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ABSTRACT
A STUDY OF THE METHODS AND TECHNIQUES

USED IN FUND-RAISING AT SELECTED
PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES

By
Gerald Robert Sherratt

Out of the many years of experience in fund-raising

by various colleges and universities has emerged a variety
of methods and techniques representing a distillation of
many plans and procedures which have been extensively used
in the United States in attempting to raise funds for higher
education. It was the purpose of this study to study the
similarities, differences, trends, and substantive elements
of the methods and techniques employed by eight public uni-
versities selected on the basis of their geographical dis-
tribution and their proved performance in fund-raising.
The institutions were: (1) the University of Colorado,
(2) Indiana University, (3) the University of Kansas, (4)
the University of Michigan, (5) the University of North
Carolina, (6) Texas A & M University, (7) Utah State
University, and (8) the University of Wisconsin.

Specifically, the study was designed to research

the following questions:
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Gerald Robert Sherratt

l. How are development offices organized and managed?

2. Who are the sources of support for a university and
how does an institution go about identifying them?

3. What methods are employed to create a "climate of
acceptance" among the university's various
constituencies?

4. How are annual giving campaigns planned, organized,
and directed?

5. What techniques are used in developing foundation
and corporate support for universities?

6. What methods are used in developing programs of

deferred giving for universities?

A main objective of the study was to present data
to serve as resource materials in updating current efforts
in educational fund-raising. It was designed to gather a
variety of descriptive data which could be useful to a
university administration in organizing a development
program.

The research materials were gathered by means of
a questionnaire submitted to the development offices of
each institution, by tape recorded interviews conducted
at the universities, and by the study and analysis of
various printed records and reports, copies of corre-
spondence and other documents, papers, speeches, pamphlets,

and articles in periodicals and newspapers.
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Gerald Robert Sherratt

The study revealed that the development offices
of the participating universities vary in style and manner
of organization. They exist either as a division of the
university or as separate corporations allied to the
institution. The development offices have been assigned
the responsibilities for planning and implementing the
institutions' fund-raising efforts, including extensive
public relations duties, and have been staffed with per-
sonnel who perform specialized tasks, including asset
managers and fund-raisers in the areas of annual giving,
corporate and foundation relations, deferred giving, donor
relations as well as publications and promotions.

Noted, also, was the fact that the universities
of the study, and presumably all others as well, have
natural constituencies which are logical contributors
to the institutions. The constituents include the alumni,
faculty, present student body, and parents. To these
natural constituencies is added the community in which
the university exists, businesses which depend on the
university for trained personnel or as a market for their
products, and friends of the institution who value its
services, and see their contributions to the university
as a means of advancing society. Each constituent group

requires a different fund-raising emphasis and approach.
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Gerald Robert Sherratt

The cultivation of potential donors begins with
efforts to learn as much as can be gleaned about the
prospects and involves the maintenance of records sections
in which data on donor prospects are continually updated.
Recognizing that a prime factor behind the motivation for
giving is simple pride of association, development officials
attempt to instill in their constituencies a feeling of
confidence in the institution and its methods of
administration.

The annual giving solicitations at the institutions
studied have evolved over the years into highly sophisti-
cated, complex programs involving hundreds of volunteer
workers and yielding substantial income to bolster insti-
tutional budgets. The annual fund drives are organized in
a number of ways. Their solicitations can be directed to
alumni by classes, through colleges and departments, or by
geographical residence, and they can consist of mailing
appeals, or telephone canvasses, or personal visits, or
a combination of all three.

- Encouraged by growing responsiveness of corporate
and foundation offices to the needs of public universities,
the development offices of the eight institutions have
increased fund-raising efforts directed to business
enterprises and philanthropic foundations, some having

assigned staff members the specific responsibilities for
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the cultivation of corporations and foundations. Only
recently has the area of deferred giving received much
emphasis, although it is developing as one of the most
fertile fields of fund-raising. Because deferred gifts

are complex to handle, requiring the preparation of legal
documents, contractual agreements, or legal dispositions

of property, the availability of attorneys, life insurance
agents, and others with the specialized knowledge necessary
to process such gifts is often required.

The author concluded that a development program
should be designed to meet the specific requirements and
needs of the institution and that such programs should
reflect the university's mission and unique character.

The development of adequate records serves as the foundation
upon which a successful fund-raising effort is built, and a
development program seldom succeeds without sufficient
planning and funding. Yet another crucial ingredient is

the quality of leadership available, among those on the

professional staff as well as in the volunteer ranks.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM

In 1638 the son of a family of London butchers
died of consumption in the colonial town of Charleston
On Massachusetts Bay, leaving half of an estate valued
at 1, 700 English pounds for a fledgling college which had

been founded only two years earlier at Newtowne (later named

Cambridge) .! In gratitude the college adopted the name of

its benefactor and so began the long and successful court-

Ship between American higher education and philanthropists

both =t home and abroad.
Today, Harvard University's endowment, totaling

More +#-han a billion dollars,? exceeds the national product

of MAany of the world's smaller countries. Indeed, the
Sxten € of private giving in America for support of colleges
and WWniversities far outstrips that of any other nation in
the W rld and has been a significant factor in building

Am = . .
i ca's system of higher education to the esteemed level
it .
STnijoys today.

\
(c !George Edward Ellis, The Harvard Memorial
a"“kbridge: John Wilson and Son, 1884), p. 6.
Enc W. Bentinck-Smith, "Harvard University," The
——=XY<lopedia Americana, XIII (1971), p. 838.
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While no other institution of higher education has

been able to equal the largess provided to Harvard by
dedicated alumni and friends, there is no American college
Oor university which has not benefited substantially from

the gifts and grants of those who admired higher learning

and who elected to invest in its advancement. To be sure,

there have been many forces besides philanthropy which have
been working to shape the course of American higher educa-
tion, but it was the private gifts and grants which provided
the early impetus, sustained many colleges through numerous
financial crises, and which today continues to yield the
“margljJn for excellence" in teaching and research.

Since colonial days, it has been a major

Iesponsibility of college officers to conduct the search

for IMmuch-needed revenue. If their efforts were sometimes

less +han genteel, it is to their credit that no stone was

left unturned in the hope of discovering potential donors.

Indefaci, the inventiveness and ingenuity of educational

fung —

Xaisers have been instrumental in building an American
tracij~1tion of giving to higher learning that is the envy of

the  ~voria.
As economic conditions have applied severe strains

o

n The abilities of private and public colleges to meet

t -

h€=1-1? budget demands, institutions of higher learning have

h : : :
aq to increase their efforts in soliciting private gifts.



- wolleges, faced
ezt from all q*]
-eate private sCI
ginaced dollars.

mopent offices ¢
Zraionl and frien
The current f
suverssities can
Argeriod from 193¢
T ercent, styde
Tizditureg nearly

B

%3] reacheqd a)

The Nationa
md

- &d-Grant Coll
Haleg that oyt C
LSS faculty anc
b 'Ji:ing, and 3¢ |
Tirang, Nearly |

f3om

._.,gn .
e Maintenan



Public colleges, faced with competition for resources of
government from all quarters of the public sector, have had

to emulate private schools in launching sophisticated drives

for donated dollars. Today many state universities maintain

development offices patterned after those of private insti-
tutions and designed to attract increased financial support

from alumni and friends of higher education.

The current financial crisis in America's colleges

And universities can be clearly documented. 1In the ten-

Year period from 1959 to 1969 faculty salaries increased

by 75 percent, student enrollment doubled, and total

€XpendAijitures nearly quadrupled. 1Indeed, the crisis

has today reached alarming dimensions.’®

The National Association of State Universities
and I.a nd-Grant Colleges conducted a survey in 1971 which
Tévea 1 ed that out of 70 institutions, 22 have had to cut
back i n faculty and staff, 16 have had to order a freeze
°n hi xing, and 36 have elected not to allow new educational

progJz‘ams. Nearly 60 percent of the schools have had to

postPOne maintenance on land and buildings. The survey

d'
J's°<>\lered that 12 of the member schools recorded deficits

ra -
ng A ng upwards to one million dollars, and that three of

\

Weelc !"The Financial Crisis on the Campus," Business
/., May 30, 1970, p. 56.
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the universities had dipped into their endowment funds to

meet operating costs.!
In 1971, the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education

released a study which revealed that 30 percent of all
Universities in the United States are in serious financial

difficulty, and another 51 percent are headed toward

financial trouble.? Without increased support, these

Universities may be compelled either to reorganize or to

Compress their programs if they are to escape becoming

Qcademic cripples.
The pending financial crisis that casts a threaten-

ing shadow over the whole of higher education could--in part,

At least--be averted by additional support from the private

Sectox. Winning that support remains a cardinal task of

todayr * 5 educators.

Purpose of the Study

Out of the many years of experience in fund-raising
by V&a xijous colleges and universities has emerged a variety
oftnee1:hods and techniques for encouraging educational

phllail')thropy. These methods and techniques represent the

\
!"Money Pinch for Colleges,"” U.S. News and World

R
—=PO x4, May 10, 1971, pp. 28-29.

2garl F. Cheit, The New Depression in Higher
See foreword

B
=§%352515192 (New York: McGraw Hill, 1971).
C1Xark Kerr.
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distillation of many such plans and procedures which have

been extensively used in the United States in attempting

to raise funds for higher education. A review of the

recent literature reveals very little relevant research
in the area of fund-raising and little effort to systemat-
ically describe the similarities, differences, trends, and

substantive elements of the methods and techniques employed

by public universities. It is believed this study will

Ccontribute to a better understanding of the value and

SCope of public university development programs.

Statement of the Problem

As increasing numbers of public colleges and
Un ijversities have had to turn to the private sector for
Needed additional financial support, their administrators
haVe often been unable to benefit from experiences of

institutions with established programs and proved fund-

Xaising abilities. Lacking knowledge of the plans and

531?<>grams of other schools, the administrators' responses
have sometimes been inadequate and unwise, contributing to

rrlj-sunderstandings and an absence of fund-raising success.

As an aid to resolving this situation, this study's

LNtent was to research the following questions:

1. How are development offices organized and managed?

2. Who are the sources of support for a university and
how does an institution go about identifying them?



3, What methods
of acceptance
erstituencie

{, Bow are annua
and directed”

S ¥nat technig]
and corporat:|

f. What methods
deferred giv

h 2ain objec

e

2 omld serve ag

.....

.




3. What methods are employed to create a "climate
of acceptance" among the university's various
constituencies?

4. How are annual giving campaigns planned, organized,
and directed?

S. What techniques are used in developing foundation
and corporate support for universities?

6. What methods are used in developing programs of
deferred giving for universities?

A main objective of the study was to present data
that could serve as resource materials in updating current
efforts in educational fund-raising. It was designed to
gather a variety of descriptive data which could be useful
o a university administrator in organizing a development

Program.

Procedures Used in the Study

In gathering information needed to pursue the
Objectives of the study, the author elected to use methods
Commended by Angell and Freedman.! Accordingly, a system
O©f classification and analysis of materials was utilized
o translate a wide variety of data about educational fund-

I?iising into organized premises and facts. Materials thus
—_—

lRobert C. Angell and Ronald Freedman, "The Use of
t)‘3Cuments, Records, Census Materials, and Indices," Research
Me thods in the Behavioral Sciences, ed. by Leon Festinger
Ang Daniel Katz (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1953), pp. 300-323.
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studied included printed records and reports, copies of
correspondence and other documents, papers and speeches
(both published and unpublished), as well as books,
pamphlets, articles in periodicals and newspapers,
and bibliographies.

Although in the course of the research the author
consulted a number of officials at various colleges and
universities, he focused the study on eight public
institutions of higher learning which have established
development offices. The universities were selected on
the basis of their geographical distribution and their
Proved performance in fund-raising. The institutions were:
(1) the University of Colorado, (2) Indiana University,
(3) the University of Kansas, (4) the University of
Michigan, (5) the University of North Carolina, (6) Texas
A & M University, (7) Utah State University, and (8) the
University of Wisconsin.

The material was gathered by means of a question-
Naire submitted to the development offices of each insti-
Tution and by tape-recorded interviews. Much of the data
Summarized in Chapter IV was provided in this manner, the
interview transcriptions yielding more than 400 typewritten
Pages. The interviews were conducted through use of a

Semj-structured schedule of questions (as recommended by
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Maccoby and Maccoby).! The responses so recorded were then

compared and contrasted. Although no statistical inferences
can be made from interview findings, the author believes the
generalizations, having been carefully considered, are valid,

at least as they apply to the eight universities studied.

Study Limitations

Before moving to an overview of the study, it is
important to consider the study's limitations. It was
not the intent of the author to provide comprehensive and
normative data, but rather to gain a dearee of understanding
Of institutional approaches to fund-raising in sufficient
Aepth to form a basis for wise action. Nor was it an
Objective of the study to provide complete data on all
Areas of development from all universities. Instead, the
Study was designed to produce enough information on methods
aAnd techniques for fund-raising--as represented in the
Programs of demonstrated leaders in the field--so that
Wniversity administrators preparing their own campaigns
W1ill have a pattern of procedures and skills from which

to choose.
\

I lEleanor E. Maccoby and Nathan Maccoby, "The
Pnterview: A Tool of Social Science," Handbook of Social
\sxchologz, ed. by Gardner Lindzey (Reading, Mass.:
Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Inc., 1954), I,

PP. 449-487.
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It was not the study's intent to recommend a
"model development program,"” but rather it was hoped that
university officials could select from the accumulated data
those methods and techniques which best meet individual

institutional conditions and capacities.

The Organization of the Study

The study is organized into five divisions, in
addition to a selected bibliography.

In this chapter, the current financial crisis
embracing nearly the whole of higher education has been
€Xplored and the need for private funds noted. The problem
has been identified and considered, the study's objectives
Stated, procedures outlined and limitations acknowledged.

The second chapter is devoted to a brief commentary
On educational fund-raising in America. The author believes
that an understanding of the financial problems with which
COlleges and universities have always wrestled, knowledge
Of what has been attempted in solving these problems, and a
Tecognition of the results of such efforts, is a necessary
fo‘-11'\dation for the chapters which follow.

A review of the recent pertinent literature dealing
With educational fund-raising is included in Chapter III.

Information gained from the research on the eight

Njversity campuses is presented in the fourth chapter, with
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10

particular attention to the organization and administration
of the development offices; the identification and cul-
tivation of university constituencies; the annual giving
campaigns; and the development programs for corporate,
foundation, and deferred giving.

The final division, Chapter V, contains a
reconsideration of the research questions, a summary
of the results, and recommendations based on the study's
findings.

Before turning to a review of the literature
regarding educational fund-raising, an adequate knowledge
Of the historical evolution of the development office is
wWarranted. Therefore, a brief summary of the history of

American educational philanthropy is provided in the next

Chapter.
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CHAPTER 1II

EDUCATIONAL FUND-RAISING: A

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The fund-raising problems which confront the modern
col lege and university have a historical perspective and
Utah State University's President, Dr. Glen L. Taggart,

believes that educational fund-raisers should be acquainted

with it:

Those who understand the true nature of the
American college and university will know the vital
role that private gifts have played in moving the
nation's institutions of higher learning from essen-
tially aristocratic schools to their current position
as an innate expression of American democracy. Edu-
cational philanthropists have helped shape the
universities as we know them today. . . .

If we are to come to grips with how and why and
with what consequences the American colleges and
universities have developed as they have, if we are
to enjoy a full appreciation of our national educa-
tional heritage, we need to trace the history of
educational fund-raising and to recognize how
penetrating its influence has been in molding
the modern format of higher learning.!

Through educational philanthropy, ideas have been
Eransformed into robust institutions which have assisted in
p3:'<3pe11:i.ng America to its present affluent position. What-

€Ver the motivation for giving, be it a donor's desire for
\

l0pinion expressed by Glen L. Taggart in an untitled
Qddress at Utah State University, Logan, Utah, March 8, 1971.

11
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12

a kind of immortality achieved by having his name attached
to a college building or professorship; be it the regard of
an alumnus for his alma mater; be it a foundation's respect
for higher education as a vibrant force in the creation of
the American dream; be it the enlightened self-interest of
a corporation investing in a college as the source of its
future managers; or be it some other reason, Americans have

givwven generously to the support of higher education.

An American Tradition of Giving

The gift of John Harvard to the diminutive school at
Newtowne was the premier gift to higher education, but it
has been followed by numerous additional bestowals. These
range from the shipment of goods presented to the Collegiate
School of Connecticut by its first major benefactor, Elihu
Yale (a Boston native who moved to England and made a for-
tune from the spoils of India),! to the more than 26 million
dollars poured into the University of Houston by the fabu-
lously rich Texas oilman, Hugh Roy Cullen.?2

In the quest of a wealthy patron, many a college was

willing to sell its name for a sizeable gift. Thus the
ee———

'Hiram Bingham, Elihu Yale (New York: Dodd, Mead
ANg company, 1939), pp. 316-335.

S 2Merle Curti and Roderick Nash, Philanthropy in the
@ing of American Higher Education (New Brunswick, N.J.:
RLli:gers University Press, 1965), pp. 129-130.
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13

names of philanthropists emblazon the academic halls and
adorn the whole of some institutions. The College of Rhode
Island took the name of Nicholas Brown, Jr., in acknowledg-
ment of the $160,000 he provided to the school during its
early years.! Henry Rutgers had his name given to Queen's
College, which took it in gratitude for a gift of $5,000
and a bell? (a relatively small sum for so great an honor).
Benjamin Franklin established a Pennsylvania college in 1787
with a gift of a thousand pounds and earned the right to
sShare the school's name with John Marshall.?® Charles Tuft
gave the land to the school that was to bear his name.“ The
Xresources of the Colgate family were responsible for the
renaming of Madison University after the soap and toiletries
manufacturers.® Waterville College in Maine was on the

Verge of financial collapse when rescued by the benefactions

!Wwalter C. Bronson, The History of Brown University
(Providence, R.I.: Brown University, 1914), p. 157.

2George P. Schmidt, Princeton and Rutgers (Princeton,
N.J.: bD. van Nostrand Company, 1964), p. 18.

A 3Joseph Henry Dubbs, History of Franklin and
1{I‘Shall College (Lancaster, Penn.: Franklin and Marshall
Ollege Alumni Association, 1903), p. 21.

“Alaric Bertrand Start, History of Tufts College
(Cambridge, Mass.: John Wilson and Son, 1876), p. 21.

1 SHoward D. Williams, A History of Colgate University,
\pg 19-1969 (New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold Company, 1969),
- 198.
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14

of Gardner Colby--so great was the school's appreciation
that they renamed the school Colby College.!

The designation of a school in honor of an early
benefactor is evident in the names of some of America's
most prestigious colleges and universities: Bates College,
Bucknell University, Carleton College, Carnegie Institute
of Technology, Case Institute, Cooper Union, Cornell Uni-
wversity, Creighton University, Dartmouth College, Denison
University, De Pauw University, Drexel Institute, Duke
University, Fairleigh Dickinson University, Johns Hopkins
University, Rice University, Stanford University, Stevens
I nstitute, Tulane University, and Vanderbilt University,
T © name but a few.

In truth, a number of other colleges were named
T or potential benefactors. A college in Brunswick, Maine,
A dopted the name of a wealthy Boston family whom they hoped
Would assist the school with financial aid, and the ploy
Worked. The college became the legatee of the estate of
J ames Bowdoin, netting the school the princely sum (for 1811)

O f $31,696.2 Elihu Yale had already made one relatively

c 'Ernest Cummings Marriner, The History of Colby
p“di%gs (Waterville, Maine: Colby College Press, 1963),

(P ‘Louis C. Hatch, The History of Bowdoin College
Ortland, Maine: Loring, Short and Harmon, 1927), p. 110.
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15

small contribution to the Collegiate School of Connecticut,
but the school's name change to Yale College was really
occasioned by the need of an even larger gift, which, when
it finally arrived, was much less than the school's officers
had hoped.!

The colonial colleges initially concentrated their
efforts for revenue-raising on Mother England and their
pPleas for money for the New World's colleges fell on recep-
tive ears. The first fund-raising pamphlet, prepared by
officers of Harvard University and titled "New England's
First Fruits," was the beginning of the vast array of pro-
motional literature that has been used in attracting
xrevenues for the nation's colleges and universities.? The
Small tract was printed in 1642 and contained a detailed
Qescription of the offerings and goals of the college, as
well as a tribute to the benefaction of John Harvard.?! It
Provided a content pattern which has been initiated in
thousands of fund-raising brochures produced during the
Three hundred-plus years since the publication of "New

England's First Fruits."
\

¢ 'Edwin Oviatt, The Beginnings of Yale, 1701-1726
New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1913),

BPp. 377-379.

2Ellis, p. 6.
Y1bid.
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Among the early fund-raising brochures was a tract

developed to promote donations to Princeton. Written in

1754 by two of Princeton's solicitors while they were on
a fund-raising mission in England, the tract was issued in
the hopes "that the Pious and Benevolent in Great-Britain,
into whose Hands these Papers may fall, will extend their
generous Aids, in the Prosecution and Completion of so
excellent and useful a Design."'

The English coffers were frequently tapped during
the early colonial period and the habit of looking to Great
Britain for resources endured for more than a hundred years,
until growing hostility between the mother country and her
American colonies finally brought the solicitation process

to an end. But so desperate were the American colleges for

Xesources that the idea then emerged to solicit England's
€nemies. John Witherspoon, Princeton's president in the
late 1700's, attempted to tap the French purses until
Xeprimanded by Benjamin Franklin, then the United States'
<Commissjoner in Paris. Franklin refused to grant Wither-
Spoon access to the fortunes of France in the belief that
'the‘very request would be disgraceful to us, and hurt the

Tredit of responsibility we wish to maintain in Europe by
\
Curti and Nash, p. 32.
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17

representing the United States as too poor to provide for
the education of their own children."!

The colonial period spawned only nine of the
nearly 2,500 colleges and universities in existence today.
These included Harvard, William and Mary, Princeton, Yale,
Columbia, the University of Pennsylvania, Brown, Rutgers,
and Dartmouth. But in the years between the Revolution and
the Civil War, new colleges began emerging in increasing
numbers, leading one educator to lament that the country
was rapidly becoming "a land of Colleges."” By the time of
the Civil War, the United States had 182 institutions of
higher learning (counting only those which had survived,
many others having closed after only brief periods of
existence). Indeed, in 1860 the state of Ohio alone had
more colleges than the entire German Empire. 2

The college boon put a severe strain on the existing
Populace to support the new institutions, each of which were
1arqe1y dependent on benefactors for continued survival.
Most of the institutions founded in the pre-Civil War years
were affjliated with a religious denomination and each col-
leoe turned initially to its church for revenue. Harvard

Sought resources among the Congregationalists, as did Yale.

'Thomas Jefferson Wertenbaker, Princeton 1746-1896
(Prlnceton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1946), p. 68.

’Curti and Nash, p. 43.
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18

Brown mined among the Baptists, Rutgers among the Dutch
Reformed, Princeton among the Presbyterians, and so on.

But the churches were themselves dependent on donations

for existence and often their contribution to affiliated
colleges was merely an offer to use the pulpit to appeal
for funds. 1In time, many of the colleges began to downgrade
their church ties in the hopes of attracting resources from
those belonging to other churches, and many colleges severed
their religious bonds completely.

Yet it was religious zeal that carried the torch of
higher education over the Appalachians, across the plains,
and finally to the waters of the Pacific. The zealous
missionaries sought to use colleges as a means for extending
their religion to the American frontier and in so doing used
the colleges as centers for religious revivals and as train-
ing grounds for the production of ministers and missionaries.

Much as the colonial colleges had turned to England
for resources, officials of the new colleges in the West
dooked to people in the eastern states for the revenues
Xequired to buttress their struggling institutions. Arguing
their case, the Western educators eloquently cited the
danger jp permitting the West to be opened without the
Torality of the East. The argument was presented that the
People of the eastern states had a significant stake in the

Ultimate success of western colleges, thus assuring that
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19

"radicalism" would be contained. The fund-raisers contended
that the very survival of the United States was in question.!
Equally effective in obtaining money, solicitors
were quick to learn, was to raise the spectre of the peril
posed to Protestantism by the founding of Catholic schools
in the West by members of the Jesuit order. This led one
Protestant demagogue to denounce the Catholic schools as
menacing "to subvert the principles of the Reformation,
and to crush the spirit of liberty."” The threat had to be
met, he claimed, adding a call to "build College against
College."? The appeal was effective and money began to

trickle westward for the support of God and Church.

Money for Innovation

Gifts of individuals and groups were not only
X'esponsible for the nourishment of the traditional forms
Of American higher education, they were also instrumental
i-nopening up college opportunities for women and for black
S tudents, as well as for other important educational
innovations in which America was an international pioneer.

While the need to educate men had been generally
R ccepted from the beginning of the colonization period,

Women's right to higher learning took much longer to
TTTee———

!Curti and Nash, pp. 50-53.

21bid., pp. 53-54.
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formulate. It was not until the 1830's, when Ohio's Oberlin
College opened as a coeducational institution, that a chance
for college admission was finally granted to female stu-
dents.! America's educational emancipation of women set

a world precedent; it was not until 1870 that the first
European college granted permission for the enrollment

of women.?

Oberlin, recognizing the necessity for training
women teachers as men departed the field for more lucrative
pPositions elsewhere, was the forerunner of all of today's
coeducational institutions. It had been founded in 1833
and owed its survival to the donations of easterners,
Particularly abolitionists who applauded Oberlin's inex-
Orable position in opposition to slavery® and its defense
Of the right of women to a college education.

Institutions devoted exclusively to the education
Of women were a natural extension in the evolution of equal
Tights for American women, but without private financial
Support none of the women's colleges could have weathered
the apathetic--even hostile--attitude of the general public
Toward ywomen's higher education in the mid-1800's. Vassar,

The firgt of the colleges solely for women, was founded by

\
o l1Robert Samuel Fletcher, A History of Oberlin
~—21l§9§_(0berlin, Ohio: Oberlin Tollege, 1843), I, p. 292.

2Curti and Nash, p. 88.

SFletcher, p. 236.
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a man of vision, Milo P. Jewett, and a man of means, Matthew

Vassar. Vassar's initial gift of $400,000! as the start of

the school's endowment was augmented by later donations
which brought the total contributions of the Vassar family
to $1,250,000 for the new women's school, the largest gift
to that date from any one source for any institution of
higher education.?

Mount Holyoke College was built upon donations of
$27,000 from one thousand contributors who had been solic-
ited by the school's founder, Mary Lyon, and another $8,000
donated by the community of South Hadley in a bid for the
location of the school.® Philanthropy was also fully
responsible for the foundings of Smith and Wellesley
colleges, Smith through a bequest of a deaf spinster,
Sophia Smith,* and Wellesley through gifts totaling an
estimated million dollars from Henry Fowle Durant, Jr.*

The philanthropist credited with founding Bryn Mawr was

——

1James Monroe Taylor and Elizabeth Hazelton Haight,
I@ﬁizg (New York: Oxford University Press [American
Branch), 1915), p. 40.

2curti and Nash, pp. 91-93.

3Arthur C. Cole, Mount Holyoke College (New Haven,
Conn.: vyale University Press, 1940), pp. 19-29.

*Elizabeth Derring Hanscom and Helen French Green,

.§EEEEE>Smith and the Beginnings of Smith College (North-
ampton, Mass.: Smith College, 1926), pp. 60-64.

) ’Florence Converse, The Story of Wellesley (Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1314), pp. 6-49.
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Joseph W. Taylor,! and most of the other women's colleges
that followed were also the creation of gifts of individuals.

Mary Lyon's tactic in selling the location of Mount
Holyoke College was not new to the higher education scene.
A number of colleges before Mount Holyoke's founding had
been put out to bid, with the community pledging the largest
contribution declared the winner. For example, New Haven
was the high bidder in the competition for the location of
Yale University, the town's gift being 1,000 poﬁnds, 200
acres of woodland, and 10 acres of cleared land.? Dartmouth
College, originally situated in Lebanon, Connecticut, was
enticed to locate in New Hampshire by the state's grant
of land on the Connecticut River.?® Brown University was
€©stablished after a heated rivalry for the school between
Providence and Newport, with Providence winning the fund-
Xaising contest.' In each of these biddings, the competing
Communities were spurred on by the economic potential of
the colleges and by the added prestige the colleges would
Provide,

The rights of women to higher education were not

Won without a struggle, but the rights of blacks to a
——————

. !Corneila Meigs, What Makes A College? (New York:
he MacMillan Company, 1956), p. 6.

2oviatt, pp. 304-343.

L; Wilder Dwight Quint, The Story of Dartmouth (Boston:
lttle, Brown and Company, 1914), pp. 27-28.

“Bronson, pp. 46-49.
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college education took a civil war to secure. Prior to the
war only a few northern colleges would admit black students,
and even then the number of Negroes enrolled amounted to
only token gestures. Lee had yet to surrender, however,
before the first Negro college in the South was opened.
H ampton Institute was founded at Fort Monroe, Virginia,
>y the American Missionary Association, funded in large
F>art by donations of the Congregational Church. The asso-
< i ation was also responsible for the founding in the first
£ i ve years after the Civil War of four other black colleges
T hat, with Hampton, became preeminent in the field of black
= Aucation: Howard University, Washington, D.C.; Fisk Univ-
€ xsity, Tennessee; Atlanta University, Georgia; and
‘T a1ladega College, Alabama.?
Other religious faiths were also active in creating
Tlew black colleges. The Freedmen's Aid Society, affiliated
Wi th the Methodist Church, was the channel through which a
Number of wealthy northerners contributed money to create
Chaflin University, South Carolina; Meharry Medical College,
Tennessee; Philander Smith College, Arkansas; and Gammon
College, Georgia.? The American Baptist Home Mission
Society supported the founding of two colleges in Virginia,

Roger Williams University and Union University, as well as

—

lCurti and Nash, p. 169.

2Ibido r ppo 169-170.
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Shaw University in North Carolina and Leland University in

Louisiana.! John D. Rockefeller's fortune established
Spelman College in Georgia, the name of the school being

the maiden name of the philanthropist's wife.?
Tuskegee Institute, while created by a state grant

o f §$2,000 annually, was actually dependent on contributions

For its existence. So successful a fund-raiser was its
¥ i rst president, the widely respected Booker T. Washington,

that upon Washington's death the institute's endowment was
in excess of $2,000,000 including benefactions from John D.

Rockefeller, Andrew Carnegie, and J. Pierpont Morgan.?
Aside from Tuskegee, however, the new black colleges

Wexe never far from bankruptcy and required constant finan-
<3 al transfusions from their northern benefactors. Fisk

University was saved by the resourcefulness of the school's

A dAministrators who came upon the idea for sending a choral

FxXroup, the Fisk "Jubilee Singers,"” on a fund-raising tour
Which netted $20,000 in three months. The success of the

Thorus prompted the University to send its singing ambas-

Sadors on additional forays into the northern states and to

——————

11bid.
2Florence Matilda Read, The Story of Spelman College
Princeton University Press, 1961), p. 81l.

(Princeton, N.J.:
3Curti and Nash, p. 176.
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Europe. Proceeds from the various tours totaled $150,000,'
enough to build Fisk's Jubilee Hall, a dormitory capable
of housing more than 400 students.

The gifts and grants received by black colleges were
mnever enough to insure their continued operations until the
= chools began to share in the contributions of a number of
¥ oundations, notably the Peabody Education Fund, a creation

© £ financier George Peabody; the Slater Fund, originated by
T extile manufacturer John F. Slater; the Hand Educational
F"und, established by Connecticut merchant Daniel Hand; the
N egro Rural School Fund, created by wealthy Quakeress Anna
‘T . Jeanes; and, most notably, John D. Rockefeller's General
E AQucation Board, and, in more recent years, the United Negro

Co1llege Fund and the Ford Foundation.?

Organizing for Private Giving

As noted above, gifts and grants of individuals
have played an important role in financing all aspects of
American higher education. 1Indeed, the chief development
Officer of a university has now assumed an importance which

Often ranks him just behind the president and provost.

Increasingly, trustees are insisting that an important

——

'Raymond B. Fosdick, Adventure in Giving (New York:
and Evanston: Harper and Row, 1962), p. 191.

2Curti and Nash, pp. 168-185.
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criterion in the selection of a new president be a
demonstrated skill in attracting donated money.

In the wake of the money pinch has come the
orxrganization of departments assigned with revenue-getting
xesponsibilities. These vary in size from institution to
A nstitution from staffs numbering 30 to 40 professionals
( not counting public relations specialists) to the employ-

ment of one or two people who occasionally might be required
T o perform additional duties in other areas. Stanford
University has more than 35 people engaged solely in fund-
X"aising, while the University of Texas' development staff
T otals 12 professionals and Oberlin éollege employs seven.'
Boston University has a staff of 50 people who
X e@port to the school's Vice President for University Affairs.
Hi s staff, composed of specialists in government and alumni
A ffairs, public relations, university relations, broadcast-
ing, and publications, is hard-pressed to subsist on an
Operating budget approaching $500,000 (which doesn't include
the direct costs of fund-raising).?

The annual giving campaigns, now so common in

American higher education as a means of a "living endowment,"

trace their origins to Yale University, where in 1890 a

—

lGeorge W. Bonham, "The Ivory Tower Crumbles,"”
Saturday Review, May 21, 1966, p. 67.

21bid.
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number of Yale graduates organized the Yale Alumni Fund.
Their original goal was $104,500, but the first year's

giving amounted to only $11,000 and it took the Fund

another 15 years to reach the original goal.!

Slowly
O ther colleges followed Yale's lead and annual giving

drives today form a vital part of the total fund-raising

e f forts of most colleges and universities. It is not
Tancommon today for schools to receive an annual yield in

& xcess of $1,000,000 through annual giving programs.

As urgent needs for money have multiplied in recent

Y ears, there has been a tendency for college officials and

b enefactors to direct gifts to areas other than endowment.

< i fts for current purposes, student loans and scholarships,

And plant expansion are drawing increased support while

€ndowment benefactions are decreasing.

In 1920 three-
fourths of all gifts to higher education were earmarked

for endowment, but in 1930 the endowment share had dipped

to one-half, and in recent years the endowment gifts account
for less than one-third.?

The nation's endowment money has long been con-

Centrated at relatively few of the nearly 2,500 educational
institutions now in existence.

——

One hundred colleges and

!Curti and Nash, pp. 201-202.

2Roger A. Freeman, Crisis in College Finance?
(Washington, D.C.: The Institute for Social Science
Research, 1965), p. 1l13.
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universities account for 92 percent of the funds and less
than 1 percent of the institutions own more than half.'
In general, college trustees have invested endowment
money in farm lands, urban business properties, capital
s tock of business corporations, and government and utility
b»onds. The rentals, interest, and dividends which the
X7rarious properties accrue become available for expenditure
>y the beneficiary college. Endowment earnings vary, of
< ourse, from institution to institution, but average close
To 5 percent per annum when computed on book value and less
T han 4 percent on market value.?
In recent years, the productivity of endowment funds
has been sharply reduced due to a depressed market, the
¥ 1 uctuation of interest rates, and the greatly reduced
P urchasing power of the dollar. One professor of higher
€Aucation estimates that the real income from endowment
Aecreased by more than one-half in the period from 1925
to 1963.°
Today's depressed market, in which endowment earn-
ings have further fallen, has prompted many economists to

recommend a more adventurous investment policy on the part

————

l1bid.
21pid., p. 112.

M. M. Chambers, Financing Higher Education
(Washington, D.C.: The Center for Applied Research in
Education, Inc., 1963), p. 30.
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of endowment trustees, with more emphasis being urged for
investments in sources likely to maximize current income

and less emphasis on capital appreciation for growth stocks.

Foundations and Corporations

Important as the contributions have been from
PP xrivate individuals to higher education, the largest sums
T o colleges and universities in recent years have been con-

e xrred by foundations and, to a lesser extent, from private

CoOxporations.

In the years following the Civil War, a number of
i ndividuals were able to amass giant fortunes, prompting men
OFf great wealth to establish foundations to insure that
their benefactions were applied with skill and to free the
Ph i lanthropist from concern with endless details and diffi-
Cwu1lt decisions. The foundations were established as essen-
tially autonomous organizations, the charter or deed of gift
WsSually specifying a high degree of independence from the
Aonor.

John D. Rockefeller, whose foundation ranks among
the nation's largest, formed his fund in the belief that
MOoney is a feeble offering without the study behind it which
Will make its expenditure effective. The idea expressed by
Rockefeller, and widely imi.tated by other philanthropists in

Creating their foundations, was to have a profound effect on
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America's colleges and universities. It enabled the
foundations to depart dramatically from the traditional
emphasis of giving to a single institution and to begin
directing contributions to the whole of higher education.
With the arrival of foundations, college officials
s hifted their emphasis from the cultivation of the philan-
thropists to the cultivation of the "philanthropoid," the
Foundation officials who have the responsibility for the
A1 stribution of the money. These individuals collect
e cessary data to evaluate requests, weigh the merits
O X various proposals submitted to them by the colleges
AaAnd universities, and then award the foundation grants on
the basis of which projects best fulfill the objectives
O tlined in the foundation's charter.
The foundations differed in many ways from the
W sual pattern of giving to higher education as it had
€©Wolved in America. They did not, for example, create
New colleges to achieve their purposes but tended instead
to concentrate their giving on relatively few institutions.
Then, too, the foundations were more likely to invest in
innovative programs, with some foundation officers believing
that their grant should serve as "venture capital." Often
the money would be awarded with the stipulation that the

Yecipient college would have to raise matching money.'

——

!Ernest V. Hollis, Philanthropic Foundations and
Higher Education (New York: Columbia University Press, 1938),
pP. 39.
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The General Education Board, the Rockefeller
Foundation's predecessor, was established "to promote

education in the United States of America without dis-

tinction of sex, race, or creed." 1Its immediate interest

was in education in the South (including education for
blacks) though later it modified its position and began
making grants nationally, primarily to bolster endowments
by applying the matching principle.!
The Carnegie Corporation, created by Andrew Carnegie,
was committed from its inception to educational innovation

and to the support of scholars most likely to achieve sig-

N1 ficant results. It also makes grants to encourage the

£ ine arts and programs of reform in established schools.?
The Ford Foundation (largest of America's charitable

T oundations) and its affiliated Fund for the Advancement of

EQucation has also concentrated its efforts on promoting

L ranovation and assisting selected universities to become

'.Clenters of excellence" in various academic disciplines.?

The foundations have not been above criticism. Some

<hiarge that they are promoted as a means for tax evasion and

that their gifts are really made as "bribes" to win public

'Fosdick, p. 8.

’Shelby M. Harrison and F. Emerson Andrews, American
Foundations for Social Welfare (New York: Russell Sage
Foundation, 1946), pp. 19-21.

3Curti and Nash, p. 232.
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esteem.! Others claim that the foundations have slighted
the humanities in favor of the natural and social sciences?
and that the conditions they sometimes impose on a univer-
sity before a grant is given amount to coercion. Despite
the barbs, however, the foundations have assumed increasing
importance in promoting superior performance in higher
education.

Private companies have also formed foundations to
support colleges and universities, though they have been
less prone to grant their foundations the same kind of
AQutonomy enjoyed by the foundations created by individuals.

And in some foundations which are seemingly separate, con-
Exrol is still kept within the company by having company
OFf ficials serve as foundation trustees.

By and large, company officers have considered it
their responsibility to husband the company's money in such
= manner as to increase profits for the owners or stockhold-
Sxg, Consequently, it has been only recently that company
QAo nations have not been restricted to charities directly of
bGanefit to employees, such as Community Chests, parks near

Company plants, and the like.?® Beginning in the 1920's,

——

11bid.

’Frederick P. Kepple, Philanthropy and Learning
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1936), pp. 22-23.

Kenneth G. Patrick, "Corporate Support of Higher
Education," Private Support and the Public Negro College

(New York: Council for Financial Aid to Education, 1968),
pP. 27.
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however, big business began to recognize the importance of
improving its public image, badly tarnished in the Great
Depression, and of assuming a more responsive role in
promoting the general welfare. Education was a natural
concern of company officers and the business community
began channeling more money into its promotion.

In 1935 Congress passed the Revenue Code which
permitted corporations to deduct charitable contributions
from taxable income and the giving efforts of large corpo-
rations were accelerated. Presidents of major companies

became active in the search for money for colleges and
Universities, and such organizations as the Indiana

A s sociation, the Michigan College Foundation, and the
Ohio Foundation of Independent Colleges--all largely the
< XxXeation of the business community--began to appear.

The giving record of the corporate world to higher
< Qucation has been spotty, but General Foods, Proctor and
S &amble, General Electric, and other firms have made sub-
S tantial contributions. Leading the giving parade has
Been the transportation industry, followed by chemical
¥ irms, petroleum companies, and electrical machinery oper-

Ations. More than 450 of the nation's largest companies
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today make it a policy to match the gifts of their employees

to higher education.!
Summary

Throughout the history of American higher education,
the gifts of private citizens, firms, and foundations have
served to nourish the nation's system of colleges and
universities and to provide the means for innovation and
experimentation. To an extent few realize, higher education
owes its present state of existence to philanthropists past
and present who deemed giving to colleges and universities

as an opportunity to invest in society's future.

lcarl W. Bacon, "Corporate Annual and Matching
Gifts," Papers in Educational Fund-Raising, ed. by John
Hunter Detmold (Washington, D.C.: American Alumni Council,
1972)I po 67.
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CHAPTER III

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH AND LITERATURE

In the previous chapter, educational fund-raising
was identified as a function of much importance in the
evolution of the American system of higher education.

The organization of the development office was seen as

a natural outgrowth of the attempts which various colleges
and universities have made over the years in seeking private
support, accelerated in this century by the competition
which has developed among institutions of higher learning
for grants and gifts of foundations and corporations.

This chapter deals with the literature on educa-
tional philanthropy and on research related to the study.
As Curti has noted, very little work has been done in the
area of the history of American fund-raising.! 1Indeed, as
Butners and Buntaine have stated: "Philanthropy is yet to

n2

be studied as a social institution. The overview of the

lScott Cutlips, Fund Raising in the United States,
with a preface by Merle Curti (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers
University Press, 1965), p. xi.

?Astrida Butners and Norman Buntaine, Motivations
for Charitable Giving (Washington, D.C.: The 501 (c) (3)
Group, 1973), p. V.

35
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literature dealing with educational fund-raising is,
therefore, necessarily limited.

The author has attempted to superimpose some order
on the incomplete and scattered materials which do exist
and, as a means of description, has organized the review
into four sections. Surveyed in the first section are
selected sociological and psychological references to the
motivations for philanthropy. The second section deals with
the charitable deduction as a motivation for giving. The
third section considers written materials dealing with
methods and techniques for fund-raising. The final section
is devoted to a review of related research.

Sociological and Psychological
Motivations for Giving

Many factors seemingly enter into a donor's decision
to give to charity. As the 1956 Princeton Conference on the
History of Philanthropy suggested, the motivations contained
in charitable giving are manifold. To concentrate on any
single set of motives would be to defy reality.'®

Although it appears that few philanthropists make
their gifts on the basis of a refined philosophical position,

philosophers have long tended to divide the motivations for

l1Russell Sage Foundation, Report of the Princeton
Conference on the History of Philanthropy in the United
States (New York: 1956), pp. 10-11.
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giving into two theories: "altruistic," conduct which
regards the good of others as the end of moral action,

and "egoistic," conduct which holds that the main criterion
of moral action is the good of the individual.

Andrew Carnegie, one of America's most noted
philanthropists, essayed the altruistic position in claiming
that the "gospel of wealth" required that "the surplus which
accrues from time to time in the hands of a man should be
administered by him in his own lifetime for that purpose
which is seen by him, as trustee, to be best for the good
of the people."!

Elwin, Falanga, Kropotkin, Nagle, and Palmer, among
others, have argued that altruism seeks to improve the wel-
fare of others based on the o0ld Christian maxim "Do unto
others as you would have them do unto you," and is the
ultimate limit of moral responsibility.? Thus the giving
to an educational institution, designed as it is for the
improvement of society, is a natural extension of an

altruistic philosophy.

!Andrew Carnegie, The Gospel of Wealth and Other
Timely Essays (New York: The Century Company, 1900), p. 48,

’Verrier Elwin, A Philosophy of Love (New Delhi,
India: Delhi Publications Division, Ministry of Information
and Broadcasting, 1962); Anthony Joseph Falanga, Charity:
The Form of Virtue According to Saint Thomas (Washington,
D.C.: Catholic University of American Press, 1948); Prince
Petr. Kropotkin, Mutual Aid--A Factor of Evolution (Boston:
Extending Horizon Books, 1925); Thomas Nagle, The Possibil-
ity of Altruism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1970); and George
Herbert Palmer, Altruism: Its Natures and Varieties (New
York: C. Scribner's Sons, 1919).
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The "egoists," however, argue that the individual's
primary moral responsibility is to himself and to the
shaping of his own moral perfection. This philosophy
holds that people have no concern outside of themselves.
Consequently, altruistic behavior has been conceptualized
by psychologists as either selfish or neurotic in origin.
Anna Freud has suggested that altruism arises from the
expiative dynamics of guilt, from reaction-formation to
aggression, or from deprivation and inhibition.! Fenichel
argues that it is related to homosexuality and castration

2 while Glover sees it as deriving from oral

anxiety,
characteristics.?

Behavior which appears altruistic from the outside,
these psychologists argue, is really egoistic when its inner
motives are examined. All human action, they claim,aims at
the satisfaction of the agent. The altruist, in seeking the
ideal, would place its attainment by others as most impor-
tant; the egoist would seek it for himself. A gift to a

university, then, if given according to the egoistic theory,

is made to give satisfaction to the individual in the form

'Anna Freud, The Ego and the Mechanisms of Defense
(London: Hogarth Press, 1937).

20. Fenichel, The Psychoanalytic Origin of Neurosis
(New York: Norton Press, 1945).

3E. Glover, "Notes on Oral Character Formation,"
International Journal of P§X9ho-Analysis, 6 (1925), 131-154.
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of adulation and praise, or as a result of the donor's
neurosis.

Spencer has surveyed the social consequences of
each of the two philosophical positions, and concluded:

. « . the ego-altruistic sentiments have been,

from early days down to our own, among the chief
regulators of social conduct; and have been need-
ful in the absence of anything like adequate
amounts of the altruistic sentiments. Desires
for reputation, fame, glory, have been the
prompters; and not desires to do the appointed
work, discharge obligations, behave kindly. Love
of praise has in large measure served in place of
love of rectitude. The pro-ethical sentiments

have had to rule because the ethical sentiments
were not strong enough to take their places. But

if so, it follows that a higher state, individual
and social, will be one in which "the last infirm-
ity of noble minds" will have greatly diminished;
and in which, by 1mp11catlon, applause will be
less sought for and less given. . . .

One of the principal difficulties in the literature
dealing with charitable giving is the highly diffuse use of
the concepts of altruism and egoism. Altruism often is
viewed as being equivalent to empathy or to love, and
concrete discussions of the socialization processes involved
in altruism are few.

Butners and Buntaine have formulated two additional
possible sociological foundations for charitable giving.

These are (1) giving as a means of compliance with general-

ized social norms and (2) giving as a means of maintaining

lHerbert Spencer, The Principles of Ethics (New
York: D. Appleton and Company, 1897), p. 328.
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social status.! 1In such a complex society as the United
States, they note, there are a variety of norms upon which
the individual attempts to act simultaneously:

. « « Some [norms] would direct the individual
to give, while others, like the prevalent norm
of responsibility for one's own actions, would
tend to decrease giving behavior. . . . Besides
being contradictory, social norms are usually
stated in a very generalized way. . . . There
is little evidence that people actually think
about social norms when choosing a course of

action. That is, when an individual gives, he
may be guided by his first reactions to the
stimulus in the situation, and not by a
complicated choice among a variety of norms.?
Charitable giving as a means of maintaining social
status has long been recognized as an important motive
behind philanthropy. Lubove states that the rise of social
work during the second half of the nineteenth century was
the response of the middle classes to the perceived threat
of the lower classes and to the middle classes' desire to
maintain the status quo.?
Rosenthal views philanthropy as a ploy of the
bourgeoisie to maintain social control:
In any situation the gift giver has a tremendous
opportunity to exert social control upon the

institutions and mores of his world. . . . The
social status of the givers is enhanced by their

'Butners and Buntaine, pp. vi-viii.
21bid., p. vii.
Roy Lubove, The Professional Altruists: The

Emergence of Social Work as a Career, 1880-1930 (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1965).
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seemingly gratuitous attempt to rectify social
ills. . . . The rest of society usually is
willing to accept their activities and motives
at face value, and only the radical critic today
attacks gift giving as being part of a design to
perpetuate social ills rather than to rectify
them. !

The literature dealing with the psychological and
sociological motives of charitable giving are by no means
in agreement. 1Indeed a review of the literature reveals the
very complicated nature of the giving impulse. Scientific
investigations of charitable behavior are extremely limited

and no valid conclusions can be formulated from them.

The Charitable Deduction as a
Motivation for Giving

More extensive study has been devoted to the
motivations for giving which derive from the nation's tax
system. Existing laws which authorize income, gift and
estate tax deductions for private gifts to higher education
are seen by university administrators as a significant
factor in the promotion of private giving. Of particular
importance is the provision of the tax laws which allow an

individual to give gifts of appreciated property, either

1J0el Rosenthal, The Purchase of Paradise: Gift
Giving and the Aristocracy, 1307-1485 (London: Routledge

and Kegan Paul, 1972), p. 129.
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during his lifetime or at the time of his death by means
of a will.!

Three provisions of existing laws relating to
federal taxes are viewed as essential to continued private
support of higher education:

1. The ability to deduct charitable contributions

of individuals and corporations for income tax

purposes.

2. The ability to deduct the fair market value

of certain appreciated properties donated to

charity.

3. The ability to take an unlimited estate tax
deduction for charitable gifts.?

These provisions, which form the core of incentives
for giving to higher education, are currently under attack
from legislators and others who perceive them as "tax loop-
holes" and who are pressing for their abolishment along with
the percentage depletion, accelerated depreciation, and
other candidates for tax reform. The arguments for elim-
inating charitable tax deductions have had a chilling effect
on the whole of higher education, whose leaders believe such
a move will have a detrimental effect on the future of

higher education in the United States. As the Court of

Appeals for the Fourth Circuit has stated:

!Association of American Universities, Tax Reform
and the Crisis of Financing Higher Education (Washington,
D.C.: 1973), p. I.

21bid., p. 9.



It would |
sibstantial po
the gross inc
learning and
tributions if
and estate ta
disallowed.

As critic
a5 pcunted, educ
2l role that pr
itlety. They ha
Zin's lawmake
Hationa) insti
=, further, to
Sltirage Private

De Tocque
£33 of charitabl
Americans

all disposit*
o+ The ap




43

It would be naive not to recognize the
substantial portion that contributions play in
the gross income of any institution of higher
learning and the adverse effect on those con-
tributions if their deductibility for income

and estate tax purposes of the donors is
disallowed.

As criticism of the tax provisions favoring charity
has mounted, educators have been quick to cite the histor-
ical role that private philanthropy has played in American
society. They have cited also the care with which the
nation's lawmakers have drafted tax laws to guarantee that
educational institutions are removed from tax obligations
and, further, to insure that the tax system is designed to
encourage private giving to educational institutions.

De Tocqueville commented in 1831 on the pervasive-
ness of charitable giving as an American trait:

Americans of all ages, all conditions, and
all dispositions, constantly form associations.
. . . The Americans make associations to give
entertainments, to found seminaries, to build
inns, to construct churches, to defuse books,
to send missionaries to the antipodes; they
found in this manner hospitals, prisons, and
schools. . . . Wherever, at the head of some
new undertaking, you see the government in
France or a man of rank in England, in the
United States you will be sure to find an
association. . . .2

'Bob Jones University v. Connally, 73-1 USTC,
Paragraph 9185 at 80,289 (4th Cir., 1973).

’Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America (New
York: A. A. Knopf, 1945), pp. 108-1I00.
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De Tocqueville's enthusiasm for the American perception of
philanthropy led him to recommend its adoption by other
democracies:

Governments, therefore, should not be the only
active powers; associations ought, in democratic
nations, to stand in lieu of those powerful pri-
vate individuals whom the equality of conditions
has swept away.'®

The nation has clearly benefited from private
philanthropy, as Andrews has noted:

. . . public libraries, growing largely out of
gifts of buildings by Andrew Carnegie and his
Carnegie Corporation of New York; the conquest

of hookworm, the discovery of insulin, the
successful war against yellow fever, chiefly
with Rockefeller funds; John Brown's Body,
perhaps our finest epic poem, written on a
Guggenheim Foundation fellowship; New York City's
Regional Plan, developed by Russell Sage Founda-
tion when there was no interstate planning agency;
the reform of medical education sparked by the
explosive survey made by Abraham Flexner for
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching; better salaries for college teachers,
brought to the national conscience by the Ford
Foundation's massive gift of $260 million; and
just yesterday and today support for research

on DNA (deoxy ribonecleic acid), a key to
genetics and perhaps to life itself.?

The position of America's Congressmen and Senators
that the Revenue Act of 1917 was intended to protect private
giving to educational institutions is clearly shown in the

records of the debate which preceded the act's passage.

l11bid.

2F. Emerson Andrews, "The Fifth Freedom," The
Bulletin, American Association of Fund Raising Counsel,

Inc. (February 1966), pp. 1-2.
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Henry French Hollis, United States Senator from New
Hampshire, introduced the amendment which permitted the
deduction of contributions to charity. 1In arguing for its
approval, Hollis said:
Look at it this way: For every dollar that
a man contributes for these public charities,
education, scientific or otherwise, the public

gets one hundred percent; it is all devoted to
that purpose. If it were undertaken to support

such institutions through the Federal Government
or local governments and the taxes were imposed
for the amount they would only get the percentage,
five percent, ten percent, twenty percent, or
forty percent, as the case may be. Instead of
getting the full amount they would get a third

or a quarter or a fifth.'

Since the passage of the Revenue Act, Congress has
periodically reviewed the propriety of the charitable deduc-
tion and each time it has allowed it to stand. The 1938
Congress stated: "The Government is compensated for its
loss of revenue by its relief from financial burdens which
would otherwise have to be met by appropriations from public
funds."?

The Tax Reform Act of 1969 not only continued the
charitable deduction, it strengthened the incentive effect

by increasing the limitations on charitable contributions

from 30 percent to 50 percent.? However during the debate

155 Cong. Rec. 6728 (1917).
2H. Rep. No. 1860, 75th Congress, 3d Sess. 19 (1938).
3staff of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue

Taxation, General Explanation of the Tax Reform Act of 1969
(December 1970), p. 75.
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on the 1969 legislation, there was more discussion over

the charitable contributions deduction than at the time

of its adoption in 1917 or at any other period since.

The 1969 act's final passage saw Congress cutting back

on the mechanisms by which tax advantages could be obtained
from charitable contributions and it established that the
tax advantages that remained, especially for gifts of
appreciated property, are exceptions to the regular tax
rules.!

Surrey argues that present tax law is inequitable
since "the charitable contribution deduction is a special
tax provision not required by, and contrary to, widely
accepted definitions of income applicable to the determi-
nation of the structure of an income tax."? Surrey claims
that the charitable deduction is in reality a method of
federal assistance to charities since contributors are
allowed to reduce their tax liabilities through deduction
of contributions made to their charitable donees. "For
while the assistance to philanthropy comes from the federal
government," Surrey writes, "its allocation is privately
directed--the government funds are paid to particular

institutions at the direction of private persons. Moreover,

!Stanley S. Surrey, "Federal Income Tax Reform,"
Harvard Law Review, 84 (December 1970), 381-382.

21bid., p. 384.
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the assistance is blanket, automatic, no-strings attached,

open-ended aid."!

Surrey argues that the charitable deduction is
irrational in that it provides a direct government expend-
iture based on the tax-payer's income tax rate. A few of
Surrey's examples:?

e If a person below the personal exemption rate
contributes $100 to charity, he contributes
the entire sum and the government contributes
nothing.

e If a person in the first tax bracket contributes
$100 to a charity, the government gives him a
tax break of $14, which in effect is the
government's contribution to the charity.

e If a person in the top 70 percent tax bracket
contributes $100 to a charity, the government's
share of the $100 is $70 (the amount of the
charitable deduction).

Boris Bittker, William Andrews and others have
contested Surrey's characterization of the charitable
contribution as a tax subsidy inconsistent with a system

of graduated taxation of net income.? Andrews argues:

To be sure, there are anomalies arising out
of the allowance of a deduction for the fair

market value of appreciated property without

11bid., pp. 384-385.
21bid., p. 388.

3Boris Bittker, "Charitable Contributions: Tax
Deductions on Matching Grants," Taxation Law Review, 28
(Fall 1972), 37-42; and William D. Andrews, "Personal
Deductions in an Ideal Income Tax," Harvard Law Review,
86 (December 1972).
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any offsetting recognition of gain. But as

to simple cash contributions, the charitable
deduction makes more sense than tax expenditure
analysis would indicate. . . .

The fact that a provision does more to miti-
gate differences among wealthy people than among
the less well-to-do is simply a characteristic
of a graduated rate schedule, whatever may be
included in the income tax base.?

Another argument against the charitable deduction
as an incentive to giving revolves around the efficiency of
the tax provisions, detractors claiming that the additional
contributions which the tax provisions stimulate cannot be
justified in terms of their cost in tax revenue. Taussig's
study of the charitable contributions deduction in 1961 led
him to conclude that the tax incentive is weak since the
amount of the charitable gifts that year were only $57
million in contrast to a federal revenue loss of $2.5
billion.?

Schwartz refutes Taussig's argument by citing his

own studies" which revealed that the less a gift costs the

giver, the larger will be his gift. As Bittker has written:

'1bid., p. 345.
21pid., p. 339.

3SMichael K. Tausigg, "The Charitable Contributions
Deduction in the Federal Personal Income Tax" (unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
1965).

*R. A. Schwartz, "Corporate Philanthropic Contri-
butions,” Journal of Finance, June 1968, p. 479.
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"A taxpayer who can transfer one dollar to his favorite
charity at a cost to himself of only fifty cents will be
much more inclined to make the gift than one who must lay

"l 7The con-

out a full one dollar to transfer that amount.
clusion of both Bittker and Schwartz is that the incentive
effect of the charitable deduction is substantial, espe-
cially for high income taxpayers making contributions to
higher education.

Of interest in this discussion is the argument of
some that the charitable deduction should not be allowed
because the donor receives pleasure from the act of giving,
i.e., the gift is the result of egoist behavior. The
argument is stated thus:

One who makes a charitable contribution must get

some pleasure or satisfaction from his act which

he considers equal to what he could have gotten

from some other use of his funds. Some wealthy

people dress for dinner; some ride to hounds;

others make substantial charitable contributions.

. « o Whatever a man chooses to do with his money

should be classed as personal consumption for him.?
Andrews argues that there is a difference between dinner
clothes and charitable contributions, since the latter
directs resources to the good of others, i.e., represents
altruistic behavior. Thus the sociological and psycholog-

ical debate between egoistic and altruistic behavior has

been inserted into the debate on the tax laws.

!Bittker, p. 52.

2Andrews, pp. 355-356.
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Methods and Techniques in Fund-Raising

As more and more colleges and universities have
entered into fund-raising, publications dealing with various
practices and procedures in educational development have
increased, until today there is a spate of fund-raising
materials vying to be purchased. Some are handbooks on
general fund-raising, others are books and brochures which
specialize on some aspect of a development program (deferred
giving, the annual fund, record keeping, etc.), while others
are magazines and pamphlets reporting on various successful
college fund-raising campaigns. Taken in total, they com-
prise a voluminous library on the methods and techniques
used in modern fund-raising.

Several organizations allied with the fund-raising
field publish materials on the subject, including the
Association of Fund-Raising Directors, the Direct Mail
Advertising Association, The Hundred Million Club, and
the Council for Financial Aid to Education, all located
in New York City. The Council for Advancement and Support
of Education (CASE) is headquartered in Washington, D.C.

The Association of Fund-Raising Directors, an
organization of professional development officers, holds

monthly meetings at which outside speakers offer insights
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into the mechanics of fund-raising. Copies of the talks
are sometimes made available to non-members.'!

The Direct Mail Advertising Association maintains
a library of materials on fund-raising, particularly sam-
ples of printed appeals for contributions and mail-order
publications. ?

The Hundred Million Club is composed primarily of
copywriters for those in the mail order and selling field<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>