Associate Director of Development felt that the Caprock State development 

office and the unit development offices had not been particularly effective in cultivating 

alumni through alumni activities, as compared to the Alumni Association. 

My opinion on this is we haven't done a real good job on that. Alumni 
Association has probably done as well as anybody has done. I notice that the 
college agendas get really full of what the dean wants to put in it instead of 
what's good for the alumni. And so I have even seen diminishing attendance 
at the homecoming activities in the colleges. Graduation activities, that 
concentration, the famiUes really want to be with themselves and be with 
their children and celebrate that. So I don't know that that's a good forum, but 
homecoming could be, for recognition, donors, reunions. And I don't think 
we've done a real good job of that 

Alumni special events and chapters were utilized at Caprock State, and were 

perceived as an increasingly important as the campaign progressed. Some participants 

perceived alumni activities as being more effective at the unit level. There was also a 

varying amount of discussion regarding the govemance of the alumni association. 
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Opinions on the govemance issue ranged from "they're doing a great job" to "they are 

doing a great job, but they're going to become part of us" to the above comments from 

the Vice Chancellor for Special Projects. 

Element C-8. Balanced ratio between cultivation of 
continuous versus prospective donors 

All of the participants felt that the ratio between cultivation of continuous and 

prospective donors was very heavily unbalanced in favor of prospective donors. Most 

participants, especially the donors, felt that the unbalanced ratio was not ideal but was 

unavoidable because of the campaign. Large numbers of new donors were tuming up 

because of all of the alumni who had been "lost" due to not being members of the Alunrni 

Association. Caprock State had intensified the identification effort due to the campaign, 

and as a result, there were many more new donors to be cultivated than there were current 

donors. The ratio was expected to level out once the campaign ended. 

Element C-9. Needs, interests, and personal milestones of 
donors and prospective donors used to cultivate 

In the case of major donors, the needs, interests, and personal milestones of the 

donor were used for cultivating. Attention to donor needs was considered a key factor in 

the cultivation process. The deans and unit development officers took special care to 

consider the needs, interests, and milestones of their major donors, in addition to what 

occurred at the university level. The Development Officer for the College of 

Architecture elaborated: 

For instance, on the football thing, you invite people, we have Usts, I get 
printouts every year of people who have season tickets. And so all the 
development officers come and read those, and they look for people m their 
colleges who have season tickets, who of course, we know are going to go to 
the football game. That's an easy mix there. Occasionally you caU 
somebody and they'll say, you know, I'm into violins. Football is not my 
deal. Call me for something else. And sometimes we try to put together 
things that meet the donor's needs in otiier ways than gomg to those. And 
I'm sure along the line you've talked to people that have talked about the 
gala and how we did that. We target the guys who give the most bucks and 
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on down, and those tiiat are the big prospects, and invite tiiem to various 
events that we have. 

The Development Officer for the School of Teacher Education agreed: 

You get them involved in it, and one thing I was doing here is to make sure 
they know about our programs. So they feel good about it. And any time I 
have a development council meeting, I make sure I have ten minutes devoted 
to program. That's something I just started here that I haven't really thought 
about. They need to know why we want this money. State funds are shorter 
and shorter, but they feel good about the fact that there are many programs 
here, our minority teacher's aide program, home economics and their study 
for addiction, and all that. People just think of the university as educating, 
but they don't think of all tiie special centers we have here. And that's why 
we need to tell the story, and to make sure we, it's just communication all the 
way. 

The needs, interests, and personal milestones of donors were used to cultivate at 

Caprock State University. This element was perceived as having a strong positive impact 

on fundraising processes and products. At least one participant, the Associate Vice 

Chancellor for Institutional Advancement, felt that it was the most important of all: 

My personal philosophy, developed from reading and studying. What 
happens is when we meet the donor's needs, not our needs. I like to say 
Caprock State doesn't have needs, it has answers. And where the donor 
really gets a gift is when we're meeting the donor's needs, not ours. And so 
we find what the donor's needs are and then marry up with the best 
opportunity at Caprock State. That has the best success. That's where you 
get the real investment 

Element C-10. Presidential or CEO involvement in the 
cultivation process 

The Chancellor was personally involved in the cultivation of all donors ofa 

million dollars or more. He was also involved to a lesser extent with cultivating major 

donors at lower levels ($100,000 to $1,000,000). At the unit level, the Deans were 

involved in most cultivation activities. When asked who was involved in cuUivation in 

the College of Engineering and Technology, that Dean replied: 

Me, my development officer, chancellor, president. It depends on the level 
tiiat we're talking about. If it's a CEO of a big company, tiiey're going to 
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want to talk to the chancellor. So that is left to tiie chancellor, unless tiie 
chancellor asks me to go. 

Involvement of tiie individual with a stature appropriate to that of the donor was 

perceived as extremely unportant in terms of positive impact on fundraising processes 

and products. The President cited it as one of the most important: 

It's unportant that you try to match tiie person that you are cultivating witii 
that person, the cultivated, is most Ukely to identify with. An example 
would be, power Ukes to speak witii power. There will be certain people that 
you've identified out there who really have resources, a lot of resources. And 
they are what we would call, oh, I don't Uke this term, important people in 
the sense that then status in the society is sort of an exalted status. And these 
type of people very often have a tremendous ego, and they're powerful 
people, and they like to deal with powerful people. So in the cultivation 
process there would be some people that you would want to cultivate, 
perhaps, only with the Chamnan of the Board, for instance. And the 
Chairman of the Board or a Board member would be the person who would 
really make the call, the initial call at least, to find out about this individual 
and what they're interested in. If it was someone ofa lesser stature, the 
person may very likely say no, he has no interest. And the reason is because 
he was insulted that someone of higher stature was not the one that called on 
him in the first place. So I think this is one thing we need to be very carefiil 
about and where we've made some mistakes in the past.. Because it's 
amazing how you can insult people in positions simply because you don't 
show what they consider to be the proper respect for then position. 

Involvement of the Chief Executive Officer in the cultivation process was 

considered to have a very strong positive impact on fundraising processes and products. 

The power of the chancellor for cultivation was noted repeatedly by participants, such as 

the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement: 

Again, if s the personal contact. You don't raise major gifts unless you are 
with them one on one. It's any opportunity to cultivate one on one. The 
chancellor does a very good job of that. He invites people to his box at the 
ball games. Those are all major donors. He's had people in his home, 
dinners in his home. Those are all major donors. Every chance he gets, he 
tries to meet with them one on one. Anything with a major donor less than 
one on one contact is totally ineffective. 
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The Vice Chancellor for Special Projects cited the chancellor as the most 

important element m cultivation and explained how different the current Chancellor was 

from his predecessor with regard to fundraising: 

In this case, the Chancellor is particularly strong, because he's a real 
people person. The former president before we went to the chancellor 
system? Hebelievedmcultivation,hejustdidn't liketo do it He was not 
a people person, and he just agonized over being fiiendly to people. He'd 
rather be engaged in some lofty ideal topic, intellectual topic, as opposed 
to talking to someone about the weather. Or what they're doing with their 
new pet bull that they bought in to make millions inseminating mares. He 
just didn't care about that kind of talk. But the Chancellor is different, and 
because he's a people person, we're cultivating all the time. 

Involvement and leadership by the Chancellor in the cultivation process was 

perceived by all participants as a very significant driving force behind the fundraising 

effort. 

Element C-11. Regent involvement in the 
cultivation process 

While there was occasional involvement on the part of a regent in cultivating 

prospects, this tended to be the exception rather than the mle. Regent involvement was 

for the most part limited to situations where the regent had a personal acquaintance with 

the prospect or a personal interest in the project for which the money was being raised. 

Element C-12. Involvement of development personnel and 
level of experience in the cultivation process 

Development personnel were very involved in the cultivation process according to 

all participants. They were probably the most involved in cultivation of any entity, at 

least in terms of laying the groundwork for solicitation calls. As the Associate Director 

of Development explained: 

Their paycheck depends on it. And there is a process now. Those regional 
people have to make 15 calls a week, and those senior college development 
people have to make 5 a week. And that's bemg monitored, so that's 
becoming more active too. 
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fri terms of experience, there were a few very experienced development officers, 

but most had only a few years of experience, as the Vice Chancellor for Institutional 

Advancement pointed out: 

We have a young staff. There are only two people on my staff right now that 
have twenty some-odd years experience, and tiiat's me and another person. 
Then it goes drastically down. Everybody's had less than ten, and then most 
of them, I'd say 75 percent are less tiian 5 years. Some of them have less 
tiian 3 years. It's very young and very unbalanced. We're not an experienced 
development office. It's very difficult to fmd experienced people in tiiis 
town. 

The Associate Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement agreed, tactfully 

respondmg to the question on development officer experience, "For the most part it's on the 

light side." Although the development staff were relatively inexperienced, their 

involvement in cultivation was perceived as having a very powerful impact on 

fundraising processes and products. The lack of experience was perceived as a less than 

ideal situation, but it was not perceived as negatively impacting cultivation efforts. 

However, some of the donors did feel that the tenure (not necessarily the experience) of 

the development officers was problematic. The donors expressed a desire to work with 

people they knew, and many of the development officers at Caprock State had joined the 

university less than a year before this study. 

Element C-13. Alumni involvement in cultivation process 

Alumni and former students who had never graduated were among the local 

fiiends of the university and were very involved in the cultivation process. It was 

common practice for alumni who were already active to be asked to help university 

fundraisers gain access to major gift prospects. There was also alumni involvement in 

other cities, and this activity was increasing because of the campaign. The Chancellor 

described the enthusiasm of active alumni in other cities: 

Caprock State will amaze you. The most active alumni chapters I've found 
have been in Austin, Texas and Albuquerque, New Mexico. You've got 
them in Denver, Colorado, Phoenix, they're all over. New York City. That's 
been one of the fun revelations about the job is there's a core of loyal alumni 
out there that is exciting to promote. 

83 



The Developmait Officer for the School of Teacher Education explained how 

active alunrni were becoming more involved and new alumni were getting involved for 

the first time in the cultivation process as a result of the campaign: 

That's sometiiing we're going to be kickmg off when we kick off tiie Winners 
Campaign. We're gettmg a leader m each of these communities, in Midland, 
Amarillo, Houston, San Antonio, Austm. So we haven't had a strong alumni, 
but I went to two alumni events, one in San Antonio and one in Austin. And 
the alumni are very, very dedicated. We just need to cultivate more. And I 
specifically went and recmited [our] majors to come to one, and they were 
shocked. They had never really been invited. So I think that there's going to 
be support once they get going with it 

Alumni programs had been present at Caprock State primarily at the unit level 

and the only institutional level alumni programs prior to the campaign had been the 

activities involving members of the Alumni Association. Since the campaign had begun, 

an aggressive program to find "lost" alumni had been implemented, and participants 

expected alumni activity to increase and to beneficially affect the fundraising effort. 

Element C-14. Currently involved student involvement in 
cultivation process 

While there was some student involvement in cultivation, it was extremely limited and 

usually consisted of serving coffee at pre-football game events. Most participants felt that 

there were occasions on which involving students in cultivation might be helpful. 

However, instances of actual student involvement in cultivation at Caprock States was 

Umited to the very rare situations where a student had a relationship with (or was) a 

prospective donor. 

Summary of CuUivation Component Area 

All participants agreed that the most important part of cultivation was not any one 

of the elements listed, but a focus on building relationships and raising fiiends, rather 

than raising funds. The Development Officer for the School of Teacher Education 

explained the importance of building relationships witii major gift donors: 
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You've got to do personal contacts. No one's going to just give you a large 
amount of money witiiout making contact fust You've got to build a 
relationship. You don't go the first time and ask for a million dollars. It 
takes a while. Like yesterday I started cultivating a lady in Levelland who's 
very wealthy. And it was basically just to get to know each other and have a 
good time, so she feels a connection. So it takes a long while before I just go 
ask people for big bucks. So the base of it is really good at the starting point, 
and then you've got to go from there. 

Although a few participants cited database problems as the most problematic part 

of cultivation (as well as identification), the most important element to emerge from this 

study was the building of relationships. Without exception, participants cited he mindset 

on the part of the University to focus on raising fiiends rather than raising funds as 

absolutely essential to cultivation. As the Dean of Libraries put it: 

Build a tmst relationship. That comes person to person. It won't happen 
any other way. And the tmst relationship has to come because we're not 
duplicitous. We're not doing it because we want the money and as soon as 
we get your money I'm out of here. You really do~it's a lifelong 
commitment that when you start to cultivate a friendship, you better keep 
cultivating the fiiendship, regardless, frankly, if they give or not. And if 
they give, continue it anyway. So that has to be the—you can write 
textbooks and you can read textbooks, but you'd better do it just one to one 
in an open, honest, friendly way, and do what you say you'll do. If you 
don't, they'll catch you every time. 

Overall, cultivation occurred to a much greater extent at the unit level than at the 

institutional level. The units also were where the building of relationships with donors 

began, as the major individual donor explained: 

The cultivation is done for athletics or it's done through the colleges, or it's 
done for something like, well, let's see, library or the Southwest Collection. 
So you find out where people's interest is, and this is where you try to guide 
them. The Southwest Collection, a lot of people, that's their big thing. So 
find out where then interest is and try to direct it that way. 

The real forming and nurturing of relationships with Caprock State University donors began 

with cultivation, and these types of long-term relationships were found consistently at the 

unit rather than the institutional level. Those donors with whom long-term relationships 

existed at the mstitutional level usually supported some or all of the units as well. 
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The idea of building relationships at the unit level continued to emerge throughout 

the solicitation component area. The next section of this chapter examines the fourteen 

solicitation elements in terms of whether and how they were used at Caprock State 

University. 

Findings in the Solicitation Component Area 

Out of the fourteen solicitation elements in the Curtiss model, eleven were in use 

at Caprock State. (Table 4.3 lists the elements used and not used by the University.) This 

section describes the solicitation component area. 

Element S-1. Needs and interests of donors used to solicit 

With the exception of the annual fund, the university geared solicitation efforts 

toward donors' interests and needs. The annual fund component of the University's 

development program was very different from the major gifts area. With annual giving, a 

large number of donors were contacted by telephone or annual fund mailing after little or 

no cultivation and solicited for relatively small ($25-$ 1000) gifts. The Assistant Director 

for Annual Giving explained: 

We always ask the same. That's just the policy we set forth for this year. 
That will change next year. We'll start to do different asks for different 
colleges. The first, most obvious thing is by college, we are much more apt 
to ask Engineering and Business graduates for a thousand dollars than say. 
School of Teacher Education or Home Economics. So first thing that we 
would gear, starting next year, will be what their degree is in, where they 
graduated from. And when they graduated is the only other stipulation right 
now. If they graduated before 1935 we just do an open-ended ask. We try to 
make sure that they really do want to give and that we've explained our 
purpose clearly, and that they understand what they're committing to. 
Q: Now, when you say an open ended ask, what do you mean? 
A: We just say, would you like to support our program tonight? We don't 
say, would you like to support at the tiiousand-doUar level? 

By contrast, the major gifts component focused on a small number of prospects 

who have the ability to give $10,000 or more were cultivated and solicited with great 
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Table 4.3 

Elements Used by Caprock State University For Solicitation 

USED BY THE UNIVERSITY NOT USED BY THE UNIVERSITY 

1. Needs and interests of donors used to 4. Trained volunteers used to solicit 
solicit 

9. Tmstee or regent involvement in 
2. Publications and materials reflective of solicitation process 
the institution's programs and needs 

13. Involvement of parents trained in 
3. Institutional case statement/mission solicitation process 
used when soliciting 

5. Process used to determine who will 
solicit from whom 

6. Grantsmanship process to solicit 
corporations and foundations 

7. Solicitation approaches geared toward a 
particular donor, campaign, or need 

8. Presidential or CEO involvement in 
solicitation process 

10. Senior official and faculty involvement 
in solicitation process 

11. Alumni involvement in solicitation 
process 

12. Involvement of development personnel 
and level of experience in solicitation 
process 

14. Involvement of currently enrolled 
students in solicitation process 
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regard for the interests and needs of donors. As the Vice Chancellor for Institutional 

Advancement pointed out: 

It's always donor-sensitive. If we start talking about our needs, we'll lose 
them. It's what is their need and how we can meet it? Do we have 
something we can offer them? It's always donor-sensitive. You just have 
to be a good question asker and you have to be a good listener. You sit 
there, and hopefully you have a lot of good leading questions. And they're 
doing all the talking, because if you're doing aU the taUdng, you're not 
getting any information. 

Asks for the annual fund tended to be based more on institutional need than on 

donor needs and interests. However, for all other gifts, the needs and interests of the 

donor drove not only the solicitation, but other parts of the development process as well. 

All participants agreed that for major gifts, the needs and interests of donors should 

always drive solicitation 

Element S-2. Publications and materials reflective of the 
institution's programs and needs 

Publications and materials had been used for a long time in the solicitation 

process at both institutional and unit levels. The use of publications for solicitation had 

increased at both levels since the campaign had started. The Director of Pubhcations 

elaborated on some of the publications, "There's a brochure on naming opportunities in the 

campaign. There's a brochure on, I think we're calling it Ways to Give. And then there's a 

campaign newsletter that the first issue will be out in June. And then there's the annual 

report of the Caprock State Foundation." 

Publications and materials were perceived as helpful, but not critical to the 

fundraising effort. The Associate Director of Development explained: 

It leaves something to leave in someone's home. They may or may not look at i t . . . I rarely 

look at it. And yet I'm right now developing another piece for the foundation, because 

people have so many questions, and they're curious, and it's just so much simpler, rather 

than to lecture tiiem, to give them a piece of vmtten mformation. There's more credibility 

for some reason in the printed word. There are certain basics that some of that stuff needs to 

convey, and that is we are a grand university, we are very diverse, and that tiiere's a 

88 



mechanism to give in each and every piece tiiat we print. The Development Officer for the 

School of Teacher Education agreed that the most helpful aspect of using published 

materials to solicit was that it gave the staff member something to leave with the prospective 

donor: 

The magazine, and I just developed an Excellence in Education brochure. 
I think it's very important to have tools. You open that brochure up, 
what's the first thing you see? Our needs . . . So this gives me something 
to leave with a donor, and I think that's very important. The case 
statements . . . that's all something that we can leave. 

Many of the publications used for solicitation were fairly new and been implemented for the 

campaign, particularly the case statement. 

Element S-3. Institutional case/mission statement used when soliciting 

There was an institutional case statement that had been prepared for the campaign. 

Similar case statements were being developed for each of the units. The Chancellor pointed 

out that the case statements would be central to the published materials used for solicitation 

in the campaign: 

I think right now the mix is the case statement. What are we going to do 
with the three million dollars? We have that outlined, and we also have the 
annual report. 

The Dean of the College of Agriculture concurred: 

There is a, and we haven't gotten it yet, but there is a case statement that's 
been prepared. Eventually we will have that to distribute. I think overall we 
utilize, to some extent, the university case statements. There's a real nice 
bulletin, that, regardless of what you're selling, you're selling Caprock State 
University first. But that case statement, once we have that, I think will be 
heavily used. 

The case statement was prepared specifically for the solicitation component area, 

and perceptions of all participants were that the case statement would be a very important 

fundraising tool. The President elaborated on the importance of the case statement, while 

still urging caution to remember the importance of donor interests and needs: 

I tiiink the case statement is extremely important. The thmg you have to be 
careful about is, and we akeady talked about this at the begmning of this 
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interview. There may be people out there tiiat want to give, but they want to 
give for then own purposes, and tiiey should have every opportunity to do 
that. At the same time, if in fact you have, through the case statement, 
articulated your needs, tiie university's needs, the department's needs, all tiie 
way down, tiien this is something that you should try to present potential 
donors. And through the research, you should probably try to figure out 
which of those tilings tiiey might be most interested in. And your ask should 
be geared to that. But then, you should be prepared. If that person comes out 
and says, well I don't have any interest in that at all, you should be prepared 
tiien to start moving to the menu of the donor. Because obviously, you don't 
want to lose donors to the university because you couldn't find a match for 
them. The case statement is the key to the whole campaign. It's the key to 
everything we do. We've got to defme our needs, and we've got to know 
who we're going to go after, and then what we're going to ask them for. But 
given that that's the case, and that has failed, then you always need to be 
prepared to adjust to the menu of the donor. 

The case statement had not been put to the test at the time of data collection, but 

expectations of it were very high m terms of importance to the fundraising effort. 

Element S-4. Trained volunteers used to solicit 

Although volunteers were used to accompany staff on solicitation calls, they 

typically did not do the soUciting, The majority of participants felt that while volunteers 

could be very helpful by being present on solicitation calls, it was not appropriate for them 

to be expected to ask for money. However, at least one participant, the Director of Plaimed 

Giving, disagreed, stating that the University did not adequately involve volunteers, trained 

or otherwise, in the development process overall: 

This operation is so staff driven that typically who winds up asking is a 
professional staff person. The decision is based on where is that donor's 
relationship with this university? Is it in the College? Is it in an area that 
the donor has developed his business? He may have an engineering 
degree but could have become an attomey. We have a donor here in town 
who doesn't have a degree from Caprock, but he's got two daughters that 
have degrees from Caprock. So his interest is in their colleges, from 
which they graduated. It's really whatever professional staff person 
happens to have the relationship, unfortunately. 
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Element S-5. Process used to decide who will solicit from whom 

For major gifts, or all gifts outside the annual fund, careful deliberation was given 

to the selection of the person to make the solicitation. All participants considered this 

element cmcial to fundraising success. The Vice Chancellor for Institutional 

Advancement explained that the most important part of deciding who would solicit a gift 

was how the donor would react to that individual: 

It's who we think will have the strongest appeal to them. At the major gift 
level, it's always the chanceUor or one of the presidents. A major gift donor 
has to be stroked peer to peer. And they're not going to respond to me going 
in there and asking for a milUon dollars. 

For all donors ofa million dollars or more, the Chancellor usually solicited the 

gift. If a University faculty or staff member or a volunteer had a personal relationship 

with a prospective donor, that person would be utilized in the cultivation process and 

possibly the solicitation process if appropriate. The President felt that making the wrong 

choice of the person to solicit a gift could have a negative impact on fundraising: 

I think that a general mle of thumb would be, the larger the gift that you're 
anticipating, the higher in the hierarchy a person needs to be to make that 
call. Power likes to speak to power, and you can really disappoint someone 
if they think that you have sent someone that is not in keeping with their 
stature. 

Participants agreed that selection of the solicitor was extremely important to 

fundraising, and Caprock State had used this element for a long time, both at the institutional 

and the unit levels. 

Element S-6. Grantsmanship process used to solicit 
corporations and foundations 

Corporate and foundation relations was repeatedly cited as the weakest part of the 

development office. However, all indications were that the grantsmanship process was 

utilized when soliciting corporate and foundation gifts. An attempt to standardize 

university policy on approaching corporations and foundations had been made, but some 

participants felt that there were still instances of faculty members approaching 
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foundations or grants without going through the central office. The problem with this 

was that the University ended up double hitting in the case of many donors, which did not 

make a good impression on those donors. 

As was the case with identification, corporate and foimdation giving was perceived 

as being a weak link in the overall development operation. However, the grantsmanship 

process was utiUzed, as the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement pointed out: 

It's still growing. It's a baby program. What we do here, though, is 
coordinate all the proposals that do go out to foundations. We are Uke the 
central coordinating and monitoring station for all that. Approvals, making 
sure that we don't have 3 people gomg to the same foundation. We give 
approvals for certain individuals in certain colleges to go. We put others on 
hold until that cycle is over, and then they can come in. One of the big roles 
we play is the coordination right now. But I want to add that other element, 
which is where we're actually making proposals and representing the 
university. 

As the Development Officer for the College of Agriculture observed, grantsmanship 

was not a strong focus for staff members outside of the Office of Corporate and Foundation 

Relations: 

Again, there we depend more on historically who we've asked from, or 
someone that has been identified for us on our behalf Rarely have we just 
gone out and said, okay, we're going to spend this week and find 4 more 
foundations to send proposals to. One reason for that, is most people think 
foundations have all this money. Well you hear about it all the time, that's 
why you think that. But foundations will only give 4-7% of every donated 
dollar in the country. Corporations are going to give another 4-7%, and 85-
90% of the money is given by individuals. Therefore, where do you spend 
your time? 

Although the grantsmanship process was not perceived as being utiUzed to its fullest 

potential at Caprock State due to an immature program, participants agreed that proper 

soUcitation of corporate and foundation grants was essential to successful fimdraismg. The 

Development Officer for the School of Teacher Education explained, her approach: 

You do a proposal. Always do a proposal, get the requirements, all their 
guidelines. And I usually try to hand deliver i t Don't send it off in the 
mail. Get an appointment Alotofthem will say, no, Idon't wantyouto. 
But it's really important. 
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The grantsmanship process was used to solicit corporate and foundation gifts, but 

corporate and foundation relations in identification, as well as in the other four 

components of the development process, was relatively weak. There were two reasons 

given for tiiis, Fnst, there had been a high amount of tumover in the Director's position 

for several years. Second, corporate and foundation relations had not been a priority for 

the previous Chief Advancement Officer, As the Vice Chancellor for Institutional 

Advancement noted, the corporate and foundations area was expected to improve 

dramatically now that the director's position had been filled: However, the Director of 

Corporate and Foundation Relations left the university shortly after data collection was 

complete, so the problems with the corporate and foundation program in the development 

office had not been solved at this writing. 

Element S-7. Solicitation approaches geared toward a 
particular donor, campaign, or need 

SoUcitation for the annual fund was a general open-ended ask for discretionary 

money to support the units. For all other fundraising, soUcitation approaches were always 

geared toward a particular donor, campaign, or need according to the Associate Director of 

Development: 

The approaches are really geared toward need and a particular donor. And 
again, I'm speaking for myself That's the way I approached it. Campaign 
is sort of an end result of what can happen when those two things meet. 

The Development Officer for the College of Architecture agreed, and observed 

that this gearing asks toward a particular donor, campaign, or need was critical in terms 

of importance to the fundraising effort: 

On soUcitation, I would say that the ask is really kind of donor driven. I 
think all that stuff has to be pretty donor driven, and I think you have to be 
pretty sensitive about how you do that. You have to know when to say, you 
know, right out, you know, you sure need to give us some more money. And 
when you need to be really subtle about it 

All participants felt that soUcitation of major gifts was always geared toward a 

particular donor, campaign, or need, and that this element was very unportant to the success 

of the fundraising effort, 
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Element S-8. Chief Executive Officer involvement in 
solicitation process 

For most solicitation outside the annual fund, the Chief Executive Officer (Deans 

at the College level, the Chancellor at the University level) was involved. For very large 

gifts, the Chancellor was nearly always involved, along with whomever had identified 

and cultivated the prospect. The involvement of the Chancellor in solicitation was 

perceived by all participants as being extremely important to fundraising. The Director 

of Publications shared an anecdote illustratmg this point: 

Now the chancellor, back in the days when we were raising money for the 
American Pride Arena, tiiat would have been the fall of 1996. He had a little 
thing going where he wanted to announce a milUon dollars every Thursday 
at lunch at the Athletic Booster Club. So, I've never seen anybody else do 
this, but I was down in his office one morning and it was about 9:45, and he 
said, do we have a milUon dollars to announce today? And I said, well, not 
unless you did something last night that I haven't heard about. We don't 
have anybody this week. So he brings the phone over to the coffee table 
where we're sitting, and in about 15 minutes he raises a million dollars over 
the phone. Now, I've never seen anybody do that. He hangs up and he's got 
the money. 

The Chancellor's involvement in soUcitation, as well as in the entire development 

process, was perceived as one of the most important elements in Caprock State University's 

fundraising program. 

Element S-9. Regent involvement in the solicitation process 

Regent involvement in any aspect of the development process, including the 

soUcitation component area, was limited. One or two regents were very interested and 

involved in raising money, but the majority of board members were not involved at all. As 

with the identification and cultivation elements, regents tended to be involved only when 

they had some sort of connection with the donor or the project being funded. However, 

regent involvement tended to be the exception and not the mle. 

94 



Element S-10. Senior official and faculty involvement in the 
solicitation process 

Senior officials and faculty were involved in solicitation more at tiie unit level tiian 

at the institutional level. Some effort was being made to increase faculty and senior official 

involvement, as the Vice Chancellor for histitutional Advancement explained:, "Faculty, I 

think are not involved. We're really involving the deans a lot now. They're going to the 

different cities, and some of them are going to the screening meetings. Now that they have a 

college development officer, they're kind of getting on board." 

Dean involvement in the units varied somewhat from one unit to the next. One 

dean, from the College of Home Economics, was consistently cited as very involved and 

effective in solicitation as well as the other component areas. Most deans were involved to 

some extent in development, although the extent varied widely. 

The units that had strong faculty involvement in the soUcitation process attributed 

much of their success to this element. The Development Officer for the College of 

Agriculture, who had been on the job about one year, observed: 

Our faculty is more proactive than others. It's something that I noticed even 
in the interview process here, when I was interviewing for this job. There is 
a sincere interest and concem on behalf of this faculty for the quaUty of 
education that we're giving the students. And it's not all just self-serving, 
they're not all just sitting there trying to get the research dollars. They're 
genuinely interested in these kids. I am a product of another college on this 
campus, and coming up through college, I couldn't say the faculty ever gave 
a flip about me. I think out of 1550 students in this college, 1549 of them 
would probably tell you yeah, they feel like somebody here cares about 
them. And I think that makes a difference. 

While involvement in solicitation by senior officials and faculty had not been 

widespread at the institutional level prior to the campaign, efforts were being made to 

increase this element. At the unit level, involvement by senior officials and faculty in the 

soUcitation process was perceived as having a positive impact on fimdraising processes and 

products. 
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Element S-11. Alumni involvement in the solicitation process 

In some instances, alumni volunteers were used to accompany staff members on 

solicitation calls, but typically the alumnus did not make the actual request. The 

Associate Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement explained: 

Up until now there's always been a staff person mvolved. What's going to be 
uiteresting is, as we get into the capital campaign, there's going to be a lot of 
volunteers involved. And keeping them corralled and managed will be 
mterestmg. But it's gomg to be a team effort. 

The Vice ChanceUor for Institutional Advancement agreed: 

Yes. As a volunteer. We have aUofour committees now in aU of our cities. 
We have a national campaign steering committee. To date, we probably 
have over 25 volunteers already recmited to work with us. Or more. 

Extensive use of alumni in solicitation was new and was a result of the campaign. 

Most participants felt that alumni involvement in solicitation was a good idea, but that 

this element had not been used to its fullest potential until the campaign started. Alumni 

involvement in soUcitation was utilized at Caprock State University, but most participants 

felt that its use should be increased. 

Element S-12. Involvement of development personnel and 
their level of experience in the soUcitation process 

All development personnel were very much involved in the solicitation process, 

although, as noted earUer, they typically did not actually ask for major gifts. The 

development officer's role was perceived as being more behind-the-scenes when it came 

time to soUcit the gift. As the President pointed out: 

There are very few cases where, in my opinion, development officers need to 
be asking for contributions. The development officer is there primarily for 
cultivation. For research, for information, and for cultivation. The ask 
should always be made by someone who is related to the unit that you're 
asking for, whether it be a dean, a department chairman, or for the bigger 
gifts, like I say, the Provost, the President, the Chancellor, and the Board of 
Regents. So I think there's a whole hierarchy there. 

The development officers' level of experience in soUcitation was not perceived as 

bemg as important as was then tenure with the institution. Donors and staff alike felt that 
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tiie development officers should have a thorough knowledge of tiie mstitution and long-term 

relationships with donors. Unfortunately, this was not tiie case at Caprock State. 

Element S-13. Involvement of parents trained in the solicitation process 

Parents were not involved in the solicitation process at Caprock State University, 

except in rare cases. The exception would be if the parent were aheady involved as a 

volunteer, or if the parent had a relationship to a prospective donor. There was a Parents' 

Association at Caprock State, but it was not considered to be particularly active, effective, or 

important to the fundraising effort. Participants felt that parent involvement would probably 

be a good thing, but no plans were m place to change the current system at the time of data 

collection. 

Element S-14. Involvement of currently enrolled students in 
the solicitation process 

Students were involved in the solicitation process only as paid callers for the 

annual fund. As the President explained, this would probably continue to be the case, "I 

think we use currently enrolled students all the time for annual giving, and I think that would 

be the extent of the use that I would make of students." 

For the annual fund, using students to soUcit was perceived as being one of the most 

critical factors in the fundraising effort. The Associate Director for Annual Giving felt that 

using student callers was one of the best, and yet also one of the worst, elements in the 

annual giving program: 

Particularly great is using students as callers. It's just the best thing you 
could ever do for an annual fund. I think the people that use just volunteers 
or just staff are making a huge mistake. I think students is the only way to 
go. Alumni have been really positive talking to our students, and our 
students do a great job of getting somebody that might be sort of angry—why 
hasn't Caprock called me in 50 years?-and tuming it around to a positive 
thing, like, we're really glad to taUc to you now, thanks for all your advice. 
So the best thing we do is students. The worst thing about it is also students, 
because of the personnel problems, obviously, I have people that come in 
and want a job and three people that want to quit every single day. High 
tumover rate. 
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Use of students was perceived as being very important to the annual fiind, but was not 

considered appropriate for other kinds of solicitation. 

Summarv of Solicitation Component Area 

Most participants feh that the solicitation process was effective overall and that 

the most important element was having the right person make the solicitation. The 

President explained, noting also that the success of the solicitation component area 

depended heavily on the effectiveness of the identification and cultivation processes: 

I think the research that you do, you need to really know the person that 
you're going to call on and have that profile down so you feel like you 
aknost know them even if you've never met them. And the second thing is 
to make the appropriate selection of the person who's going to make the caU. 
And I think if you haven't done your research, you may well strike out, 
because you don't know what the person is capable of doing. And you may 
have a situation where you ask for much less than what the person is capable 
of doing. And ifyou do that, many times you make them mad. Because you 
thought they weren't able to do more. My experience has been that asking 
for more, asking for too much is never a big problem, because people very 
often are flattered by that. , . So the research that you do is important, and 
the person that is your lead person, that makes the call, is extremely 
important too. And like we said, you might select those for a lot of different 
reasons. You go down the hierarchy of givers, you go down the hierarchy of 
the people that need to call on those people. And you have to be really 
careful of what you do. 

There was a sense that some of the participants were concemed about the 

aggressive approach the Chancellor had taken to fundraising since he arrived at the 

University. They feared that an aggressive approach now might backfire later by 

alienating donors, as one participant who asked not to be identified for this quotation, 

observed: 

The approach, the sort of aggressive approach that the Chancellor and the 
consultant have taken have eliminated several significant donors from 
contention. And I think that could have been handled better with more, 
maybe prospect research, particularly when you got down to actually making 
the call, making an ask. We could have been better able to evaluate tiie 
personality of the donor and sent the appropriate person. And that, I think, is 
something that we could probably do a better job at. 
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Whether or not this concem was founded was not known at the time this study was 

conducted. The next section of this chapter examines the elements used in the 

acknowledgment component area. 

Findings in the Acknowledgment Component Area 

The University's acknowledgment component utilized seven out of nine elements 

of the development process. (Table 4.4 lists the elements that were and were not utilized 

by Caprock State's development organization.) The acknowledgment and recognition 

components (also called "stewardship" or "development") by development professionals, 

were the weakest part of the University's development process. This was attributed to 

the fact that prior to the campaign, the University had never really developed the 

stewardship part of development. A new program was in place when the study was 

conducted, but was too immature to be considered very effective, or even to provide a 

measure of effectiveness. The Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement expressed 

concem and displeasure with the current system of gift receipting and acknowledgment, 

"What we're doing is we have a receipt and a thank you on the same letter. It's a receipt 

at the bottom, and it's a thank you letter. And it's very, very unprofessional." 

Element A-1. Organized gift receipting function 

Caprock State University had an organized gift receipting function. Perceptions 

about how effective this system was varied among participants. The Chancellor, for 

example, felt that the process was very effective: 

The receipting process, I think, is effective. They get not only a tax letter, 
but a personal letter from me. I was signing every dollars, but that got to 
be so voluminous. So I sign every thank you and receipt for gifts of $500 
or above. And we break it dovm. It's nothing personal, it's just time. 
That's a huge time. That's probably 400 letters a week. 

However, a more common response was that of the Associate Director of Development, 

who stated, "It's terrible, and I'm not involved dnectly in it, so I'm just being a critic from 

the outside. That's not any of my area of management whatsoever, but we don't do it very 

well." 
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Table 4.4 
Elements Used by Caprock State University for Acknowledgement 

USED BY THE UNIVERSTY NOT USED BY THE UNIVERSITY 

1. Organized gift receipting function 

2. Computerized gift receipting function 

4. Gift acknowledgments personalized 

5. Presidential or CEO involvement in 
acknowledgment process 

6. Department or program involvement in 
acknowledgment process 

8. Acknowledgment process used as a 
means of continuous cultivation toward 
repeat donors 

9. Pledge card or pledge acknowledgment 
sent within 2 working days of pledge 
commitment 

3. Gifts acknowledged within 5 working 
days of receipt 

7. Student involvement in 
acknowledgment process as direct 
recipients of a gift 

Although the university did have an organized gift receipting function, many 

participants perceived the impact of the current system on fundraising processes and 

products as being negative because the acknowledgment was unprofessional. 

Element A-2. Computerized gift receipting fimction 

Based on the data in this study, computerized gift receipting should be considered 

a given in educational fundraising, as it appears to be a rare institution that does not have 

a computerized gift receipting fimction. Caprock State did utilize a computerized gift 

receipting function, although it was more effective in some areas than in others. The 

Director of Planned Giving explained: 
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We've really been workmg on tiiat. Because one of tiie things tiiat was not 
on the computer when I got here was planned gift information. And it still 
isn't on there yet, but we're working on it. All planned gift information 
comes tiirou^ tius office. So if a regional development officer is out 
closmg a charitable remainder unitrust, he does not fill out the form. I fill 
out a form and send that on over, and they get tiiat mto the system. Because 
I'll be the one, if it's a Ufe insurance poUcy, that works witii tiie agent. I'll 
know tiie particulars of the poUcy. I'll know that type of thing. 

For the most part, even though the gift receipting process was considered less than 

optimal, computerized gift receipting was perceived as very important to the fundraising 

effort. The Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement felt tiiat the gift receipting staff 

did a very good job, even though they worked with a letter she considered inadequate: 

That thing is just kind ofa fine tuned machine right now. The only time I know about 

what's going on is if there's a mistake. The chanceUor bounces it back to me. The lady 

who's doing that does a good job of what she does. It's all computerized, too. 

Element A-3. Gifts acknowledged within five working days of receipt 

All participants agreed that gifts were acknowledged as soon as possible after they were 

received. However, what time period was actually involved was not clear at the end of this 

study. According to most participants, every effort was made to acknowledge gifts within 

48 hours, but this was not always accomplished. At least one participant pointed to a case of 

three weeks being taken to acknowledge a gift. 

Element A-4. Gift acknowledgments personalized 

Every effort was made to personalize acknowledgments for gifts to Caprock 

State. Personalizing occurred at varying levels, depending on the gift. At least one 

participant, the Director of Publications, felt that the personaUzing was not effective 

because it was not perceived as genuine: 

I can speak from the perspective of a person who gets receipts. When I get a 
receipt for a gift, and I pay my dues to the ChanceUor's Council, and I'm also 
a large donor to the annual fund of the CoUege of Letters and Sciences. And 
the development officer m tiie College of Letters and Sciences is a dear 
fiiend of mine and I got him that job. The Dean is a very close fiiend of 
mine, and I work for tiie ChanceUor. But when I get my receipts from tiiem, 
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my lovely letters, they say Dear Dr. (Smitii). And I want tiiem to mark 
tiirough tiiat and write [her fust name]. 

The Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement explained the importance of 

having the right person involved in personalizing acknowledgments. 

We need to be receiptmg unmediately, but then we need to follow up with a 
very nice tiiank you letter from the right person. The chancellor signs the 
large ones, and the others have tiieir name on it. It's not a general letter. It 
does have then name on it. But it's just not tiie right person signmg tiie right 
letter. The letters, on tiiat level, the letter is not personal enough. We need 
to have different layers of signatures. At a higher level the chancellor does 
it, and at a lower level somebody else does it. It needs to be a real letter. 
You do need to get a receipt out unmediately so they know we got their gift. 
Then a letter should follow that. 

The major individual donor indicated that personalized acknowledgments were very 

unportant to him, and he agreed with the Vice Chancellor that the Dean of the College of 

Home Economics did a very good job of personalizing: 

She's very good. And the reason is that she goes through the whole 
rigmarole. Why does she need it? See, I don't like to just give just to 
give. I want to feel I'm really going to accomplish something. And then, if 
I give, why I want to be acknowledged, and she knows how to do that. 
She can write the sweetest letters anybody ever saw. Her little cards she'll 
send you for sending $50. You'd think that you just paid for the Taj 
Mahal. 

Although the personalization of gift acknowledgments was considered to be less 

than perfect at Caprock State University, participants nevertheless felt that this element 

was extremely important to the fundraising effort. 

Element A-5. Chief Executive Officer involvement in the 
acknowledgment process 

The Chancellor sent hand-written responses to major donors, and often made a 

telephone call as well. As the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement explained: 

Right now the chancellor does all $500 and above gifts. He signs those 
personally. $500 and below, his signature is scanned. But we're not really 
involving other people that need to be sending thank you letters. There's not 
a program, and there's nobody there to manage it. We have one person who 
sits in accounting and basically does this. That's really the most one person 
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can do right now. There's no program. Agam, it's that closing, coming full 
circle. We get the gift in, but we're not really doing a very good job of 
acknowledging it. 

Chief Executive Officers at the unit level also participated actively in 

personalizing gift responses, at least in some of the units (see above reference to the Dean 

of the College of Home Economics). This element was perceived by all participants, 

particularly the donors, as having a positive impact on fundraising processes and 

products. 

Element A-6. Department or program involvement in the 
acknowledgment process as direct recipients of gifts 

Typically, the department or program receiving the gift was involved in 

acknowledgment, although there was a significant difference in the level of 

acknowledgment activities from one unit to the next. In the most successful unit 

development programs, the involvement in acknowledgment was very strong and was 

considered to be cmcial to fundraising success. The Development Officer for the College 

of Agriculture explained: 

Besides that acknowledgment, we generate acknowledgments out of the 
college here as weU. Most of our donations for this coUege come in to this 
office first, rather than going over there and coming back. So when they 
come into here, we get a check in today, there'll be an acknowledgment letter 
from myself and the dean out of here in two business days. The only reason 
it would be 3 business days is if somebody's out of town or we're trying to 
track somebody down or something. But that's in addition to the university 
receipt and acknowledgement. 

The Development Officer for the School of Teacher Education agreed: 

Oh, I think so. Get the chairman of that department to be involved. What 
I've estabUshed here is I have the dean do a personal call on anything over 
500 and tiiank them. Dmner, take them out to dinner for a $5000 endowed 
scholarship, I've been having her make sure she takes them out to dinner. Or 
me go to a meeting and publicly go to tiie board and tiiank them. That type 
of thing. So any of that is all acknowledgment. 
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hivolvement of the department or program receiving tiie gift was cited by all 

participants as being extremely important to the fimdraising effort. As the individual donor 

noted, the unit level was where tiie relationships with donors were built: 

I think, again, that gets back to the Dean of tiie college. Some of them have 
a knack for doing it, and some of them don't. This lady (Dean of the School 
of Teacher Education) has a knack for doing it. Let me show you what I'm 
taUdng about. I give scholarships. And so she had me and the family . . . at 
the Alumni Center, She invited me and my family and my fiiends to this 
luncheon. And then she got up and made this funny talk. In otiier words, 
instead of making the typical talk, why she said, do you remember that 
movie, da da da da da da? She says, so and so, who m there reminded you of 
(the donor)? Well, one time it'd be a hero and the next time it'd be the skunk. 
And she did and everybody laughed. Then she passed the microphone 
around, and everybody got to gig me if they wanted to. That's what most of 
them did. Everybody had a good time, okay? Now the people that were 
there, some of the people that were there, have the ability to give money, that 
haven't given money. See how tricky it was? It's double dip. It's double dip, 
because not only did she show her appreciation to my family, for the money 
that we've given her for scholarships, but she set it up to where our fiiends 
could see how much fun it was to give. 

Element A-7.Student involvement in the acknowledgement 
process as direct recipients of gifts 

Prior to the campaign, most student involvement in acknowledgment had occurred at 

the unit level. As far as whether or not student involvement was universal, or was policy, 

participant responses varied across the board. The Chancellor felt that student involvement 

was "fairly regular poUcy:" 

Q: How are students who are direct recipients of gifts involved in the 
acknowledgement, if at all? 
A: A very aggressive letter, thank-you encouragement for the gift. If they 
get a scholarship, the donor normally receives personal letters from the 
students. That's fairly regular policy. A hand-written. And generally 
those are very effective. I get a lot of comments about those. 
Q: And is that aU students? 
A: I think it's all scholarship students? 

In the units, there had been student mvolvement in some colleges, but not all, for a 

number of years. However, responses were inconsistent as far as whether having students 

write tiiank you letters for then scholarships could be made policy. In at least two colleges, 
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students were required by tiie college development officer to write a personal letter to tiie 

donors for tiieir scholarship gifts. The Associate Director of Development stated tiiat in her 

previous position as Development Officer for tiie CoUege of Home Economics, she had 

found student thank you letters to be negatively impacting the fundraising effort: 

Of course, there's no way to force them. And it's interestmg. I've met two 
donors who have just recently m the last nine months told me that they 
would prefer not to get anytiiing from students than to get something on 
what they call Holly Hobby paper and poor penmanship and misspelled 
words. And I had one donor say she was not givmg any more to the College 
of Teacher Education, because that's where her gifts had been going, and this 
was where she was getting the cutesy notepaper and the misspelled words. 

In the College of Agriculture, students were strongly encouraged to send donors a 

handwritten thank you note, but the development officer did not perceive himself as having 

the authority to require it: 

We do everything but put a pen in then hand and try to get them to vmte a 
letter. When the students come in, they have to come in upstairs. They're 
told they got a scholarship. They don't know anything else. When they 
come in upstairs we tell them what scholarship they got, who the contact 
person is, if it's a Uving donor or a relative ofa donor. Or in some cases we 
have old scholarships that have been here forever and there's nobody left. 
Then they get my name or someone, but we give them someone to contact 
and encourage them to write a thank you letter to them. I wish I could say 
they all do it, but they don't. If it were up to me, if they didn't do it, I'd take 
their money back from them. Most of our students do a good job, but there's 
always a few that sUde through. 

By contrast, the College of Teacher Education had a requirement that 

students write thank you letters to donors and subnut them to the development office 

to be approved before they were sent to the donors. In this college too, the 

development officer perceived student ability to write thank you notes as 

problematic: "Thank you notes are reqmred. And the donors appreciate that because 

they see what their money is going for. But agam, I think that's development's clue. 

I had a student do that, and she had no idea how to write a thank you note. So I had 

to help train her to do that." 

Although student involvement in the acknowledgement process did occur and was 

perceived by most participants to be very helpful to the fundraising effort, the policy on this 
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element was unclear. Also unclear was the extent to which mvolving student scholarship 

recipients in gift acknowledgment at Caprock State University was perceived as effective. 

Element A-8. Acknowledgment process used as a means of 
continuous cultivation of repeat donors 

All of the participants felt that the acknowledgment process was used as a means 

of continuous cultivation for donors for the simple reason that if an earlier gift were not 

acknowledged, the likelihood of another gift greatly diminished. However, they also 

agreed that the acknowledgment component of the University's development process was 

weak compared to the identification, cultivation, and solicitation components, due to the 

fact that there had not been a focus on stewardship prior to the campaign. The Vice 

Chancellor for Institutional Advancement felt that the acknowledgment as a tool for 

continuous cultivation needed improving: 

Q: How do you use acknowledgment to provide continuous cultivation? 
A: Not as well as we'd like to, because what you do in that process is you're 
setting them up for the next ask. And ifyou haven't done a good job of that, 
then you can't ask for another gift. Until we get that loop closed, it's really 
hard to set them up for the next ask. 

Use of acknowledgment as continuous cultivation for repeat donors was perceived 

as having a very powerful positive impact on fundraising processes and products. The 

President explained: 

This business of cultivating people, you're really doing it for a specific 
purpose. But the fact is it's something that never stops. You don't stop 
between capital campaigns and then tum it off and then go start cultivating 
people again. It's around the clock, around the year, year to year. It's 
something that must continue all the time, where the university wants the 
people that support it to feel that they are an important part of what we do. 

All participants felt that acknowledgment was used as a way to continuously 

cultivate donors for repeat gifts, and that doing so was a very important part of the 

development process. 
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Element A-9.. Pledge card or pledge acknowledgment sent 
within two working days of pledge commitment 

Pledge cards or commitments were sent out as soon as possible. As with other 

written acknowledgment, there was a policy encouraging promptness. For both annual 

and major gift pledges, cards or acknowledgment were usually sent out the day after the 

pledge commitment was made. The Chancellor explained the procedure for major gifts: 

"If the commitment is finaUzed, if it's a major donation, we ask for a letter or a signed 

agreement. And it needs-I don't tiiink I've seen anytiung more tiian 24 hours. That's our 

bread and butter, and I want those turned around immediately unless there's some 

compUcating factor. But that's done quickly." 

The Assistant Director of Annual Givmg explained that for the annual fund, pledge 

card went out the next day, but gift receipts took longer: 

We call on a Wednesday night. Thursday moming I have students come 
in who do all the paperwork that's necessary. Because we have access to a 
database here where we keep all our stats. So they have to bundle 
everything together, stuff envelopes, do the tear-offs, all that fun stuff. 
Then they come in to me, I bundle them and send them over to 
development to be entered. So that's akeady one day that's gone past, 
before they've even been opened by development staff. So I think it takes 
them typically a day or two to enter all the address changes and pledges, 
which are the most important part of gift receipting, so I think three days 
is our target on that. And that's, we're talking about the receipt there, not 
the pledge card itself The pledge card itself goes out the next day, 
because that comes out of my office. The receipt comes out of theirs. So 
it's three days, I believe. And I don't think they receive a receipt if they're 
a pledge. Receipt is for a receipt ofthe gift when it comes in. But we 
need to key in the pledge within 3 days. 

Summary of Acknowledgment Component Area 

The acknowledgement component area was perceived as being less effective 

overall than the identification, cultivation, and solicitation components. Most 

participants felt that the reason for this was the fact that there had been no formal 

program for acknowledgment prior to the campaign and the new administration. Many of 

the individual elements had been present at the unit level prior to the campaign, but the 
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acknowledgement component area was inconsistent from one unit to the next. There 

were also varying ideas about what (if any) university policy governed acknowledgement 

activities. 

The next section of this chapter examines the recognition component area and 

how the eleven elements contained in it were used at Caprock State University. 

Findings in the Recognition Component Area 

The University's recognition component utilized eight out ofthe eleven 

recognition elements. (Table 4.5 lists the elements used and not used by Caprock State.) 

Like the acknowledgment component, recognition was perceived by most participants as 

a relatively weak component area ofthe development process. Also, like cultivation and 

acknowledgment, recognition occurred to the greatest degree at the college or unit level. 

This section details how the recognition elements were used at Caprock State University. 

Element R-1. Defined recognition clubs 

Recognition clubs had been established at the university level only within the 

preceding year. The colleges and most ofthe other units, along with the annual fund 

program, had used giving levels to categorize donors for a number of years. However, 

most of these categories had been only for publication purposes, not actual clubs that 

met. In the two years prior to data collection, the new administration had created two 

defined recognition clubs for major gift donors at the institutional level. The Vice 

Chancellor for Institutional Advancement elaborated: 

The only gift club we have right now is the major gift club [the Society of 
the Saddle]. Now, the annual fund has clubs. They have giving levels. But 
there's a piece missing. We have the big ones and the Uttle ones, but the 
mid-range we haven't gotten yet. The chancellor's council, by the way, is a 
gift club. That is a big gift club. That's a big one. So we have two. 
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Table 4.5 

Elements Used by Caprock State University for Recognition 

USED BY THE UNIVERSITY NOT USED BY THE LT^OVERSITY 

1. Defined recognition clubs 

2. Matching gifts included as part of club 
membership 

4. Interests, desires and needs of donors 
considered when recognizing a gift 

6. Recognition of donors includes private, 
university community or public ceremonies 

7. Methods to recognize donors are 
unique, varied and creative 

8. Presidential or CEO involvement in 
recognition process 

9. Department or program involvement in 
recognition process 

10.Student involvement in recognition 
process as a direct recipient of a gift 

3.Publication of contribution lists 

5. Defined policies/procedures reflective of 
tax regulations to determine the percent of 
gift retumed to the donor in the form of 
recognition 

11 .Involvement of senior officials in 
recognition process 

Most participants perceived the impact of defined recognition clubs on 

fundraising processes and products as being very positive. The Director of Publications 

summarized: 

I think that both the Wrangler Society and the Society ofthe Saddle were 
really good ideas that we really needed. Chancellor's Council is vital to 
funding a lot of things that wouldn't be funded around here without it. It 
has close to 1000 members now. I'd like to see some kind of annual 
giving club. Now the Alumni Association has an annual giving club level, 
like the century club for $100. But they're separate from us. I think we've 
done a pretty good job with these new ones that we've created. 
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Element R-2. Matching gifts indnd^f^ as part of r.lnb membership 

Most participants agreed that matching gifts were included as part of club 

membership, even when the gift came in a different fiscal year. However, perceptions of 

the impact of tiiis element varied, and its use was not knovm and/or agreed upon by all 

participants. According to most ofthe participants, matching gifts were credited for club 

membership. However, a different perspective came from the President, who stated 

adamantly that matching gifts did not and should not count: 

Q: Do matching gifts count toward those categorizations, as far as you 
know? 
A: No. I don't think they should. Matching gifts are there to try to help a 
person make the decision that they would want to give. But I thmk it's a 
little dishonest to report the matching gift as a part ofthe gift of an 
mdividual. There's always someone who didn't get in on a matching gift 
program that may have given more of their own than another individual. 
And it would be horrible to find out that this other individual was credited 
with giving more when in fact, they gave less. 

A number of participants did not know whether or not matching gifts counted 

toward club membership if the match was received in a different fiscal year from the gift. 

However, most guessed that the difference in fiscal year probably did not affect the 

matching gift credit in terms of eligibility for club membership. 

Element R-3. Publication of contribution lists 

At the time of data collection, contribution lists were not published at the institutional 

level However, the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement indicated that this 

element would be used for the first time in the near future. A number of participants felt 

that pubUshed contribution Usts were not necessarily helpful to fundraising because ofthe 

labor involved. As the Dnector of Development Research pointed out: 

And it's also a very tricky thing to do. Nobody ever quite realizes how 
difficult that is, to get out an annual report witii all the donors, either 
categorized or not categorized. I don't think I've ever seen one come out 
perfect. They just don't. So that's tricky. You also have tiie problem that 
some people will be very angry ifyou leave tiiem out, and some people will 
be very angry ifyou put them in. That whole business is, as I say, very 
tricky. 
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Q: So I'm infening here, that maybe in your opinion, that's not always the 
greatest tool? 
A: Well, I don't have a strong opinion on that. I sort of tiiink that long lists, 
Tm sure there are some people who like it, but I, just-to me, I'm not sure it's 
worth it. I thmk it might be better to have mdividual things, and even tiiough 
a person might not be covered, they see the joy that these people are having 
from their giving. 

The President agreed that tiiere was a high potential for aUenatmg donors with 

pubUshed contribution lists. He felt tiiat, if used, contribution Usts should reveal only 

categories, not specific doUar amounts of gifts: 

You have to be careful with that kind of thing. But usually, instead of 
talking in terms of specific dollars in those things, you have categories. And 
those donors that gave more than $10 milUon, those are the platinum donors. 
And you have the gold donors and the silver donors. A lot like they do with 
the symphony and a lot of other things. People faU mto a category and it's a 
high category, but you don't talk specifically about the dollars that they gave 
vs. the dollars that Joe Smith gave. Because it may upset them to know that 
they didn't give quite as much as Joe Smith or something. So I'm not in 
favor of publishing precisely number of what someone did, but broad 
categories. This is a person that's really important at the platinum level in 
this campaign, 

Caprock State University did not utilize published contribution lists at the 

institutional level. However, plans to implement this element were underway at the time 

of data collection. 

Element R-4. Interests, needs, and desires of donors 
considered when recognizing a gift 

Donor interests, desires, and needs were considered in gift recognition as much as 

possible, particularly in the case of major donors. The University made every effort to 

tailor the recognition effort to the donor's wishes, including a wish for no recognition at 

all. As the President explained: 

I think that depends a lot on who the donor is. There are some donors who 
want to have anonymity. That's not a very high percentage. I think that you 
can get a pretty good idea of how you should handle that simply through the 
whole process of workmg with the donors. The type of thing tiiey would 
want and the type of thing they would expect. We've done a Uttle bit of 
everythmg. We have had special dinners for people that we've brought tiiem 
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here to honor tiiem that way and tiiank them for what they've done. We've 
given honorary degrees to people to recognize them. 

The President went on to explain how considering the needs and interests of 

donors when recognizing a gift was very important in terms of impact on fundraising 

processes and products: 

In fact, we just gave one at this last commencement to a man in Denver 
who gave the university 7 milUon dollars. It was not just for his giving to 
Caprock State, because we discovered that he gave to other colleges as 
well. He's a big supporter ofthe Salvation Army, for instance. So we 
recognized him as someone who has an interest in helping people, and I 
think that made a very big impact on him. And I think, maybe not as a 
direct resuU of that, but certainly it played a part, I think we're going to get 
another gift from him. 

The Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement agreed with the President on 

the importance of taking donor interests and needs into consideration when recognizing 

gifts: 

You have to, because some donors just don't want a big deal. Some want 
just a nice thank you or a private meeting with the chancellor. That's all they 
want. Then there's the anonymous donor. They want recognition. They 
want to be thanked, but they just don't want public recognition. So you have 
to find out how to thank them without it being a public forum like a big press 
conference or something. 

The ChanceUor's also supported this perspective, and explained how consideration 

of donor interests and needs had been implemented at Caprock State: 

I think that recognition has to be individuaUzed. For instance, there's a new 
section in the magazine about Presidential Scholarship donors. It features a 
couple in each edition. The Saddle Society, we're doing the [saddle], a 
certificate, an annual dinner, black tie. And we will continue to cultivate the 
donors and acknowledge them in that fashion. They get a lot of perks. We 
use things like parking at games and they certainly get invited to events and 
football games and things like that 

At both the unit and institutional levels, the interests, needs, and desires of donors 

were considered when recognizing gifts. All participants felt that this element was cmcial to 

the success ofthe fundraising effort. 
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Element R-5. Defined policies anH procedures reflective of 
tax regulations to determine the per^^nt of gift retnme l̂ tr> 
the donor in the form of recognitior| 

The development professionals at Caprock State University were very much aware 

of, and made every effort to adhere to, hitemal Revenue Service regulations regarding tiie 

percentage of gift amount retumed to donors in the form of recognition. However, the only 

University poUcy in place governing recognition at the time of data collection was that the 

recognition be done m good taste. 

Element R-6. Recognition of donors includes private, 
university community, or public ceremonies 

As with many ofthe other elements, recognition ceremonies had been used primarily 

at the unit level prior to the campaign. Smce the new administration and the beginning of 

the campaign, ceremonies were being held more at the institutional level. The Vice 

Chancellor for Institutional Advancement explained: 

We do the press conference. I think we do a number of annual dinners. 
Chancellor's Council, Society ofthe Saddle. It's all new. We haven't even 
had but one, our initial one, yet. But I think we're still rolling in that 
department. But I would imagine that we will be formulating a plan for the 
major donors. We also recognize them in the colleges. We'll have 
ceremonies and naming opportunities and certainly appropriate recognition 
on named gifts. 

Ceremonies to recognize donors were perceived by all participants as very helpful 

to the fundraising effort. This was especially tme at the unit level, where recognition 

ceremonies had been used long enough to judge their impact on fundraising processes 

and products. One earlier mentioned example, given by the individual donor, involved 

the School of Teacher Education. In the College of Agriculture, the Development Officer 

felt that the college's annual recognition event was the strongest part ofthe recognition 

component area: 

The Pig Roast is this college. People know it far and wide, so to speak. And 
I think that is something excellent that this college started years ago, and that 
maybe we can even, we're stmggUng now with how to move it to the next 
level, but we can only put x number of people in the Student Center 
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balkoom. Maybe we're going to be on the floor ofthe American Pride Arena 
someday. I don't know. But I thmk tiiat is excellent 

The use of ceremonies for recognition purposes was perceived by all participants as 

havmg a very positive impact on fimdraising processes and products. This element was 

strongest at the unit level, but was perceived to be mcreasing at the institutional level as 

weU. 

Element R-7. Methods to recognize donors are unique, 
varied, and creative 

The methods used for recognizing donors were unique, varied, and creative. Like 

other recognition elements, this had been tme more at the unit level than at the 

institutional level prior to the campaign. However, two new major gift societies had been 

created at the institutional level: the Chancellor's Council (for $500 to join) and the 

Society ofthe Saddle (for donor of one million dollars or more). With these two giving 

clubs had come a plethora of new and different methods to recognize. The Dkector of 

Publications, a member ofthe Chancellor's Council, described some of these: 

There is a reception every fall for Chancellor's Council membership, and it's 
been in a variety of places on and off campus. Recently at the Intemational 
Cultural Center, it's been at the Lawlesses when they were here. We had it 
outside in their back yard one year. And then in the winter there's a black tie 
dinner for Chancellor's Council members, and it is not held on campus. 

Membership in the Society ofthe Saddle, which required a gift of one milUon 

dollars or more, was recognized (among other ways) by giving the donor a new [saddle]. 

The Chancellor commented:, "I created the new Society ofthe [Saddle] for milUon dollar 

donors. That's an expensive [saddle]. But that's the kind of recognition that I think has to be 

given." 

Other creative, unique, and varied methods used to recognize came in the form of 

events ui the units, such as the earlier described luncheon to honor a donor to the School of 

Teacher Education, and the Pig Roast in the CoUege of Agriculture, All of these recognition 

methods were perceived as contributmg significantly to the fundraising effort. 
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Element R-8. CEO involvement m the recognition prorecc 

Outside of million dollar gifts, the Chancellor and the President were involved in 

recognition primarily of major donors, or donors with whom they were personally 

acquainted. The Chancellor was personally involved in all Chancellor's Council and 

Society ofthe Saddle recognition. The President was involved in recognition ofthe 

Presidential Scholars, 

In the units. Deans were always very involved in recognition, and in many cases, 

the President and Chancellor also were involved. The Development Officer for the 

College of Agriculture listed those involved in recognition of donors to that unit: 

Anybody and everybody. The dean, of course the department and any 
faculty m there, students, all the scholarship recipients, senior officials. At 
the Pig Roast we have, everybody from the chancellor to the vice chancellor 
for mowing the yards is there. And that varies sometimes, based on what's 
appropriate. 

The Dean ofthe College of Engineering and Technology explained another 

informal way he was involved in recognition, "Sometimes we have a company coming in 

to give us a gift for 2 or 3 at a time, so we have the chak, sometimes they want to see some 

ofthe students, they want to see me. So we'll go outside and have a picture taken." 

All participants agreed that involvement ofthe Chief Executive Officer was cmcial 

to recognition and that this element had significant impact on the processes and products of 

fundraising at Caprock State, The individual donor explained this impact, "The higher up 

the rank, why, the better it is. But he can only cover so many bases, you see. And I don't 

see how he covers as many as he does." 

Element R-9. Department or program involvement in 
recognition process 

Departments and programs had been involved for some time in recognition at the 

unit level. As the President observed: 

I think various departments and coUeges have recognition ceremonies, where 
they recognize outstandmg graduates and what not. I think all the colleges 
do, as a matter of fact. Engineering and Technology has the Distinguished 
Engineers that they recognize every year, a new batch of distinguished 
engineers. College of Business does the same thing. Arts and Letters does 
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the same thmg. The Alumni Association recognizes distinguished graduates 
every year. So all of those things are part ofthe same tiimg. 

At the histitutional level, the annual fund operation was segmented by unit, so 

departments or programs were mvolved in recognition of annual givers. For major gifts at 

the institutional level, departments and programs were mvolved if they were involved witii 

the gift. 

The impact on fundraising of involving the department or program area in the 

recognition was perceived as bemg momentous. The donors, in particular, appreciated the 

relationships they had formed with the various units, and felt that tiie recognition component 

was very good at the unit level. The individual donor observed, "I would say that ifyou 

were gomg to rank it 1 to 10 that it would be around 8, and that's pretty good. You'd have to 

go to A & M to get it better." 

Element R-10 Student involvement in the recognition 
process as a direct recipient of a gift 

Student scholarship recipients were very involved in recognition at the unit level in 

most (but not all) ofthe units. This element was also characteristic ofthe more mature and 

successful unit development programs (such as Agriculture, Business, and Home 

Economics). In the College of Agriculture, student scholarship recipients attended the Pig 

Roast and sat next to the donors of their scholarships. In the School of Teacher Education, 

scholarship recipients were requked to attend a ceremony to which donors were invited. 

The individual donor gave an example of how student involvement in recognition as direct 

gift recipients could affect the fimdraising effort. At the luncheon described earlier, 

honoring his support ofthe School of Teacher Education, contact with students led to more 

support: "The two girls were there that day that had received our scholarships from our 

endowTnent, And they came up and gave me a hug. Do you think I'm going to forget that? 

No. They've got another scholarship coming. Those two hugs are worth ten thousand 

dollars." 

At the institutional level, student mvolvement in recognition as direct gift recipients 

was on the increase. The President illustrated v^tii the example of tiie Presidential Scholars: 
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And m some cases, what we've done with tiie Presidential Scholars, which I 
thmk can be effective, and you asked a while ago about how you could use 
students. This is a way you can use students. They're not actuaUy out 
making solicitations. But they can be very valuable in thanking people who 
have given scholarships that have enabled tiiem to go to school or 
something. 

Student involvement m recognition tended to be in the form of required 

attendance at scholarship ceremonies. Deans and faculty members were involved in 

recognizing donors to then colleges or programs. Student involvement in recognition 

was well established at the unit level and was being used increasingly at the institutional 

level. At both levels, student involvement was considered important for scholarship gifts. 

Element R-11. Involvement of senior officials in the 
recognition process 

Senior officials were not involved in recognition at the institutional level on a 

consistent basis. The exception to this statement was in the case ofa senior official who 

had a relationship with the donor or was involved in the project. As with many ofthe 

other elements, steps were being taken at the time of data collection to increase 

involvement of senior officials in the recognition process. 

At the college or unit level, senior officials were involved in recognition in some 

ofthe units. These units tended to be more successful in thek fundraising efforts than did 

those units where senior officials were not involved. Involvement of senior officials, as 

well as faculty, in fundraising overall emerged as important to development. 

Summary of Recognition Component Area 

Recognition had not been a large part ofthe development process at the 

institutional level until two years before this study. At the time of data collection, a staff 

person had just been put in charge of stewardship (recognition and acknowledgment), and 

a formal prograrti was expected to be in place soon but was not at the time of this study. 

A number ofthe elements ofthe recognition process were present at the University, but 

many of them had been newly implemented at the time of data collection. Also, much 

like tiie other components, the buUc ofthe recognition that was done occurred at the 
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College level. The elements utiUzed in the recognition component area were perceived as 

very important in terms of thek impact on fimdraising processes and products. The 

recognition program at the instittitional level was very new and was being expanded and 

improved at the time of data collection due to the campaign. 

Summary of Data Analysis 

Ofthe 57 elements in the Curtiss framework, forty-eight were in use at Caprock 

State University. All forty-eight were perceived as important to the fundraising effort, 

although some were more important than others were. The stewardship 

(acknowledgment and recognition) component areas, while strong in some ofthe units, 

were perceived as less effective than the other three component areas at the instittitional 

level because prior to the campaign, there had been no program for acknowledgment and 

recognition. As the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement noted, 

I would say that what we don't have in place is what I call a good donor 
recognition/stewardship program, which gets to the cultivation of continuous 
donors... We haven't come full circle yet. We've kind of started here and 
come around and kind of stopped right here. The missing link is that 
stewardship/recognition program. 

The most important elements in the model in terms of their perceived importance 

to the fundraising effort, by component area, were as follows: 

Identification: 

3. Volunteers and tmstees used in prospect research and rating 

5. Information maintained to prepare prospects for cultivation and solicitation 

8. Prospect research tools 

Cultivation 

2. Publications designed to present the institution and its needs along with the interests 

of donors 

8. Needs, interests, and personal milestones of donors and prospective donors used to 

cultivate 

10. CEO involvement in the cultivation process 
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Solicitation 

1. Needs and interests of donors used to solicit 

5. Process used to determine who will solicit from whom 

7. Solicitation approaches geared toward a particular donor, campaign, or need 

8. Chief executive officer involvement in the solicitation process 

Acknowledgment 

3. Gift acknowledgments personaUzed 

4. Chief Executive Officer involvement in the acknowledgment process 

5. Department or program involvement in the acknowledgment process 

6. Acknowledgement process used as a means of continuous cultivation 

Recognition 

1. Defined recognition clubs 

7. Interests, desires, and needs of donors considered when recognizing a gift 

8. Chief Executive Officer involvement in the recognition process 

9. Department or program involvement in the recognition process. 

Five factors not in the Curtiss model emerged as being cmcial to the fundraising 

effort. These were not limited to any one component area, but covered all five steps in 

the development process. The five new factors were: 

1. Building relationships at the unit level, 

2. Assertive leadership by a strong CEO, 

3. Effective management of electronic resources, 

4. Tenureof development staff, 

5. Utilizing powerful allies. 

In all five component areas, technology management and building long-term 

relationships emerged as the most important factors impacting fundraising success. The 

fact that the development program at Caprock State was so new was perceived as 

hindering both of these essentials. In terms of technology management, the newness of 

the electronic resources was blamed for the problems with the database. For long-term 

relationship building, use of volunteers and development officers with long tenure at the 

institution emerged as being very important. Both of these elements were considered 
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essential to developing long-term relationships, but had not been fiilly utilized at Caprock 

State, as the Director of Planned Giving observed: 

I thmk personal cultivation by professional staff, we're very good at. But 
that does not make a stt-ong development program. To me, that is not the 
stt-ength of any development program. If any development program is 
grounded ki its professionals, tiien somethkig's wrong. It's shaky. Because 
what happens is that when that professional development officer moves on, 
what's the tie? The strengtii of any development program Ues only in the 
strength of that development program's ability to engage the volunteer and to 
empower tiie volunteer, to educate and assist tiie volunteer. If it's not fully 
volunteer-driven, I mean, I think tiiat's why Caprock has had such a hard 
time . . .1 think that our development officers are great. But they're going to 
go on, and then where is that relationship? My own experience has been that 
the real good development programs are grounded in solid volunteer 
stmcture and involvement. 

Leadership by a powerful and experienced Chief Executive Officer also emerged as 

being cmcial to the success of all five component areas ofthe development process, as did 

building relationships with donors at the unit level. 

In Chapter V, conclusions and working hypotheses from this study are presented. 

Chapter V details recommendations to Caprock State University, and concludes with 

suggestions for future research. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, MAJOR FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION, 

WORKING HYPOTHESES, RECOMMENDATIONS, 

AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

This study involved an investigation ofthe development process at a large public 

Research II University, as perceived through the eyes of those involved in that process. 

The framework for the study was a five-step process identified by Curtiss (1994). The 

five steps, or component areas, were: (1) identification, (2) cultivation, 

(3) solicitation, (4) acknowledgment, and (5) recognition of current and prospective 

donors. Within these five component areas, Curtiss identified 57 elements of what he 

called the "donor relations" process. This study employed Curtiss' model, but substituted 

"development" for "donor relations." The reason for this change was that the materials 

reviewed and the development professionals interviewed prior to this study defined donor 

relations as only the stewardship (acknowledgment and recognition) components ofthe 

development process (Worth, 1993). 

Fundraising is becoming increasingly necessary for public institutions of higher 

education. The problem of this study was to investigate the nature ofthe development 

process within a public Research II institution, using 57 previously identified elements 

grouped into Curtiss's (1994) five components of development (identification, cultivation, 

solicitation, acknowledgment, and recognition) as the organizing conceptual framework. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the process by which a large public Research 

II University identified, cultivated, solicited, acknowledged, and recognized current and 

prospective donors. A second purpose ofthe study was to identify whether and how 57 

elements ofthe development process were perceived as being used at the selected 

university. The study was guided by the following research question: How does the 

process employed by the selected University follow the development literature regarding 

its use ofthe 57 elements ofthe development process identified in the literature? 
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The researcher employed a single case design to examine the five components of 

the development process: the identification, cultivation, solicitation, acknowledgment, 

and recognition of current and prospective donors to the university. Data were collected 

by means of audiotaped interviews with 24 individuals who were involved in fundraising 

at the institution. These individuals were purposively selected according to the 

recommendations of Strauss and Corbin (1990) for open sampling. Input from the Vice 

Chancellor for Institutional Advancement helped the researcher select a sample designed 

to provide as complete as possible a picture ofthe development process at the University. 

Interview tapes were transcribed and then sorted according to the 57 elements in the 

Curtiss model. Triangulation of data was ensured by collecting and reviewing materials 

and documents related to fundraising at the institution. Qualitative content analysis was 

used to answer the research question. 

Major Findings and Discussion 

Analysis ofthe data revealed that the Curtiss model was a good, but not perfect fit 

for the large public research institution examined in this study. Eleven ofthe 57 elements 

were not found, or were found at the unit level but not at the institutional level. (Figure 

5.1 lists the elements not found by component area.) Ofthe 46 elements found at the 

institutional level, many were more evident and/or had been in place longer at the unit 

level. A number had just been implemented at the time of data collection. Some ofthe 

elements were perceived as being very important to the fundraising effort, while others 

were considered to have less impact. Five environmental factors not in the Curtiss model 

emerged in this study as being very important to the fundraising effort. (Table 5.2 lists 

the five environmental factors.) These factors are not part of any one component area; 

rather, they stream through the environment surrounding the development process, 

impacting it in all five component areais. 

The data also revealed that the selected university's development program is in an 

extremely dynamic state, undergoing constant and widespread change and revision. 

While this state of change is necessary due to a capital campaign, it was perceived as 

potentially jeopardizing long-term relationships with some donors. Several participants 
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Identification Cuhivation Solicitation Acknowledgment Recognition 

None 3, Ongoing 
educational 
programs and 
seminars 
offered to 
current and 
prospective 
donors 

8. Balanced 
ratio between 
cultivation of 
continuous v. 
prospective 
donors 

10, Regent 
involvement 

15. Currently 
enrolled 
student 
involvement 

4. Trained 
volunteers used 
to solicit 

11. Regent 
involvement 

13. Involvement 
of parents trained 
in the solicitation 
process 

3. Gifts 
acknowledged 
within five 
working days of 
receipt 

3. PubUcation of 
contribution lists 

5. Defined 
policies and 
procedures 
reflective of tax 
regulations to 
determine the 
percent of gift 
retumed to the 
donor in the form 
of recognition 

11. Involvement of 
senior officials in 
the recognition 
process 

Figure 5.1 

Elements in the Curtiss Model Not Found at Caprock State University by Component 
Area 

felt that the aggressive approach to cultivating and soliciting used by the campaign's 

leadership might alienate donors. 

Long-time donors to the university expressed displeasure with many ofthe 

university's new development practices. There was also concem that Caprock State 
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Identification Cultivation Solicitation Acknowledgment Recognition 

1. Building relationships at the unit level 

2. Effective management of technological resources 

3. Assertive leadership by a strong and experienced Chief Executive Officer 

4.Tenured development staff 

5. Utilizing powerful allies 

Figure 5.2 
Environmental Factors ofthe Development Process Found at Caprock State University 

might be "going to the well" ofthe surrounding conununity too many times, and that this 

would eventually hurt the fundraising effort. 

Unexpected Findings 

Five environmental factors that were not part ofthe Curtiss model emerged as 

very important to Caprock State's development process. These environmental factors 

functioned like stt-eams, spanning all five component areas in the Curtiss model. These 

five elements are part of an overall environment in which the development process takes 

place. This section ofthe chapter includes a discussion ofthe five environmental factors. 

Rnvironmentfll Factor 1 - Building relationships at the 
unit level 

The single most important aspect of fimdraismg cited by all participants was the 

building of relationships with donors. There were some very effective relationships at 

Caprock State University that had been cultivated over time. However, prior to the 

campaign, most of these relationships had existed only at the unit level. For example, the 

College of Home Economics and the Athletic Boosters both had very mattire and 

effective fimdraising programs with loyal donor bases. 

For purposes of this sttidy, the term "unit" refers to colleges and other nonacademic 
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unks such as the library, the Alunrni Association, and the Athletic Boosters. While the 

departments in some units were very involved with successful development efforts, there 

were no formal fundraising programs at the department level. However, in view ofthe 

importance of lower institutional levels in building relationships with donors, 

departments should be considered in the future as a possible optimal level for building 

fundraising programs. Since the campaign had started, efforts to build relationships at 

the institutional level had intensified. Nonetheless, these relationships were ofa shorter 

duration and not as strong as those associated with the units. 

Donors in particular were quite adamant about the units as the appropriate level for 

building relationships with current and prospective donors. One donor viewed the new 

institutional administration with disdain but had been a donor to several ofthe units for a 

number of years and was continuing to support programs in the units. 

The different colleges and other units were not all effective in their development 

efforts, but those that were the most successful had mature programs and deans who were 

very involved in fundraising. Programs varied in maturity from four years to twenty 

years. The Colleges of Business and Engineering Technology tended to raise the most in 

terms of dollar amount simply by virtue of their relationships with business and industry, 

as well as their higher-paid graduates. However, the Colleges of Agriculture and Home 

Economics were those cited by the donors as the most effective in terms of building 

relationships. These two Colleges had the following elements in common: 

• Both had mature development programs and deans that were very involved in 

fundraising. 

• Both programs had had the same development officer for at least ten years (both 

development officers had left their positions shortly before data collection began— 

one to retke and the other to relocate with her husband). 

• Both Colleges cultivated students as undergraduates. 

• The faculty in both colleges was involved in building relationships with donors. 

In the College of Agriculture, the involvement of faculty members in building 

relationships with donors was cited as the strength behind that college's fundraising 

success. (The Home Economics College was not represented in this study.) 
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Environmental Factor 2. Effective management of 
technological resources 

Aside from the need for building relationships at the unit level, the most important 

element to emerge from this study had to do with effective management of technological 

resources. While this element was aknost unanimously cited as the weakest part ofthe 

identification component, problems managing and using the database were perceived as 

significantly hindering the other four component areas as well. Some ofthe units, both 

academic and nonacademic, had sophisticated database systems of their own, and these 

appeared to be effective and problem-free. However, at the institutional level, the very 

large new database was proving troublesome. The extent to which management ofthe 

electronic resources hindered fundraising was significant. 

Environmental Factor 3. Assertive leadership by a strong 
and experienced Chief Executive Officer 

The assertive leadership of a well-known and well-connected Chief Executive Officer 

impacted every aspect ofthe fundraising effort. Whether or not every move the 

Chancellor made would prove wise in the long mn, there can be no argument about his 

abiUty to raise a great deal of money in a short amount of time. Many dramatic changes 

had been made in the university's development process under the new Chancellor's 

leadership. The Chancellor had been very successful raising money as a politician, and 

as a result of his political career he knew many ofthe most powerful, wealthy, and 

influential people in the region. Both of these attributes led to his selection as Chancellor 

of Caprock State University. He did not have a doctoral degree or specialized training in 

higher education. He did, however, have high visibility and a great deal of knowledge 

and experience in terms of dealing with legislatures and raising money. Had the 

campaign not been a factor, it is possible that he would not have been considered the 

right person for the job. However, because ofthe campaign, the Chancellor's leadership 

in fundraising was an element that was perceived as critical to development success in all 

five component areas. 
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Environmental Factor 4. Tenured development staff 

The number of years development officers had worked at the university emerged as 

very important to fundraising success in all five component areas. The Curtiss model 

lists experience of development officers as an element under two component areas: 

cultivation and solicitation. However, at the institution in this study, a large portion of 

the development staff was not experienced. Yet k was their lack of time at the institution, 

not their lack of experience, that negatively impacted fundraising efforts. Successful 

fundraising was perceived by participants as being a direct result of success in building 

relationships. When there is high staff tumover in a development organization, 

fundraising is jeopardized because donors do not know the new development officers. 

Therefore, it is to the institution's advantage to retain development officers for long time 

periods. 

Environmental Factor 5. Utilizing powerful allies 

While a number of politically, socially, and financially powerful individuals were 

fiiends ofthe university, the data indicated that these individuals were not being utilized 

effectively. The first step in the development process is identification. In the case of 

major donors, it is not always easy to gain access to them. Politically, socially, and 

financially powerful fiiends ofthe university can help fundraisers gain access to major 

gift prospects. The Chancellor at Caprock State was a politically powerful figure who 

was hired because of his connections and his ability to raise money. However, he 

pointed out that the connections of alumni were as important as his own connections in 

terms of fundraising success. 

One individual donor felt that Caprock State was missing a tremendous opportunity 

by not utilizing the former Governor, who lived in the town and was a long-time fiiend of 

the institution. This donor felt that powerful fiiends and allies such as the former Govemor 

could be very helpful m opening doors, particularly those of corporate donor prospects. The 

reason using powerful fiiends was considered so important was that these individuals gave 

the institution's fundraising effort credibiUty. Also, as in the case ofthe former Govemor, 

people knew who these individuals were and did not want to say no to them. Participants, 
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especially donors, felt that the potential positive impact on fundraising of using powerful 

fiiends was very significant. 

Five environmental factors just discussed were not in the Curtiss model, yet they 

emerged from the data in this study. All five were considered very important in terms of 

their impact on fundraising processes and products. The five environmental factors 

included: (1) building relationships at the unit level, (2) effective management of 

technological resources, (3) assertive leadership by a stt-ong and experienced CEO, (4) 

tenured development staff, and (5) utilizing powerful allies. 

The five new elements were not limked to any one ofthe five component areas. 

Rather, they pervaded all five component areas and were part of an overall environment 

in which the development process took place. The next section of this chapter lists the 

working hypotheses generated from this study. 

Working Hypotheses 

Five working hypotheses (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) were generated from the data in 

this study. The five hypotheses are tied to the five new elements that emerged in the 

data, and these new elements can be depicted as part ofthe environment for all five ofthe 

original component areas found in the Curtiss model. (See Figure 5.3 on page 129.) 

Working Hypothesis One: Building relationships with 
donors is most effectively accomplished at the unit 
and/or subunit level. 

The data in this study indicated that donors prefer to work with people they know 

and programs they understand, and that these things are found at lower, or unit levels in 

the university organization. The second level in the university's organization was 

comprised of a number of different units, including the academic colleges as well as the 

library, museums, alumni organization, and athletics support organization. All ofthe 

eleven elements ofthe Curtiss model that were not found at the institutional level were 

found at the college or unit level in at least six ofthe units. 

For purposes of this study, unit referred to the organizational level just below the 

institutional level. This second level included all ofthe academic colleges as well as the 
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library, the museums, the alumni organization, and the athletics support organization. In 

most ofthe academic college units, there were departments or divisions. The data in this 

study indicated that relationships with donors are built more effectively at lower 

organizational levels. FoUowkig this line of reasoning, it may be that the academic 

department is the ideal level at which to build development programs. 

From the foundation dkector's perspective, the donors preferred working with the 

deans and college development officers to working with the central development office. 

Although they were not happy with the tumover in the university's development 

organization, the foundation dkectors felt that the current group of development officers at 

Caprock State was more aware ofthe need for identifying donors than previous groups had 

been. They explained that ki the past, relationships with the foundation had not been 

pursued at all by the central development staff. The woman who had founded the 

foundation had been contacted by the individual departments or colleges, and the 

representatives of those entities had been very good about foUowing up on visits and about 

remembering the donor on special, occasions, such as sending roses on birthdays. 

The individual donor echoed the sentiment that fiiends were raised more 

effectively at the unit level than at the institutional level. The Development Officer for the 

College of Agriculture described how, ki the cultivation component area, institutional level 

officials were rarely involved. By contrast, officials, faculty, alumni, and students within 

the unit were nearly always involved. Participation by the Chief Executive Officer, senior 

officials, faculty, students, and alumni in the development process was very evident at the 

unit level in two ofthe units that were most successful in fundraising. The units were where 

relationships with donors were perceived to begin. 

The importance of building relationships at the unit level was even more 

pronounced in the solicitation, acknowledgment, and recognition components than in the 

identification and cultivation areas. In the solicitation component area, data indicated 

that gearing asks toward a particular unit or program area was very helpful in terms of 

fundraising success. 
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For acknowledgment and recognition, many ofthe units had programs that were 

more established and effective than the institutional program. The stt-ongest statements 

regardkig the need for building relationships with donors at the unit level came from the 

donors themselves. Regarding personalization of gift acknowledgments, one individual 

donor stated that it occurred more at the college level than at the institutional level. 

Handwritten notes from deans received rave reviews from donors, as did special recognition 

events held at the unit level, 

Buildkig relationships at the unit level may be even more important in its effect on 

alumni giving. Since universities are by nature large and fragmented, students may have 

difficulty feeling part ofthe group and identifying with the institution on a full scale. 

However, at the smaller unit and subunit levels, there are more opportunities for 

students, faculty, staff, and administrators to interact individually and thereby foster long-

term relationships with students as future donors. 

Working Hypothesis Two: Effective management of 
technological resources is one ofthe most important 
elements in the environment ofthe development process 
in terms of potential impact on fundraising processes and 
products. 

The electronic resources, particularly database systems, available to assist 

fundraisers in 1999 are capable of amazing feats. Properly utilized, electronic database 

systems can assist development staff members in researching prospects for identification, 

and in tailoring cultivation, solicitation, acknowledgement, and recognition efforts to 

donor needs and interests. However, until university staff members master effective use 

ofthe technology, electronic tools will continue to hinder, rather than help, fundraising 

efforts. This is particularly tme in the identification component area, but problems with 

managing the database were repeatedly cited as among the most troublesome elements in 

all five component areas. Fundraising technology will continue to grow in terms of 

importance and potential benefit to fundraisers. Because technology is so important, and 

because its importance will continue to increase, leaming how to manage and use 

technological resources effectively should be a high priority for fundraising institutions. 
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Working Hypothesis Three: Leadership bv a strong and 
assertive Chief Executive Officer is rmrial to fimdraising 
success. 

The assertive leadership style ofthe new chancellor was revealed by the data 

analysis to be a very important factor in the success ofthe fimdraising operation, 

particularly in view ofthe capital campaign. All participants feh that the chancellor's 

leadership was critical to the success ofthe development organization in a campaign. 

While the donors did not approve of many ofthe things the new administration had done, 

they did express admiration for the Chancellor's ability to raise money. The individual 

donor commented that the Chancellor had been hired for the purpose of raising money, 

and because he was so good at raising money, he was very good for the job. Perceptions 

were unanimous that the campaign was ahead of schedule in reaching its goal because of 

the Chancellor's leadership. 

Based on the data in this study, there is little doubt ofthe importance attached to 

the assertive leadership ofthe Chancellor in terms of raising money for the institution. 

Whether or not this leadership would have been perceived as being so important if the 

institution were not in a capital campaign is not known. 

Working Hypothesis Four: Institutions should retain 
development professionals who have relationships with 
donors for as long as possible. 

The fact that so many ofthe development officers at Caprock State University 

were so new was perceived as negatively impacting the fundraising effort. The tumover 

rate had started increasing before the campaign, and continued to increase during and 

after data collection for this study. This high tumover rate was very upsetting to donors, 

who placed great importance on working with people with whom they were familiar. 

The problem was not with the amount of experience ofthe development officers; rather, 

it was their short tenure at the university and the fact that they had not had time to get to 

know the donors. In many cases, just as the donors were getting to know the 

development person, that staff person would leave and go to another institution. The 
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negative impact of tumover on the relationships between donors and the instittition was 

perceived as being very significant. The dynamic nattire of today's fimdraising 

profession may render k impossible for instittitions to retain development officers for 

long periods of time. However, given the reaction of donors to new staff members, this 

researcher would argue that instittitional leaders should seek ways to keep their 

development staff at the institution. 

Working Hypothesis Five: Friends and allies who are 
financially, socially, and/or politically powerfiil should 
be better utilized. 

The Chancellor at Caprock State was a politically powerful figure who was hired 

because of his connections and his abiUty to raise money. Similarly, there were a number 

of politically, socially, and financially powerful individuals in the community who were 

friends ofthe institution. These individuals had the ability to help fundraisers gain access 

to major donors, and also to lend credibiUty to the campaign. However, these individuals 

were not utilized as fully as they might have been. Participants, particularly donors, felt 

that powerful friends and allies should be used much more than they were in order to 

optimize fundraising success. 

The five working hypotheses generated by this study were tied to the five 

environmental factors that emerged as important. These five factors were not limited to 

any one ofthe five component areas. They were part of an environment in which 

successful fundraising was perceived to occur. The next section of this chapter presents a 

set of recommendations that may be useful to the selected university or similar 

institutions. 

Recommendations 

This section contains recommendations for practice that may help improve the 

development process at the university in this study and other similar universities. Based 

on the data and working hypotheses in this study, the researcher recommends the 

following to Caprock State University: 
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1. The advancement program should be solidly in place before another capital campaign 

is undertaken. Although the campaign at Caprock State was ahead of target at 

the time of data collection, many participants were concemed about the long-term 

effects of a new administration and an aggressive capital campaign on long-time 

donors. Also, most participants were in agreement that the University had mshed 

headlong into the campaign before the institutional stmcture was ready. 

2. Solving technology problems should be a priority. Problems with managing 

potentially outstanding technological resources were cited repeatedly as the 

biggest weakness in the development process. The problems were particularly 

bad in the identification component area, but also affected cultivation, solicitation, 

acknowledgment, and recognition. 

3. Prospect research staff should be utilized more effectively. Assign clerical tasks to 

clerical staff. The professional researchers at Caprock State were not functioning 

at their fullest potential because too much of their time was occupied with tasks 

such as addressing envelopes. 

4. Focus on building relationships at the unit and/or subunit levels. Several units had 

excellent and mature development programs in place. The College of 

Agriculture, in particular, might serve as a good model for the rest ofthe 

institution. The Athletic Booster Club also had tremendous support from a large 

number of very committed people. Both of these units were characterized by a 

high degree of collegiality and involvement by faculty and coaches in the building 

of donor relationships. In addition, both programs had enjoyed fundraising 

leadership of long tenure. All of these factors pointed to the single most 

important part of fundraising cited by scholars and practitioners alike: building 

relationships. 

5. Make better use of powerful (politically, socially, and/or financially^ allies. In the 

case of Caprock State, a former Govemor ofthe state lived in the city and had an 

office at the university. This man was a long-time fiiend ofthe university whose 

influence had resulted in the University getting a law school and a medical school. 

Yet there was very little indication that the adminisfa-ation and the campaign were 
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involving him as much as they should have. Involving this individual, as well as 

other influential people, could positively impact the fimdraising effort. 

6. Take great care to preserve cnrrent donor relationships while building new donor 

relationships. While the hiring of a new Chancellor may not be typical of a 

capkal campaign at a public university, hiring large numbers of new development 

officers is. Having people whom the donors do not know join the organization 

and try to work with them can alienate donors if not done with great care. 

This section has presented recommendations for practice that may be useful to the 

selected University and possibly to other similar institutions. The next section suggests 

likely avenues for further research in the area of institutional advancement. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

There are a number of directions future research might take from the current 

study. Perhaps the most important step when studying complex organizations such as 

universities is to examine the different levels at which development processes occur. 

While the present study did not examine all ofthe administrative units in the selected 

institution, the data point to the need for relationship building at the unit and/or subunit 

levels. Studies examining all ofthe different units in a university to compare their 

fundraising processes and products might prove valuable to universities attempting to 

build development programs. The data in this study indicated that certain elements ofthe 

development process may be more applicable at the unit level than at the institutional 

level. If that is the case, then universities will need to look at restmcturing advancement 

organizations to capitalize on the relationship building potential ofthe administrative 

units. 

Another area for useful future research is the role of faculty involvement in the 

development process, A finding of this study was that the role of development within the 

institution remains unclear to many faculty and staff members who have not previously 

been exposed to it. Faculty involvement in all five component areas ofthe development 

process emerged as a critical factor in the successful unit fundraising programs in this 
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study. If faculty involvement is to be increased, then faculty must be educated about the 

role of development and ks knportance to the university. 

In 1999, increasing numbers of universities are initiating aggressive and high-

level capital campaigns. The June 25, 1999 issue of The Chronicle of Higher Education 

contained an advertisement for unit development officers for a billion-dollar capital 

campaign at another large public research university. The data in this sttidy indicated that 

capital campaigns were expected to be continuous in the foreseeable future-as soon as 

one campaign ended, a new one would begin. As capital campaigns become a way of life 

at public universities with relatively young development programs, research on ways to 

manage the changing environment that accompanies capital campaigns will be needed. 

Administrators must have the tools to lead their instittitions through the cultural shift that 

is necessary for a successful capital campaign. In this study, the launching ofa capital 

campaign led to the hiring of a new chancellor and significant reorganization ofthe 

development office. The impact ofthe capital campaign on the development process at 

the selected University was dramatic, and may be typical of capkal campaigns at similar 

public universities. 

Replication of this study at another public Research II University would serve to 

validate the findings of this study. The differences between the public research university 

in this study and the private liberal arts college in Curtiss' (1994) study were significant 

because ofthe different levels of development activity between units and from the 

institutional level and the unit level, A new model or series of models that account for 

these different levels of activity may be necessary. 

The data in this study are organized in such a way that quantitative methods of 

analyzing them could also yield helpful information about the five components and 57 

elements in the Curtiss model. For example, the data could be sorted by participant, by 

component area, by unit, and/or by element. This additional quantitative analysis may 

produce more valuable information to further guide higher education leaders in designing 

effective fundraising stmctures for public universities. 
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Conclusions 

The Curtiss model was a good, if not perfect, fit for this large public research 

university. Ofthe 46 Curtiss development elements found at the university, many had 

been implemented at the institutional level very recently. The five new environmental 

factors that emerged as most important to successfiil fundraising were not included in the 

original Curtiss framework and did not fit under any one ofthe five steps in the 

development process. 

The development organization at the selected institution was in a highly dynamic 

state due to the $300 million capkal campaign. There had been significant changes in the 

stmcture and staff of the development office just prior to data collection, and these 

changes continued after data collection was complete. Because ofthe fact that policies 

and practices changed frequently, many ofthe 46 elements from the Curtiss model found 

at the university had been implemented very shortly before data collection began. 

Within the university, there were a number of units, each with their own 

fundraising operations. There was a high degree of variation in maturity and success 

between some of these unit fundraising programs and others. The least successful units 

had very new programs and deans who had not been particularly enthusiastic about 

fundraising prior to the campaign. The most successful units were led by strong and 

involved deans and were characterized by faculty involvement and cultivation of students 

as undergraduates. 

Development will continue to increase in importance to public research 

universities. The challenge to leaders in these universities is to optimize fundraising 

processes and products within rapidly changing environments. Capital campaigns are 

being undertaken by increasing numbers of institutions, making the development process 

at these institutions highly dynamic. Caprock State University has a loyal core of alunrni 

supporters and an enthusiastic administration and development staff Although the 

capital campaign was started when the institution was not really ready, Caprock State was 

past its projected fundraising goal for the campaign at the time of this study. Still, many 

aspects ofthe development process were not fully effective. 
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This study demonstrated that in addkion to previously identified elements in the 

development process, new environmental factors are emerging as a result of changing 

economic times and technological advances. If public research universities are to 

compete in the philanthropic environment today, they must maximize the effectiveness of 

their development processes. A better understanding of how the 57 different elements 

and the five environmental factors in this study impact fundraising may assist higher 

education leaders as they strive to position their institutions to compete for financial 

resources in the twenty-first century. 
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COMPONENTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

1 • Identification: Research process used to determine the giving pattems, interests, 

needs, history, background and financial capability (rating) of prospective donors. The 

identification component prepares the prospective donor for cultivation and solicitation. 

This study is concemed with individuals, corporations, and foundations. 

2. Cultivation: Educational process in which the prospective donor becomes 

acquainted with the institution's program, people, activities and needs. Various methods 

of communication are utilized during this process to prepare the prospective donor for 

solicitation. 

3. Solicitation: Process of asking a prospective donor for a financial gift to the 

institution. The gift solicited can also be an in-kind gift. Three approaches are used 

during the solicitation process: (1) Face-to face, (2) Direct mail, or (3) Telemarketing. 

4. Acknowledgment: Process of thanking the donor for his/her gift by means of 

written communication/receipting. 

5. Recognition: Process of showing appreciation by means other than written 

communication (e.g., ceremony, invitation to special events, conferences, or dedication of 

a building in honor ofthe donor. 
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ELEMENTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

Identification 

1. Prospect research and rating personnel's level of experience 

2. At least one full-time research and rating staff member 
3. Volunteers and tmstees used in prospect research and rating 
4. Defined system to track prospects 
5. Information maintained to prepare prospects for cultivation and solicitation 
6. Communication between identification personnel and other departments within 

the college 
7. Grantsmanship process identifies corporations and foundations 
8. Prospect research tools 

Cultivation 

1. Volunteer activities to draw donors and prospective donors closer to the college 
2. Publications designed to present the college and its needs along with the interests 

of donors. 
3. Updates on previously funded programs. 
4. Written communication from the Chief Executive Officer (e.g., annual 

Presidential report) 
5. On-campus special events geared toward the needs and interests of current and 

prospective donors 
6. Ongoing educational programs and seminars offered to current and prospective 

donors 
7. Alumni special events and chapters 
8. Balanced ratio between cultivation of continuous versus prospective donors 
9. Needs, interests and personal milestones of donors and prospective donors used to 

cultivate 
10. Presidential or CEO involvement in cultivation process 
11. Tmstee or regent involvement in cultivation process 
12. Senior officials and faculty involvement in cultivation process 
13. Involvement in the in cultivation process and level of experience of development 

personnel 
14. Alunrni involvement in cultivation process 
15. Currently enrolled student involvement in cultivation process 

Solicitation 

1. Needs and interests of donors used to solicit 
2. Publications and materials reflective ofthe institution's programs and needs 
3. Institutional case statement/mission used when soliciting 
4. Trained volunteers used to soUcit 
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Solicitation continned 

5. Process used to determine who will solicit from whom 
6. Grantsmanship process to solicit corporations and foundations 
7. Solicitation approaches geared toward a particular donor, campaign, or need 
8. Presidential or CEO involvement in solicitation process 
9. Tmstee or regent involvement in solicitation process 
10. Senior officials and faculty involvement in soUcitation process 
11. Alumni involvement in solicitation process 
12. Involvement of development personnel and level of experience in solicitation 

process 
13. Involvement of parents trained in solicitation process 
14. Involvement of currently enrolled students in soUcitation process 

Acknowledgment 

1. Organized gift receipting function 
2. Computerized gift receipting function 
3. Gifts acknowledged within 5 working days of receipt 
4. Gift acknowledgments personalized 
5. Presidential or CEO involvement in acknowledgment process 
6. Department or program involvement in acknowledgment process 
7. Student involvement in acknowledgment process as direct recipients of a gift 
8. Acknowledgment process used as a means of continuous cultivation toward repeat 

donors 
9. Pledge card or pledge acknowledgment sent within 2 working days of pledge 

commitment 

Recognition 

1. Defined recognition clubs 
2. Matching gifts included as part of club membership 
3. Publication of contribution lists 
4. Interests, desires and needs of donors considered when recognizing a gift 
5. Defined policies/procedures reflective of tax regulations to. determine the percent 

of gift retumed to the donor in the form of recognition 
6. Recognition of donors includes private, university community or public 

ceremonies 
7. Methods to recognize donors are unique, varied and creative 
8. Presidential or CEO involvement in recognition process 
9. Department or program involvement in recognition process 
10. Student involvement in recognition process as a direct recipient of a gift 
11. Involvement of senior officials in recognition process 
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Participants in this sttidy included: 

1. The Chancellor of the University 
2. The President ofthe University 
3. The Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement 
4. The Associate Vice Chancellor for Instittitional Advancement 
5. The Associate Director of Development 
6. The Dkector of Planned Giving 
7. The Regional Development Officer for the area including the University 
8. The Legal Counsel 
9. The Director of Corporate and Foundation Relations 

0. The Associate Director of Annual Giving 
1. The Director of Development Research 
2. The Vice Chancellor for Special Projects 
3. The Director of Special Projects 
4. The Director of Publications 
5. The Senior Associate Athletics Director 
6. The Executive Director ofthe Alumni Association 
7. The Dean ofthe College of Agriculture 
8. The Dean ofthe College of Engineering and Technology 
9. The Dean of Libraries 

20. The Development Officer for the College of Agriculture 
21. The Development Officer for the College of Architecture 
22. The Development Officer for the School of Teacher Education 
23. An individual major donor who is a past student (but not a graduate) and has a long 

history of giving to all ofthe units at the University 
24. Two co-representatives ofa local foundation with a long history of giving to the 

University 
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Margaret L, Durham 
Lubbock, TX 

Febmary 4, 1998 

Chancellor 
Caprock University 

Dear Chancellor, 

I am a doctoral candidate in the Higher Education program at Texas Caprock University. 
I propose to write my doctoral dissertation on the development process at Caprock State 
University. For your information and review, I am enclosing a draft ofthe protocols for 
interview meetings with Caprock State development staff for the purpose of data 
collection. Final protocols will be developed as a resuU of discussion between you and 
me. 

The purpose of my study is to determine how elements ofthe development process are 
used at Caprock State University. Based on previous studies, I have determined that the 
development process consists ofthe following components: identification, cuhivation, 
solicitation, acknowledgment, and recognition. Attached to this letter please find 
information regarding the five components ofthe development process, as well as a 
listing ofthe qualitative elements in each component. 

The benefits ofa comprehensive and thorough analysis of Caprock State's development 
process are significant. The primary benefit to Caprock State will be a comprehensi\ e 
analysis ofthe university's development process. The analysis will permit university 
officials to view the development process relative to the total advancement effort. 

Secondary benefits of this study to Caprock State will be assistance in assessing the 
development process by 1) determining the strengths and weaknesses ofthe process; 2) 
developing a needs assessment regarding areas targeted for improvement; 3) developing 
planning strategies in order to maximize gift giving by donor group; and 4) developing 
evaluative procedures ofthe process and its impact upon fundraising outcomes. 

My research has been approved by the Program Coordinator ofthe Higher Education 
program at Texas Caprock University, as well as by members of my dissertation 
committee. You should have akeady received a letter of introduction from D. Al Smith, 
who is the Program Coordinator and my dissertation committee chair. I will be happy to 
provide letters from the other committee members upon your request. I will call your 
office next week to arrange a meeting at your convenience for the purpose of discussing 
your views on my proposed research, I look forward to meeting you soon. 

Sincerely yours, 
Margaret L. Durham 
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Margaret L. Durham 
Lubbock, TX 

Febmary 4, 1998 

Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement 
Caprock University 

Dear Vice Chancellor, 

I am a doctoral candidate in the Higher Education program at Texas Caprock University. 
I propose to write my doctoral dissertation on the development process at Caprock State 
University. For your information and review, I am enclosing a draft ofthe protocols for 
interview meetings with Caprock State development staff for the purpose of data 
collection. Final protocols will be developed as a result of discussion between you and 
me. 

The purpose of my study is to determine qualitative elements ofthe development process 
which impact fundraising outcomes. Based on previous studies, I have determined that 
the development process consists ofthe following components: identification, cultivation, 
solicitation, acknowledgment, and recognition. Attached to this letter please find 
information regarding the five components ofthe development process, as well as a 
listing ofthe qualitative elements in each component. 

The benefits ofa comprehensive and thorough analysis of Caprock State's development 
process are significant. The primary benefit to Caprock State will be a comprehensive 
analysis ofthe university's development process. The analysis will permit university 
officials to view the development process relative to the total advancement effort. 

Secondary benefits of this study to Caprock State will be assistance in assessing the 
development process by 1) determining the strengths and weaknesses ofthe process; 2) 
developing a needs assessment regarding areas targeted for improvement; 3) developing 
planning strategies in order to maximize gift giving by donor group; and 4) developing 
evaluative procedures ofthe process and its impact upon fundraising outcomes. 

My research has been approved by the Program Coordinator ofthe Higher Education 
program at Texas Caprock University, as well as by members of my dissertation 
committee. You should have already received a letter of introduction from D. Al Smith, 
who is the Program Coordinator and my dissertation committee chair. I will be happy to 
provide letters from the other committee members upon your request. I will call your 
office next week to arrange a meeting at your convenience for the purpose of discussing 
your views on my proposed research. I look forward to meeting you soon. 

Sincerely yours, 
Margaret L. Durham 
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Purpose of Site Visits 

The purpose ofthe ske visks is to conduct an in-depth review ofthe process used by the 
university to identify, cultivate, solicit, acknowledge, and recognize its current and 
prospective donors. By interviewing the personnel relevant to the development process 
and reviewing mutually agreed-upon materials related to that process, the researcher will 
determine those qualitative elements ofthe development process which impact 
fundraising outcomes as perceived by those personnel. A list of Protocols and Materials 
to Review are appended to this proposal. 

Timetable of Site Visits 

The time commitment required to study Caprock University's development process is 
developed to accommodate the ongoing activities ofthe individuals being interviewed 
and observed. These site visits will begin in January, and will end in March. A meeting 
with the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement will be held as soon as possible 
after the proposal is accepted. The purpose of this meeting is to finalize the protocols, list 
of materia Is to review, and any miscellaneous concems. Interviews with other 
professionals will be scheduled as soon after this initial meeting as possible, with care 
taken to accommodate their work schedule needs. Interview times may vary. 

Assurances 

The researcher will provide Caprock State University with the following assurances 
regarding the study and its findings: 
1) The best interests ofthe university will assist in motivating the researcher. The goal of 
the study is to examine the qualitative elements ofthe development process employed by 
the university. Compromising the reputation ofthe institution is not a goal ofthe study. 
2) Approval regarding the research process and materials to review will be secured from 
the Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement. Approval will also be secured from 
the Chancellor if that is the wish ofthe Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement. 
3) The researcher realizes the need for confidentiality of donor information and access to 
donors. Therefore, no request will be made to review information or interview such 
individuals, unless such interviews are first approved by the Vice Chancellor. 
4) The researcher will communicate with the Vice Chancellor for Institutional 
Advancement regarding the progress ofthe site visits. 
5) Each interview will be recorded and transcribed. Each respondent will be supplied 
with a transcription ofthe interview for his/her review and revision. 
6) Information reviewed and interviews conducted by the researcher will remain 
confidential if requested by the respondents. 
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The following protocols will guide the researcher during site visits to the university 
campus. 

1. Initial meeting with the Vice Chancellor for Instittitional Advancement 

A. Review of protocols for site visits. 
B. Discussion of materials to be reviewed. 
C Secure access and schedule meeting with the Chancellor. 
D. Secure permission and contact person in order to begin the evaluation of 

materials and data related to development activities. 

Estimated time needed: one hour 

2. Interview Chancellor ofthe University 

A. Formally secure permission to research the development process at Texas 
Caprock University 

B. Review organizational stmcture of Chancellor's office 
C Review the history of fundraising at the university. 
D. Review the development process. 
E. Question and answer session to determine the perceptions ofthe 

Chancellor regarding how elements ofthe development process are used 

Estimated time needed: One-two hours 

3. Interview with Vice Chancellor for Institutional Advancement 

A. Review organizational stmcture ofthe advancement office 
B. Review the history of fundraising at the university. 
C Review the development process. 
D. Question and answer session to determine the perceptions ofthe Vice 

Chancellor regarding how elements ofthe development process are used. 

Estimated time needed: One-two hours 

4. Interview with the President 

A. Review organizational stmcture ofthe President's office 
B. Review the history of fundraising at the university. 
C Review the development process. 
D. Question and answer session to determine the perceptions ofthe President 

regarding how elements ofthe development process are used. 

Estimated time needed: One-two hours per interview 
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5. Interviews with professional staff members in the Centt-al Development Office 

A. Briefly review the day-to-day operations ofthe participant's department. 
B. Review the components ofthe development process as incorporated into 

the operations ofthe department. 
C Question and answer session to determine the professional's perceptions 

regarding how the elements ofthe development process are used. 

Estimated time needed: One-two hours per interview 

6. Interviews with College development officers 

A. Briefly review the day-to-day operations ofthe officer's department. 
B. Review the components ofthe development process as incorporated into 

the operations ofthe department. 
C Question and answer session to determine the officer's perceptions 

regarding how 

Estimated time needed: One-two hours per interview 

7. Interviews with College deans 

A. Briefly review the day-to-day operations ofthe dean's college. 
B. Review the components ofthe development process as incorporated into 

the operations ofthe department. 
C Question and answer session to determine the dean's perceptions regarding 

how the elements ofthe development process are used. 

Estimated time needed: One-two hours per interview 

8. Interviews with donors 

A. Briefly review the donor's relationship to the university. 
B. Review the components ofthe development process 
C Question and answer session to determine the donor's perceptions 

regarding how the elements ofthe development process are used. 

Estimated time needed: One-two hours per interview 

Estimated total interview time: 30 hours 
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The numbered questions in the interview guide questionnaire were designed to be 

broad, open-ended questions. The kems under the "Probe" section are specific items 

related to the 57 elements ofthe development process. These items are to remind the 

researcher to cover each element during the interview. 

Identification 

1. Describe your prospect research function. 

PROBE 

Do you use staff, volunteers, regents, or a combination to identify donors? 
How many FTEs are slotted for prospect research? 
Tenure, qualifications, and experience of research staff? 
What tools do you use to research prospects? 
How effective do you believe these tools are in the identification process? 

2. Describe your prospect rating function. 

PROBE 

Do you use staff, volunteers, regents, or a combination to rate? 
How many FTEs are slotted for rating prospects? 
Tenure, qualification, and experience of rating staff? 
Type of system used? 
How effective do you believe this system is? 
How so? 

3. What information is maintained within your database regarding donors and 
prospective donors in the four donor groups? 

PROBE 

How is this information sourced? 
How is the information used to cultivate and solicit donors? 
Describe the development office's linkage to other departments within the university 
regarding the identification process. 
How effective do you believe the linkages to be in the identification process? 
How is grantsmanship used to identify granttnaking corporations and foundations? 
How many FTEs are slotted for grantsmanship purposes? 

162 



4. How would you evaluate the university's identification process? 

PROBE 

What elements ofthe identification process do you believe provide relevant information 

to cultivate and solicit donors? 
What elements ofthe process do not provide relevant information? 
Which elements ofthe process do you believe need strengthening? 
Which elements ofthe identification process do you beUeve have an impact on 
fundraising processes and products? 
Which elements have the greatest impact on fundraising processes and products? 
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Cultivation 

1. What is the range of volunteer opportunities used to cultivate and draw donors and 
prospective donors to the university? 

PROBE 

What variety of college on-campus events are used to cultivate? 
How do you gear these events toward the needs and interests of donors? 
What variety of educational programs and seminars are offered to donor groups for 
purposes of cuhivation? 

2. What types of materials are used to cultivate? 

PROBE: 

Do you provide donors with updates on previously funded programs? 
Are the interests, needs, and personal milestones of donors used to. cultivate? 
Do current and prospective donors receive regular written communication (such as an 
annual Presidential report) from the Chief Executive Officer? 

3. Describe your alumni chapters and their level of activity regarding attendance at local 
chapter and university level events. 

4. Who is involved in the cultivation process, and to what extent? 

Chancellor? 
President? 
Regents? 
Senior officials and faculty? 
Development personnel/their level of experience? 
Alumni? 
Currently enrolled students? 

5. How would you evaluate the cultivation process here? 

PROBE 

What is the ratio between cultivation of continuous donors and cuhivation of prospective 
donors? 
Do you feel that this ratio is balanced? 
Which aspects ofthe cultivation process are most effective, and which need 
strengthening? 
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Which aspects ofthe cultivation process do you believe have an impact on fundraising 
processes and products? 
Which do you believe have the greatest impact on fimdraising processes and products? 
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Solicitation 

1. How does the university solicit donors? 

PROBE 

How are solicitation efforts geared toward donors' interests and needs? 
What process is used to decide who will solicit the gift? 
Are trained volunteers used to solicit? 
How are solicitation approaches geared toward a particular donor, campaign, or need? 
Considering the three basic soUcitation approaches (face-to-face, direct mail, and 
telephone), which do you believe to be the most effective in which campaign (annual, 
capital, deferred)? 

2. What type of materials and publications are used to solicit? 

PROBE 

How are the publications reflective ofthe institution? 
How is the institutional case statement used to solicit? 

3. What is the scope of your grantsmanship efforts? 

PROBE 

How is the grantsmanship process used to solicit donors? 

4. Who is involved in the solicitation process, and to what extent? 

Chief Executive Officer? 
Regents? 
Senior officials and faculty? 
Alumni? 
Development personnel/their level of experience? 
Parents? Are they trained? How? 

Currently enrolled students? 

5. How would you evaluate the soUcitation process? 

Which aspects ofthe solicitation process are effective? 
Which aspects need strengthening? 
Which elements do you believe impact fundraising processes and products? 
Which do you believe have the greatest impact on fimdraising processes and products? 
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Acknowledgment 

Describe the process used to acknowledge gifts made to the university. 

PROBE 

Is the receipting process computerized or manual? 
How effective do you feel this process is in acknowledgment? 
How soon in working days after receipt ofthe gift is the gift acknowledged? 
How does the university personalize responses to thank donors for their gifts? 
At what level is the department or program area receiving the gift involved in the 
acknowledgment process? 
How are students who are direct recipients ofthe gift involved in the acknowledgment 
process? 
How does the university use the acknowledgement process to provide continuous 
cultivation of repeat donors? 
How soon in working days after a pledge commitment is made does the university send a 
pledge card or pledge acknowledgment? 
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Recognition 

1. Describe the process the university uses to recognize donors for their gifts. 

PROBE 

What is the frequency with which contribution lists or gift books are published? 
When recognizing a gift, how are the interests, desires, and needs ofthe donors 
addressed? 
Describe any private, university community, or public ceremonies used to recognize 
donors. 
Please list some ofthe methods the university uses to recognize donors based on gift 
amount. 
What policies are used to guide the university in the recognition of gifts? 

How have tax regulations changed your recognition effort? 

2. What type of recognition clubs does the university use? 

PROBE 

Is gift club membership only granted for support to the annual fund, or for gifts to any 
purpose or fund? 
How does the university credit matching gifts for club membership? 
What if the matching gift is not received in the same fiscal year as the individual's gift? 
3. Who is involved in the recognition process, and to what extent? 

PROBE 

Chief Executive Officer? 
Department or program receiving gift? 
Students who are direct gift recipients? 
Senior officials? 

4. How would you evaluate your recognition process? 

PROBE 

What are the strengths in the process? 
What are the weaknesses in the process? 
Which elements ofthe recognition process do you believe impact fundraising processes 
and products? 
Which elements ofthe process do you believe have the most effect on fundraising 
processes and products? 
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The following materials will be requested by the researcher for the purpose of re\ iewing 
with regard to the development process and fundraising expenditures at Texas Caprock 
University: 

University Annual Report 
General publications used to cultivate and soUcit 
Institutional Case Statement/Mission Statement 
Pledge cards 
Brochures and pamphlets used to cultivate and solicit 
Letters of appeal (annual/capital/planned campaigns) 
Materials used in face-to-face solicitations 
Scripts and materials used in telemarketing campaigns 
Receipts acknowledging gifts 
Thank you letters acknowledging gifts 
Communication regarding alumni chapters 
Evidence of published contribution lists 
Information on gift giving clubs 
Policies and procedures on recognition programs 
Materials related to recognition programs and ceremonies 
Annual fimdraising expenditure reports (1993-94 to 1997-98) 
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When reviewing instittitional materials, the researcher will be guided by the following 
criteria. 

Solicitation/Appeal Letters 

Approach: Is the message appealing/interesting to the reader? 
Purpose: Is the case for support clearly documented and supported? 
Impact ofthe gift upon the institution 
Is the reader asked to make a gift? 
Is the reader prompted to act NOW? 
Incentives for giving are stated 
Grammatically correct 
Clarity of message 
Professional appearance 

Phonathon Scripts 

Person being called is acknowledged by name 
Indicate who is making the call 
Gift support is requested 
Case for gift support is stated 
If previous donor, then thanks are extended for support 
Indicate how gift will help the institution 
Indicate that follow-up pledge card will be mailed 

Proposals 

Needs assessment 
Goals and objectives to meet need clearly stated 
Plan of action detailing activities, timetable, and justification of costs 
Management plan 
Evaluation plan 
Merit study, project or service 

Brochures 

Prompts the reader's attention 
Interests the reader continue reading 
Addresses the need for the reader to give and incentives to give 
Sells the reader on the cause/need and the institution 
States the need for the gift 
Asks for the gift 
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