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ABSTRACT

Hixson, Nancy C. Multi-million Dollar Donors Within Intercollegiate Athletics: A
Qualitative Analysis of Donor Motivations. Published Doctor of Philosophy
dissertation, University of Northern Colorado, 2012.

Division | athletics has become very big business with skyrocketing revenue from
television deals, conference realignment dollars and revenue derived from third party
media rights holders — not to mention gate sales, concessions and sponsorship income.
The truth of today’s Division | athletic landscape, however, tells a much different story of
economic health as very few athletic programs actually make any money. Most operate
in a deficit scenario and state funding allocated to higher education continues to decline.
Fundraising and donor cultivation within intercollegiate athletics is more important than
ever to help close the growing financial gap between revenues and expenses of higher
education.

It is critical to understand the many varied factors that affect not only donor
motivations but what unique motivations are present within this very exclusive donor
segment of multi-million dollar major intercollegiate athletic donors.

The purpose of this qualitative study was to understand the motivations of major gift

donors at the $1,000,000+ level within Division | intercollegiate athletics. Overall, seven

themes of major gift donor motivations emerged from the interview data analysis: 1)

history of family philanthropy, 2) thankful for the ability to give, 3) appreciation and



gratitude towards the institution, 4) lasting and sustainable giving, 5) inside knowledge of
fundraising needs, 6) relationships, benefits and recognition, and finally, 7) winning and
prestige.

This qualitative study sought to explore the motivational factors of $100,000+
donors to intercollegiate athletics. Based on date from participant interviews, seven
themes of major gift donor motivation emerged from the data analysis. These themes
provide insight into how major gift donors at the $1,000,000+ level perceive their
motivations to give to Division | intercollegiate athletics. An overview of findings
revealed that many donors in this elite category have a history of philanthropy, that
motivations are almost exclusively intrinsically based, that elements of sustainable giving
are important and that prestige of the athletic department/institution is equally connected
to winning as key motivations to make $1,000,000+ gifts. These perceptions result in a
very complicated and individualistic set of motives that in some ways, share motivational
elements of smaller gift donors (alumni giving) and in others, are unique to $1,000,000+
donors (sustainable giving needs). Specific recommendations for practice are provided
for development officers, athletic directors and university presidents with the goal of
understanding this elite donor segment within intercollegiate athletics which would
ultimately result in increased fundraising efforts and contributions to Division |

intercollegiate athletic programs.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Private giving to higher education in the form bhatable contributions
continues to play an instrumental role in effoastabilize budgets as available state
funding continues to decline. In response, higltercation has turned to aggressive
fundraising efforts to cope with the changing furgdenvironment.

A good deal of attention has been given to thegeed counter-productive
relationship between institutional academic funslrg and intercollegiate athletic
fundraising. Research indicates that intercolkegahletics plays an important role in
the solicitation of donors to higher education @lerAn exploration related to the
current overview of philanthropy within the Unit&tates and higher education in general
is presented, along with examining the role thedroollegiate athletics plays related to
institutional fundraising efforts.

In 2010, Fulks noted that in today’s economic emwinent, there is more of a
burden on intercollegiate athletics to find wayd#étance budgets. In 2009, only 14
programs in the Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) geated revenues over expenses
compared to 25 programs in 2008. The rising colst®aches’ salaries, facility
upgrades, travel expenses and scholarship costspusihed many Division | athletic
programs into a deficit budget situation, while exges continue to escalate. The median

institutional allocation for athletic funding atetfrootball Bowl Series (FBS) level rose



from $8.4 million during the 2007-2008 academicryea$10.2 million in 2008-2009.
This sends a clear indication that institutionsa@mitting more resources to maintain
athletic programs even if revenues are no longécmay up to expenses (Brown, 2010).
Intercollegiate athletic programs are challengefinit other means of revenue to sustain
their current level of participation and are loakit increased fundraising dollars to
address this need.

In 2003, the National Collegiate Athletic Assomat(NCAA) commissioned a
report on the financial condition of athletic depagnts at the nation’s largest colleges
and universities (NCAA, 2006). The Empirical Effeof Collegiate Athletics: An
Interim Report found thaithletic spending at over 100 of the these ingbitist from
1985 to 2001 increased by an average of 4.5% alyrwille total educational and
general spending increased only 2.7% (Litan, Orsaad Orszag, 2003).

Quite simply, athletic-generated revenue is nepkeg pace with costs. In 2006,
the NCAA Expense/Revenue report warned that therspend and under-generate”
trend is simply unsustainable especially in tod@genomic downturn, where outside
funds are drying up (NCAA, 2006). In 2009, Mark Bert, current president of the
NCAA, noted that donations at Division | institut®are better than expected given the
state of the economy, but are lagging behind wtiexe need to be. Fundraising
contributions are the second largest revenue sdord2vision | athletic programs,
trailing only ticket sales, in economic impact be tbottom line (Fulks, 2002). Charitable
contributions to intercollegiate athletics accodnfia nearly five million dollars of the
typical Division | athletic program’s $25 milliom itotal revenue, and as such, is clearly a

vital source of funding for intercollegiate atheepirograms (McEvoy, 2005). Even in



uncertain economic times, the donor base withieratllegiate athletics continues to
provide steady support in the way of charitableticbuations.

Many scholars believe that the consistent increagdenor support within
intercollegiate athletics is due to many motivaéibiactors, and perhaps, constitutes a
means by which people can identify with an insimiitand enhance the emotional ties
with their alma mater (Smith, 1989). To gain a endetailed understanding of why
people make charitable contributions to intercoiegathletic programs, this research
will focus on donor motives. Social identity thgostakeholder theory, McClelland’s
Theory of Needs and Helping Behaviors, alumni ws-alumni giving, intrinsic vs.
extrinsic benefits, and the success of athletiggams have all been explored in the
literature as potential reasons why people giviatercollegiate athletics.

Statement of the Problem

In an effort to maintain the ever-growing finariciaeds of Division |
intercollegiate athletic departments, finding newd @xpanded sources of revenue are
paramount to sport administrators. State fundandnigher education is drying up as is
the portion of state dollars allocated to sustgrathletics. Season ticket sales,
merchandising, media rights fees and sponsorshigrd@an only provide a finite level
of income. The greatest area of potential growithiw athletics is seen at the private
donor level and, in particular, the major gift domdo has the financial capacity to make
a $1,000,000+ gift to a specific institution. Terpose of this study was to investigate
the behaviors and motivational factors of $1,00040tercollegiate athletic donors at
the Division | level. The overarching goal of thesearch was to examine and

understand the phenomenon of major gift athletimods at the Division | level and how



their perceptions can provide valuable strategqaoping information to development
officers.
Research Questions

A substantial amount of literature exists relatthe motivational factors of
intercollegiate athletic donors. Social identhgory, stakeholder theory, McClelland’s
Theory of Needs and Helping Behaviors, donor charestics, alumni vs. non-alumni
giving, intrinsic vs. extrinsic benefits and thesess of athletic programs have all been
explored in the literature as potential reasons pégple give to intercollegiate athletics
(Ashforth and Mael, 1989; Billing, Holt and Smitt985; Daughtrey and Stotlar, 2000;
Holms, Meditz and Sommers, 2008; Shulman and Bo2@®], Stinson and Howard,
2010; Toma, 2003). However, the literature lagsearch on major gift donors at the
$1,000,000+ level. An examination of this elitelampactful subset of intercollegiate
athletic donors was achieved using a phenomenabgimnstructivist theoretical
framework methodology.

This specific methodology was chosen to highlidjet tnany differing
motivational factors and related behaviors of mdmmors. Crotty (2003) noted that each
individual may construct specific meanings of tame phenomenon in differing ways.
Participants in the study may evaluate their reasongiving much differently than other
donors who have given the same amount to inteigiatie athletics.

The following research questions were utilized:

RQ 1 What are the motivational factors of donor&imga one-
time$1,000,000+ gift to give?

RQ 2 What role does a relationship with the aibldtrector, institution,
president, head coach or development officers iplalye decision to give?



RQ 3 What role, if any, does being an alumni dormgract multi-million
dollar donations?

RQ 4 What are the most important donor cultivagtements/tactics
utilized by intercollegiate athletic developmeffiaers?

Rationale for the Study

Through this study, | intended to explore the manigue and largely unknown
characteristics of major gift athletic donors a $1,000,000+ level. Very little research
within the sport administration/sport managemedastditure addresses this vital donor
segment. Additionally, few studies have takenak lat the complex motivational factors
of donor behaviors using a qualitative approach.

The future of intercollegiate athletics may verglMbe in the hands of multi-
million dollar private donors to help meet the dattag financial need most universities
are facing. Coaching salaries will only increasewill the need for state of the art
facilities and the desire to remain competitive agnother athletic programs. Itis
instrumental for development officers, athletiaediors, university presidents and other
institutional leaders to understand the motivatidaetors of these elite donors.

Delimitations

The delimitations of this study were two-fold: hat only major gift athletic
donor participants at the $1,000,000+ level weudist, and 2) that only donors at the
NCAA Division | institutional level were utilized.

Limitations
Limitations of the study include:that individual perceptions and worldviews
of each participant were fundamentally differentiHat individual and unique
motivational factors related to giving of particijpa were fundamentally different, 3) that

participants were selected from differing instibuis across the country with differing



customs, traditions and giving history, and finaly that donors had differing levels of
donor contributions (i.e. $1,000,000 to perhaps@1® 000 individual giving).

Definition of Terms
Major gift donor — For the purpose of this specsiady, a major gift donor will be
defined as a donor who has made a minimum onegifnef $1,000,000 to
intercollegiate athletics.
Athletic development officer — The role of an atldelevelopment officer is to generate
monetary gifts and revenue that directly suppaetrthssion of the intercollegiate athletic
department and student-athletes participating roua intercollegiate athletic programs.
Bowl Championship Series — The Bowl ChampionshipeS€BCS) is a five-game
showcase of college football designed to ensurtetiieatwo top-rated teams in the

country meet in the national championship game (vbesfootball.org, 2012).



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The review of literature for the present studyiigsdird into three specific
sections. The first section provides an overviéptolanthropy in the United States and
fundraising within higher education. The liter&uwmn institutional development efforts is
presented here. The second section focuses ditetta¢ure related to the fundraising
relationship between higher education and inteegidite athletics. The third and final
section explores the literature on several aspddtgercollegiate athletic donor
behaviors, such as athletic success and fundra@imgnni intercollegiate athletic giving,
social motivational factors related to athleticiggyand the correlation between benefit
acquisition and intercollegiate athletic giving.

An Introduction to Philanthropy
in the United States

Over the past 10 years, philanthropy in the Un8&ates has steadily increased
and shows no foreseeable signs of slowing downreNfean 1.4 million nonprofit
organizations were registered with the Internalddexe Service (IRS) in 2009 (Roeger,
Blackwood and Pettijohn, 2011) and the amount whgi within those nonprofit
organizations has risen to $290.89 billion in t@idate giving for fiscal year 2010
(Giving USA Foundation, 2011). Several major sexof differing nonprofit

organizations benefit from this philanthropic lac&ise to include religious, educational,



human services, arts and culture, internationalsff environment/animals, foundations
and individual support initiatives.

By far, the largest contributing group to nonprofiganizations comes from
individual donors, who collectively contributed $221 billion in 2009 comprising 75
percent of the total giving (Giving USA Foundati@®11). Following individual donors,
foundation gifts contributed $38.44 billion (13%}gquests at $23.8 billion (8%), and
corporate gifts at $14.1billion (4%). Approximatéls percent of US households give to
charity, with an average annual contribution o243, and mean of $870 - with an
astounding 98 percent of high-net-worth househgidsg to charity (Lyon, 2011). As a
nation with an established culture of giving, thisrao denying that Americans have
agreed that supporting nonprofit organizationspsiarity and that sustaining these
worthy causes is important.

In an effort to better understand philanthropidies, earlier research by Harvey
(1990) and Schlegelmilch (1988) attempted to idgwnkemographic, socioeconomic and
psychographic variables that influence charitalbkeng and that differentiate donors
from non-donors. The difficulty in identifying afinitive “donor” has been that donor
motivation and behaviors differ greatly from indluial to individual and from
organization to organization. The heterogeneitthefcontributing public, charitable
organizations and types of gifts are among thedfaatontributing to these challenges
(Webb, Green and Brashear, 2000).

The first empirical analysis of aggregate chaldajiving appeared in the works
of Taussig (1967) and Schwartz (1968) in the carméassessing the impact of a

charitable tax deduction on the quantity of phiteapic contributions. Taussig and



Schwartz both examined the importance of a chdeitix deduction (which most 501c
(3) organizations provide) on the occurrence aaduency of charitable giving. In later
related research, the Filer Commission (Feldsi&i5a, 1975b) concluded that
charitable contributions are increased substantisildeductibility (Leslie and Ramey,
1988). Perhaps the importance placed on philapyhirothe United States is further
substantiated by the tax deductible benefits receby the donor as individual altruistic
donor motives are difficult to quantify.

Higher Education — The Economics
of Philanthropy

Of all the philanthropic dollars raised in the WitStates, contributions to
American colleges and universities increased Or&gmé in 2010, reaching $28 billion,
according to results of the annual Voluntary SuppbEducation survey (Council for
Aid to Education, 2011). Trailing only the religi® sector (which captured the largest
share of the total charitable contributions in 2@ith 35 percent) higher education came
in second with 14 percent of the total contribusig@iving USA Foundation, 2011).

It should be noted that while $28 billion in chaklte contributions for higher
education is a very large number, the disparitgalfars allocated to individual
institutions is vast (supporting “the rich gettingher” effect). The top-10 academically
rated institutions in the country raised $4.25idwill(Council for Aid to Education, 2011).
Charitable contributions at these 10 institutioosoainted for almost 35 percent of the
total charitable contributions within higher educat The need for higher education
philanthropic contributions and fundraising dollard continue to play a crucial role in

the overall success of public and private institosi alike (Shapiro, 2008).
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In addition to private gifts, other stakeholdersowtave historically contributed to
higher education reported steady giving increasegitain areas and slight decreases in
others. In 2010, corporate and foundation givinbigher education increased (by 2.4
percent and 2 percent, respectively), while astrae time, alumni giving decreased 0.4
percent and non-alumni personal giving declinedpkrgent. These results, while
disappointing, represent a significant improvenfesrh 2009 which saw an 18 percent
decrease in alumni giving and 18.4 percent decri@asen-alumni personal giving
(Council for Aid to Education, 2011). Despite fhectuating levels of giving related to
alumni, over the past five years, alumni giving @awreased by 25 percent in total
(Wolverton, 2008). Of all stakeholders relatedhigher education philanthropy, alumni
and non- alumni private giving shows the most vidbdity. Establishing a strong
personal giving relationship with this donor grasgperhaps one of the key elements to
charitable giving stability.

Higher Education Fundraising
Research

The literature related to higher education devalept has historically focused on
two major concepts: the area of behavior, attitiadescharacteristics of donors and on
characteristics of the institution and their inedrdevelopment programs (Azzaro, 2005).
These two areas of research have provided a coondxtween the identification of
individual donors to the unique characteristicsécific institutional development
efforts. By far, the greatest area of researchfd@assed upon higher education donor
characteristics related to alumni contributionsoféllter, 2001; Okunade, Wunnava, and

Walsh, 1994; Quigley, Bingham, and Murray, 2002mTand Elmer, 1994; Tsao and
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Coll, 2005) along with overall donor motivationakfors/characteristics (Gibbons, 1992;
Leslie and Ramey, 1988).

In 1994, Okunade et al., studied the demograptufii@s of 303 undergraduate
alumni from a four-year institution in an efforttiaderstand the motivational make-up of
loyal contributors to higher education. Reportedihgs focused on three areas of
significance: undergraduate alumni who also eaengchduate degree from the same
institution gave significantly more, that multiplegrees from the same institution may
play a significant role in commitment to the unsigy and finally, that those donors who
were involved in social organizations as a stugene more overall. In a later study,
Clotfelter (2001) examined the patterns of alumwing across several institutions and
from different time periods (1951, 1976 and 198M)gher levels of giving were
associated with higher levels of income and mosdbig, that more than half of the total
revenue generated via charitable contributions daome the most generous 1% of
donors. Clotfelter concluded that income and éwell of involvement comprised the two
main factors that affect the decision to give dmedverall giving amount.

The two previous studies looked at the charasttesi of alumni giving and the
predictors associated with such giving, but theydbaddress attitudes and perceptions
of alumni donors towards institutional charitabdstributions (Shapiro, 2008). Tom and
Elmer (1994) were the first to examine not only a@lodemographics but also donor
behaviors and attitudes. Of the 235 alumni wheigipated in the study, involvement,
identification and being prepared for a future eamgere reported elements of increased

institutional giving.
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Taso and Coll (2005) identified variables of alumntent to give and found a
significant relationship between level of involvamesatisfaction with their specific
program (journalism), communication and the extevaaable of personal income were
all significant predictors of intent to give. Clglter (2001) noted that alumni who
reported satisfaction as a student were more litcebbecome active donors and Quigley
et al., (2002) noted that higher levels of persaeahmunication from development
acknowledgement programs led to greater levelsvarigin donors with an established
history of giving.

The research related to alumni giving characiesstnd variables plays a major
role in the higher education fundraising literatasealumni comprise a very viable and
easily targeted potential donor segment. Howenearw little research has been
conducted on the non-alumni donor segment withghér education and requires further
exploration to fully understand motivations andrelceristics to support strategic
institutional development efforts. Gibbons (1988) Leslie and Ramey (1988) have
noted the lack of research related to general dontire non-alumni population. Perhaps
this underrepresented population is the resulbaf/enience sampling or an assumption
on the part of researchers that non-alumni do rakenup a significant portion of the
donor population (Hebing, 2004). This assumptippears to contradict the results
collected by the Council for Aid to Education (CAIB)2007 which reported that non-
alumni make up 20.4 percent of the voluntary suptmohigher education (Shapiro,
2008). The findings from CAE support the needfiwther research of non-alumni

giving characteristics.
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A handful of studies have taken a look at the watibns of the non-alumni donor
population. Gibbons (1992) examined 300 major almni donors who gave
$100,000+ annually at two separate institutionsraotéd significant motivations as:
overall support of the institution, tax incentivesspect for the institution and leadership,
civic pride and religious considerations. As syt studies have proven, motivations
to give greatly vary from low-level donors to higgvel donors and the results from the
Gibbons study are limited to major gift donors withique motivations to give.
Generalizations would be difficult to apply univaltg. Leslie and Ramey (1988) also
looked at non-alumni donors finding a significansjpive relationship between non-
alumni donations and the social educational bespfitvided by the institution. Prestige
of being a donor and association with alumni statese not important factors with the
non-alumni donor segment which is in complete @sitto reported alumni donor
characteristics.

Such findings only help to solidify the need foesjic and targeted development
efforts within higher education that address tltkvildualistic needs of alumni and non-
alumni characteristics. Alumni status may playmaportant role in donor cultivation but
such considerations must be made from institutongtitution. A “one size fits all”
approach may not prove successful as individualvatdns per donor will be unique to
the individual institution.

Higher Education Fundraising
and Athletics

Despite the slight increases reflected in chdetabntributions to higher
education in the past, a 2006 federal report odifunfor higher education indicates that

state funding support continues to be at a 25-kearFederal Commission on the
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Future of Higher Education, 2006) providing eveeager need and emphasis on
fundraising efforts to fill in the growing finandigap. Today, funding forecasts within
higher education remains “bleak” and many publibeg@s and universities have turned
to increased fundraising efforts to cope with cmntid declines in state funding (Stinson
and Howard, 2010).

However, fundraising efforts for academics are @part of the higher education
revenue generation emphasis as fundraising foetathprograms has become an
increasingly important part of the overistitutional fundraising effort By 2003,
athletics donations consumed 26 percent of théitedatutional gifting revenue, up from
14.7 percent on average in 1998 (Fulks, 2005). ifitreased emphasis and need for
funding by both academic and athletic programslead to tensions between the two
groups of fundraisers and has prompted researchhrtcomplicated relationship
between athletics fundraising and academic funis@iStinson and Howard, 2010).

In a case study of the University of Oregon, Stimand Howard (2004) identified
significant increases in private giving to athlstibat were subsequently associated with
significant decreases in private giving to acadgonégrams over the same over a nine-
year period and provides “strong support for theuagption that giving to athletics
undermines giving to academics” (p. 136). Priadsts often referred to donor support
of athletics at the expense of academics as tlmviting out effect”. Building upon their
earlier research, Stinson and Howard (2008) alsnddhat gains in athletic fundraising
appeared to come at the expense of academic fsimdyavhen studying Division |

institutions falling outside of the top-tier academanking.
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While some authors reported that athletic fundngisiegatively impacts
academic fundraising efforts, other authors haggested a more symbiotic effect
between increased athletic fundraising on increasademic donations. As growth in
athletic charitable giving continues and the ddrese expands, so does additional giving
in support of other institutional programs overdicCormick and Tinsley (1990)
documented an increase in academic gifts to Clerdsaversity that directly correlated
with increases in athletic gifts — although thedssaic increases were smaller than the
athletic increases.

Another well studied parameter of how athletic ggrpositively affects
institutional giving links athletic success to ieases in total institutional fundraising.
Baade and Sundberg (1996), Grimes and Chressdh€i94), Rhoads and Gerking
(2000) and Stinson and Howard (2008) all studiedcttnnection between the increased
exposure (media coverage, alumni communications;imeadise sales, game attendance)
that is associated with successful athletic teamisadfects such exposure has on
institutional fundraising. Increases of charitabbatributions to academics were
reported at institutions with successful interogiéee athletic programs and were also
reported to be successful tools for attracting aeademic donors to the college in
relation to winning national and conference chamsinps (Daughtrey and Stotlar, 2000;
Stinson and Howard, 2008).

One of the strongest reported connections betwidetias and academic
fundraising efforts stems from the dual-donor cgiceéithletic donors who also make
academic donations were documented as making le@gmgifts to the institution over

time and are retained at a much higher rate thanrdovho give exclusively to one or
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the other. However this group represents onlyra tbii all donors to higher education,
Stinson & Howard (2004, 2008). In 2006, Benneteddhat major donors at the
$50,000+ level who make gifts to both athletics anddemics give less to athletics
overall than if giving a single large gift to eithene if they had to choose. Simply put,
making more frequent gifts to multiple programs rbayefit the institution by increasing
the total gift amounts as well as increasing oppuoties to connect with donors - both of
which may lead to higher long-term retention rates.

Because of the cross-cultivation opportunities labée to both academic and
athletic fundraising professionals, institutionsda very large incentive to cultivate
donors from athletics to academics — and vice vem@sa natural marriage of
philanthropy exists. Athletic and academic develept offices can use research on
donor characteristics to narrow the field of potrdonors to personalize recruitment,
solidify retention efforts, effectively communicatad ultimately create directed
solicitation efforts to gain greater overall cobtriion (Shapiro, 2008).

Intercollegiate Athletics as an Institutional
Fundraising Tool

One of the most visible elements, and perhapsfbedtaising weapons that an
institution can utilize, is through the exposuragmated by their intercollegiate athletic
department. On any given weekend, an institutidmgher education is highlighted on
national television for hours as their intercolkggi athletic teams compete. Such
exposure, especially from a fundraising perspectsvmstrumental to the overall
development efforts of academic and athletic fuiséra alike. To better understand how

intercollegiate athletics can be utilized as argjrimstitutional fundraising tool, Stinson
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and Howard (2010) examined donor motivations wittinletics and the natural cross-
cultivation evolution of donor development towatoisg-term institutional support.

Stinson and Howard (2010) studied intercollegidldetics as an institutional
fundraising tool using qualitative methodology tigentified four themes: 1)
intercollegiate athletics acts as a socializatigend and “window” to the institution for
both alumni and non-alumni, 2) initial support dilatics programs (and institutions) is
often commercially motivated, resulting in ceilieffect on gift amounts, 3) successful
cultivation can transition donors from commerc@philanthropic giving, reducing or
removing ceiling effects, 4) academic units maydjie from leveraging the emotional
connection generated by athletic programs to atiigifts. The study noted that gifts to
intercollegiate athletics may be the preferred egitly in the donors giving cycle (for
athletic ticket acquisition for example) but thatger academic gifts are made down the
road when philanthropy plays a much larger roltheir gifting decision making.

The concept of moving athletic donors to towardsgkerm institutional donors
was also supported in the works of Gladden, Maled/Apostolopoulou, (2005)
concluding that commercial value through ticketd aacial access are primary motives
for charitable gifts to athletic programs. Furthere, the authors suggest that donors
may initially give for commercial reasons (bengfitsut may evolve into giving for
philanthropic reasons. Schervish (1997) estaldishis distinction in motives for giving
as consumption philanthropy noting that athletinateons are often commercially
motivated in nature (making contributions to gateess to premium tickets for instance)
whereas academic donations are considered phitanthgift opportunities by focusing

on helping others.
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Institutions are perhaps missing a huge opportrytgot cross-cultivating and
soliciting these donors early in the gifting cyclgtinson and Howard (2010) make an
interesting observation that athletic developmek @niversity development would be
better served if coordinated efforts were made betwthe two departments. By
targeting donors who perhaps make smaller athitis early on the athletic side of the
house but may be developed into lager philanthrdpiwrs to academics in the future
could prove to be a very profitable use of time taleint paying long-range benefits to
the institution as a whole. A fundraising struettinat attracts donors to the institution
through intercollegiate athletic programs onlydtel be cross-cultivated for
philanthropic academic gifts could provide longateinancial support for the institution.

Higher education in the United States is at an maomb economic crossroads as
the need for private donations and charitable dmutions continues to rise in response to
reductions in state funding and uncertain econdutige. Intercollegiate athletics often
thought of as a competitor to institutional fundnag efforts, can provide opportunities
for cross-cultivation of donor bases as a poteca#lyst to long-term academic support.
Successful intercollegiate athletic programs atsisa this effort by providing visibility
for the institution as a whole, on regional aneépfbational levels.

Perhaps the most important recommendation comihgfdhe literature speaks
to the necessity of a unified development frontrfra global perspective in which athletic
fundraisers are working in concert with universitademic fundraisers. As noted by
Stinson and Howard (2004, 2008), only a third bad#iletic donors are also donors to
academics, leaving a huge number of donors oratle to cultivate into long-term

institutional donors Intercollegiate athletic donors could and shdédcross-cultivated
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by university development so that philanthropicdtaising relationships can begin to be
established early in the donor life cycle. If ingtons of higher education commit to
global fundraising efforts rather than academicacademic efforts independently, donor
cultivation could be developed to support an evohgry process of consumptive donor
motivation to give towards philanthropic giving.

Intercollegiate Athletics Donor
Behaviors

A substantial amount of literature exists withie §port management field related
to athletic donor motivational factors. Howevegrywfew instruments have been utilized
and little effort has been given to provide geneations in these areas that would assist
in the development of fundraising theory (Shap2@08). The first of such instruments,
developed by Billing, Holt and Smith (1985), prostta foundation of motivational
giving elements using the Athletics Contributionse®tionnaire (ACQUIRE). Billing, et
al., established four motivational areas of dorehrdviors using exploratory factor
analysis: social motive, success motive, bengfave and philanthropic motive. From
this original framework, the ACQUIRE model was tagégpanded upon by Staurowsky,
Parkhouse and Sachs (1996) to include two additimooévational elements - loyalty and
image along with power (ACQUIRE I1). The resultowed that social opportunities,
athletic success, philanthropic opportunities, lfiesiand power emerged as factors for
motivation of athletic donors. Paired with BiramdaVeroff's (1966) paradigm of human
motivation, the ACQUIRE Il model provided a thedreat base to the instrument (Strode,
2006).

In 1998, Verner, Hecht and Fransler created thavgtons for Athletics (MAD -

1) instrument which used differing comparison danotives from the ACQUIRE Il
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model and identified 11 unique donor motivatiorartigipating in secondary events,
public recognition, giving of time and energy, a&xéo inside information, priority
treatment, philanthropy, collaboration, create ngea curiosity and power. Verner et al.,
(1998) used social cognitive theory to establisi lite environment can shape donor
motives and predict behavior of giving.

Utilizing donor behavior instruments to predichdo outcomes can help establish
successful development efforts within intercollégiathletics. Building upon the earlier
models of donor behavior, Mahony, et al., (2003)efleped the Donor Motivation Scale
(DMS) using past factors of philanthropy, success @ariority seating along with three
new motives of giving behavior; escape, psycholagiommitment and business
enhancement becoming the first study in the sgerature to examine the relationship
between a donor motivational scale and actual dbabavior by examining construct
effect on behavior items such as donor level, donatmount and season ticket holder
status. Later, Gladden, et al., (2005) used &dimethods approach to the DMS to
further narrow donor motives which expanded thgeaaf donor motivational studies to
include donor comparisons at three Division | iigitbns using open-ended questions
rather than scale questions (Schaefer, 2011).Glheéden et al., study furthered the
knowledge of donor behaviors by correlating presisagale models to actual reported
donor motivations.

Overall, the literature within the field of sporemagement related to donor
motives generally lacks a consistent developmemstfuments and notes several
limitations. As Gladden, et al., (2005) arguedppresearch has found relevant motives

to donor behaviors, including success of the athfgbgram, but that Verner, et al.
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(1998) neglected to include that motivational elameto their study. University
commitment vs. athletic department commitment (ehatf of the donor) could play an
important motivational factor for donating, as abpkychological commitment, but are
not represented in the prior research (Mahony, Matiand Howard, 2000). Additional
limitations in include the significant differencasiong individual schools and individual
donors along with the need for more expansive tatale methodology to help uncover
subconscious or socially desirable motivations tioatd not be evaluated in a scaled
study.

In addition to the volume of research mentionedast body of work related to
donor motivations within intercollegiate athletitas been established. This work
explores motives of giving related to overall aticlsuccess of the athletic program,
alumni vs. non-alumni giving, social motivationattors, and tangible/intangible
benefits.

Athletic Success Equals Increased
Donations

Scholars debate that athletic success, espeaiatitation to football and men’s
basketball, is directly associated with fluctuatian intercollegiate athletic giving
(Daughtrey and Stotlar, 2000), whereas others temmoassociation between winning and
overall increases in fundraising (Shulman and Bqwé01, Covell, 2005). However,
the majority of available literature substantiadedirect positive effect of winning
intercollegiate athletic programs on charitabletdbations (Tucker, 2004) and such
effects can help to predict donor support.

Tucker (2004), examined football and basketbaltess and how such success

related to alumni giving rates at 78 NCAA Divisibmstitutions using 2001-2002 data.
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Three measures of success were quantified: theingmpercentage of games played,
bowl and NCAA tournament appearances and final 8lPrankings. The findings
indicated that success of the football team paditicorrelated with increased alumni
giving. However, basketball success and increakedni giving were found statistically
insignificant. Perhaps one of the reasons forrgp®rted difference is the increase in
exposure related to Division | NCAA football in st years. “The impact from
increased television coverage of major conferenotbhll schools by ESPN, ESPN2,
Time Warner, and the addition of Thursday night ganextra season games, new bowl
games, conference playoff games and the BCS séiliasker, 2004, p. 661) have most
certainly increased the level of exposure for Donsl football above and beyond that
which is given to men’s basketball.

In 2008, Stinson and Howard used linear mixed rsoiedetermine whether
successful programs not only increased intercategathletic donations, but also detract
from academic giving. The results of the studyaated that successful intercollegiate
athletic programs positively influence both the tn@mof donors making gifts to an
institution as well as the average dollar amourthose gifts. Winning football and
men’s basketball teams have direct effects on indéncollegiate athletic and academic
gifts to an institution. Rather than producingceotvding-out effect”, athletic success
appears to enhance support for both athletic aadesaic programs, (Stinson and
Howard, 2008).

A case study of intercollegiate athletic givingCd¢mson University indicated
that increased winning by the football team lethtweased donor support of athletic

programs (McCormick and Tinsley, 1990). Winninggemtages and the number of
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television appearances were also identified asfaignt predictors of intercollegiate
athletic giving at Mississippi State University (@es and Chressanthis, 1994). Other
studies have linked appearances in, and outcom@estfseason events (most notably
football bowl games and the NCAA men’s basketlmlihament) to increased levels of
intercollegiate athletic support and that athlsticcess has an immediate impact of
alumni generosity (Baade and Sundberg, 1996; Hueyshand Mondello, 2007; Rhoads
and Gerking, 2000). Daughtrey and Stotlar (20@@jisd the winning of the Division I-
AA football championship over an 11-year periodibemg in 1987. The study found
that the number of donors reported and the totiddidodonated to intercollegiate
athletics increased at each of the winning instins.

Gaski and Etzel (1984) noted that successful athpedbgrams enhance a school’'s
image which translates into increased athletic iona. Humphreys and Mondello
(2007) suggested that athletic success in presgntallege sports appears to affect
athletic donor behavior positively. Additionallpotball attendance, conference
affiliation, bowl participation, men’s basketbalinming percentages (all predictors of
successful intercollegiate programs) were repdxduk significant determinants of
increased intercollegiate athletic contributionByoy, 2005).

In 2005, the studies of Sigelman and Bookheim@88) and Coughlin and
Erickson (1984, 1985) were replicated by McEvojutdher examine the relationship
between winning athletic programs and increasextantlegiate athletic contributions.
McEvoy (2005) supported the finding of the previoesearch and further concluded that
Coughlin and Erickson’s assertion that home foo#tstndance and conference

affiliation are also statistically significant pietbrs of annual fundraising contributions.
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In contrast, other research finds that successhfiliétic programslo notcorrelate
to higher giving rates. Frank (2004), performezbmprehensive literature review
analyzing the relationship between intercollegéaitdetic success and donor motivation
concluding four common themes from the existingréture; 1) the studies used data
drawn from a wide variety of sources — case stuldaes individual institutions, panel
data, cross-sectional data that are not gener&dizapthat the reported effect of athletic
success and increased donations is mixed fromiymsitegative, to no effect, 3) the
results appear sensitive to contact for unobseeviablerogeneity across institutions and
4) that post-season appearances in football andsrhasketball were the only measures
of success that appear to be correlated to inaledmeations (Frank, 2004). Research on
winning programs and increased contributions withtercollegiate athletics are also
disputed by Sack and Watkins (1985), Gaski andlE1284), and Sigelman and
Bookheimer (1983) as these studies detected ndisagrt correlation between athletic
success and increased donations.

Sigelman and Carter (1979) studied the impactio€sssful intercollegiate
programs and the impact on alungniing concluding that no evidence existed to suppo
that alumni giving is responsive to changes inrodkegiate athletic success. Gaski and
Etzel (1984) also found no impact on overall givingntercollegiate athletics from
alumnior non-alumni related to winning programs. Turneesdrve, and Bowen (2000)
stated, “more has been written about the purponietbetween athletic success and
alumni giving that is justified by the available incal evidence and many have
examined the question and found that they areéan tonclusive.” And finally, Litan,

et al (2003), claims that little research is supgubthat can accurately denote the increase
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in giving related to athletic success and goe®aidte that “athletic success only affects
sometypes of donations abmeinstitutions.”

Predictors of Future Giving —
Donor Characteristics

Research on the determining factors and charatitasriof athletic donors has
been conducted which examined predictors of fuginieng (Ostlund and Brown, 1985),
common characteristics of future athletic donorar(ithersmith, 1985), and the
characteristics of athletic development progransddenent structure and related impact
of future donor behaviors (Isherwood, 1986).

Ostlund and Brown (1985) looked at the past giygagerns of alumni and non-
alumni donors to help predict the likelihood ofuté giving. The results showed that a
much greater percentage of alumni donors were sdas@t holders, participated in
groups and organizations as students, and livetbge proximity to the institution. The
finding of Ostlund and Brown supported those ofIBfamn and Bowen (2001) which
noted high involvement by donors as students &gnéisant predictor of future athletic
giving.

In 1985, Hammersmith, developed an instrumendéotify common
characteristics of athletic donors finding thatome level, attendance at football and
men’s basketball games, attendance at post seasoesg purchasing season tickets, and
number of years as an intercollegiate athleticrdomtor were significant indicators of
future contribution level. These studies provideghortant information at athletic
development personnel by identifying potential dsrnmased on individual
characteristics, demographics, and behavioral im&dion (Shapiro, 2008) in the creation

of strategic fundraising efforts.
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Intercollegiate Athlete Alumni Giving

Although an abundant amount of data exists whialyses alumni giving,
O’Neil and Schenke (2006) note that “less explaretthis growing body of literature is
an understanding of the motivations and attitude®ltege athletes themselves” (p. 60).
In a study of 2,711 former athletes at a Divisionskitution, they found that the overall
giving amount (actual gifts and pledges) from athkdumni is directly impacted by the
student’s experience while at the school. If thelent-athlete experience was positive,
then higher levels of giving were reported, ancwersa. Conversely, Shulman and
Bowen (2001) and Rhoden (1997) reported that foshetent-athletes do not give back
to their institution, even if the experience wasipwee, because of the perception that
they have already given back via their athletioiggment as a student-athlete.

Holmes, Meditz and Sommers, (2008) analyzed 23a@00e donor alumni
comprised of 7,316 former athletes and 16,025 riblei@s within the same Division Il
institution. Results indicated that former athlabemni were 22 percent more likely to
give to their alma mater either (athletically ostitutionally) than non-athletes and that
“alumni who were former athletes will respond faatally to fundraising appeals, both in
their propensity to give and in their generosigpexially younger alumni who
participated in a historically successful sportsgpam” (p. 14). Future research in the
area of alumni athlete giving behaviors is necgstabetter understand this very
valuable donor group to intercollegiate developnudfiters.

Motivational Factors of Intercollegiate
Athletics Giving

Earlier research related to social motives ofrodkegiate athletic donors was

analyzed using the Athletics Contributions Questare Revised Edition Il
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(Staurowsky, Parkhouse and Sachs, 1996) and thwationh of Athletics Donors

(Verner et al., 1998) models both revealing a pnnsacial motive for giving, defined by
Staurowsky, et al., as “the social interaction thaturs for people who follow teams and
attend games” (p. 270). Social motivations repreiee intangible motives related to
intercollegiate athletic fundraising. The studiegestigated what intercollegiate-athletic
donors value related to social motives, how alleggaand attachment was demonstrated
to the sports program and how donors perceiventip@itance of winning when
considering a charitable donation towards thetunsbin’s athletic fund. The notion of
why/how intercollegiate athletics fans align anthett themselves to specific properties
has been the basis for scholarly research addgedssparticular social motive.

Motives such as identification and emotional dttaent with an institution or
intercollegiate athletic program have also beeabdished, (Spaeth and Greeley, 1970)
which speaks to the most basic social motivatiobeddbnging - fans identifying with a
team or institution to feel connected and attach&elcause of this connection, people
with strong positive feelings toward an institutiand/or athletic program are motivated
to support them financially (Palmer, 1992). Fegdinof identification (Smith, 1989) and
empathy (Griffin, Babin, Attaway and Dardin, 1928% also positively related with
increased charitable donations to intercollegi#téetics. Covell (2004) investigated
how fans/consumers demonstrate their personahatigiat and allegiance to an
intercollegiate athletic product, not only throudgrancial contributions, but how the
interests of the group can directly impact the ngenaent of intercollegiate athletic
policy. Attachment and alignment are both very pdul intangible social motives that

can help to establish strong donor identificatiathin intercollegiate athletics.
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Other studies have examined social motivatioretedlto self-identity and the
resulting correlation of charitable contributionade to intercollegiate athletic
departments. The Identity Salience Model of NofipRelationship Marketing Success
offers a further explanation for intangible motifes giving (Arnett, German, and Hunt,
2003). Identity salience, a measure of the impadaof an identity to self, has been
proposed as a mediation factor between relationskiycing factors and individual
donating behavior. Ashforth and Mael, (1989) dedirsocial identification as the self-
categorization of an individual in relation to agp and can build a very strong bond
between an individual donor and intercollegiatdetits - as social identity is a
personally chosen descriptor of self. Sentimehtdase attachment are a consistently
loyal behavior and such social motivations are eisig displayed as resistant, persistent
and influential attitudes towards intercollegiatieletics (Funk, et al., 1999, and Mahony
et al., 2003).

In 1998, Tsiotsou identified seven factors thaln influential role in the
overall donor decision making process when consigex contribution to an athletic
department. The seven factors: values, socioecmrstatus, involvement with athletics,
sport experience, attendance of athletic eventstiermal motivation and practical
motivation comprise The Giving to Athletics ModéJsing the structured equation
model, statistical significance was reported whehviduals were emotionally involved
with specific athletic programs therefore creatngreater likelihood for them to donate.
Tsiotsou’s model provides a theoretical foundatiafiavhy people give to
intercollegiate athletics and that “fundraisersiwdtiadentify people involved in sports as

well as people having experience in sports as e athletic donors” (p.10). From
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this study, Tsiaotso notes four distinct implicagdor intercollegiate development
administrators to consider: 1) donors contributealise they identify with the institution,
2) donors trust the leadership and vision of tisgitution creating shared values, 3)
donors feel prestige and increased self-esteem fuemcially contributing to successful
programs, and finally, 4) donor seek tangible biémes motives to donate such as
priority seating and tax benefits, (Holiest, 2011).

Stakeholder Theory is another parameter that bes bsed to analyze and
measure intercollegiate athletic donor behaviasrgl that an organization must
fundamentally understand the needs and wants tdroess to succeed. Kilter and
Armstrong’s (1999) definition of relationship matkg makes specific reference to
strong stakeholder relationships as such praati@ves “creating, maintaining and
enhancing strong relationships with customers e@ogiéng-term customer satisfaction”
(p. 5). Toma (2003) makes the case for stakehthaery as well noting that
intercollegiate athletics, and college footbalparticular, is used “in defining institutions
and drawing people toward them in ways that sdreedlated ends — expanding
resources (charitable contributions) and enhangiegtige” (p. 13).

By fostering and cultivating the stakeholders witmtercollegiate athletics,
research indicates that individuals will be motacato support the institution’s
fundraising efforts in general (Cavell, 2005) adl\as providing a platform of potential
cross-cultivation for university development offise Social motivations to give do not
seem to be impacted by on-field outcomes as doagisidns are not driven by
wins/losses and that they did not expect their iong to translate into more team

victories. The choice to be a part of the stakédogroup is not because intercollegiate
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athletic donors were attracted to a winning progremwere giving decisions made in
these terms. Success is valued but not at ak ¢Gstvell, 2005).

Tangible Benefits & Intercollegiate
Athletic Donor Motivation

Historically, one of the most visible predictofsathletic fundraising comes in the
form of tangible benefits. Preferred seat locajgriority point accumulation, VIP
parking, tax deductions, hospitality access, ed@elall been identified as donor
motivational elements in the literature. Stinsad &oward (2004) suggested athletic
success motivates donors because of a tangibl@aegeh- success increases the demand
for premium tickets and fans must contribute toatidetic department via donations to
secure the most desirable seats. Studies investighe motives of donors within
intercollegiate athletics have found at least soomaponent of tangible benefit to the
donor as a main determinant of the donor’'s motivatiMahony, et al., (2003) and
Gladden, et al., (2005) identified priority seatiogfootball and men’s basketball as the
most important tangible motive of donor considemaiin making a contribution to the
athletic department, overwhelming above any intalegsocial motive reported. In an
environment of heavy competition for donors andrtfieancial gifts, the ability for an
intercollegiate athletic program to offer a valuatdngible benefit in exchange for a
monetary donation may attract donors to athletiocs might otherwise make an
academic gift (Greenfield, 2002).

Conclusion

Despite the substantial body of literature relatedthletic fundraising and donor

motivational factors therein, a number of fundarakquestions remain relatively

unexplored and provide little insight into specifienor decision making processes and
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individual motivations. Many of the assertionghe literature concerning intercollegiate
athletic donor motivations center around how susoesthe field correlates to higher
donor rates along with analyzing complicated amtividualized motivational factors of
donors - most of which offer contradictory findings

The most significant gap in the existing literatuelated to intercollegiate
athletics and the motivations of donors lies witthia lack of representation of “major
gift donors” at the Division | level. Examiningetmotivational factors within a
qualitative framework of multi-million dollar inteollegiate athletic donors, who may
very well be the key to future economic sustaingbibr many athletic departments,
would provide an extremely valuable analysis farspdministrators, and particularly,
athletic directors at Division | institutions acsafie country. Understanding the delicate
and personal motivational behaviors of premier mdgmors would allow practitioners
to implement an educated solicitation strategytad to reach this elite audience
effectively.

Unique elements of future research related torttapr donor subset could focus
on the motivational factors of legacy/family giftbrick and mortar gifting”, naming
rights gifting, exploration of the importance pldaan the donor’s relationship with the
university president, athletic director, head comatated to giving, and other unique

motivational factors that are primarily embeddethimi $1,000,000+ donors.
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CHAPTER IlI

METHODOLOGY

The primary purpose of this study was to exploré analyze the motivational
factors and behaviors related to intercollegiatéesit giving among $1,000,000+
donors. The literature does not address the maiel factors associated with this very
elite donor segment nor has this group been ewaluata qualitative manner. According
to Crotty (2003) there are 4 basic elements torasgarch process that must be
addressed. Crotty has framed each area usingltbwihg 4 questions:

e Whatmethodslo we propose to use?
e Whatmethodologyoverns our choice and use of methods?
e Whattheoretical perspectiviies behind the methodology in question?
e Whatepistemologynforms this theoretical perspective?
For the purpose of this study, this chapter is prilm framed using the elements outlined
by Crotty (2003), Epistemology, Theoretical Perspe¢ Methodology and Methods.
Epistemology

The epistemological stance taken in this studprsstructionist whose central
theme is the “meaning is not discovered, but cacgtd” (Crotty, 2003, p. 108). The
constructionist approach was appropriate to use this specific line of study as the
motivational factors of individual donors at thée1,000,000+ level certainly

correlates to constructed meanings of common theatleer than definitive meanings
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singularly. The constructionist view states tletré are is no absolute or objective truth
in the world, only the meaning constructed by imdliials, based on their own
interactions or experiences with the surroundirffgh®society that they live in (Crotty,
2003). Crotty goes on to say that “different peaplay construct meaning in different
ways, even in relation to the same phenomenom3p. Individual donors construct
meaning from the same shared phenomenon (of b&i)@®,000+ dollar intercollegiate
athletic donor) in many differing ways, so constiug common meanings from these
participants provide valuable information on thepbmenon.

The constructivist approach states that indivislai®@velop subjective meaning of
their experiences that relies heavily on participaviews of the situation or phenomena
being studied (Creswell, 2009). Therefore, a kethe constructivist approach is to
explore the implications multiple realities haveiodividuals’ lives as well as their
interactions with others (Patton, 2002). The cwmsivist, interpretivist, or naturalistic
research traditions that underlie the qualitatieadigm to knowledge development
reflect a much greater interest in understandiag th explanation. Theory testing does
not occur in this tradition through deductive preses but theory may emerge from the
data by processes of induction (Brustad, 2008).

Theoretical Perspective

The stated purpose of this study followed an inegipist approach as it “looks
for culturally derived and historically situatedarpretations of the social life-world”
(Crotty, 1998, p. 67). Specifically, this studyaexined and explored the motivational
factors, behaviors and beliefs of $1,000,000+ demdro give to intercollegiate athletics.

The challenge was to utilize appropriate reseatrettegjies that allowed participants to be
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reflexive and reflective about their conscious andconscious experiences (Smith and
Schmidt, 2012). An interpretivist approach alloWer such reflection.
Methodology

The methodology that best framed this study is eh@henomenology. The basic
purpose of phenomenology is to reduce the expargeatpersons with a phenomenon to
a description of the universal essence (“a gragpefery nature of the thing”), (van
Manen, 1990, p. 177). Studying a phenomenon inataral setting is essential because
“realities are not wholes that cannot be understonasblation from their contexts, nor
can they be fragmented for separate study of the”’g&incoln and Guba, 1985, p. 35).
By exploring the motivational factors of major giibnors who have made a one-time gift
of $1,000,000 or more, the study aligns well with key elements of a qualitative
phenomenological research design.

Phenomenology has a strong philosophical compdoen{Creswell, Hanson,
Plano, and Morales, 2007) in which assumptionsaestudying peoples experiences as
they are lived each day, viewing these experieasanscious (van Manen, 1990), and
arriving at a description of the essence of theperences, not explanations or analysis
(Moustakes, 1994). Through the development otbeementioned elements,
phenomenological design of this study aligns weihwa constructivist approach which
maintains that individuals have multiple realit{@enzin and Lincoln (2005); Lincoln
and Guba, 1985) or that individuals have differvayld views (Patton, 2002). People
have unique experiences and the related percepifdhsse experiences are unique as

well.
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Methods

Hartley (2004) defines the research design asrtier@ent for the logical steps
that were taken to link the research questionsssues to data collection, analysis, and
interpretations in a coherent way. It is the pddaction on behalf of the researcher to
implement the study. “It is the logical plan fatting here to there, where here may be
defined as the initial set of questions to be amedjeand there is some set of
conclusions” (Yin, 2003, p. 30). Within qualitativesearch, creating a definitive and
detailed plan is not only difficult to accomplidyt also inappropriate to consider.
Creswell (1998) noted that in a qualitative study tesearcher typically plans a general
approach to the study since a detailed plan woeloh@ppropriate given the emerging
issues that often develop during a field study. ehods of any study are particularly
important to plan for and implement. Therefore 8estion describes the methods used
through the following; sampling procedure and ggraints, procedures, data collection
strategies and instruments, interviews, data aisalgsnstant comparative analysis,
trustworthiness, and internal validity and credijil

A purposeful sample technique is employed to s@@tosely defined group for
whom the central phenomena of the study hold megaama importance (Mahoney,
2011). A purposeful sample allowed for the digsglection of experience rich and
specifically targeted individuals who have expeceshthe shared phenomenon or being a
$1,000,000+ donor to Division | intercollegiate latits. Purposeful sampling was
implemented through different strategies (Cresv2€l7) including criterion based
sampling. Participants met specific criteria iderto participate in the study — all of

which have been outlined above.
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According to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003), “qualitett research is more flexible
with respect to sampling techniques than quantgatsearch. This flexibility reflects
the emergent nature of qualitative research desigoh allows researchers to modify
methodologies as data is collected” (p. 177). tidgng the appropriate sample to use
for a specific study is paramount as it consideeselements of observation: whom, what,
when, and where. Creswell (1998) notes that fostrqaalitative research, non-
probability sampling is the method of choice - #émel most common form of non-
probability sampling is called purposeful sampling.

Once institutional review board approval was atdi(Appendix B), participants
were purposefully selected to participate in thiglg based on criterion-based elements.
According to Goetz and LeCompte (1984), the re$eairestablishes the necessary
criteria to include in the study and then findample that meets these established
criteria. For this purpose, the following criten@re utilized for sample selection;

1. Must be an intercollegiate-athletic donor

2. Must be a donor at a Division | institution

3. Must have given a minimum one-time gift of $1,0@M0
4. Must be willing to participate in this study

All participants in the study remained anonymouanreffort to protect their
identity and confidentially. This helps to protact only the individual in the study, but
also the academic institution, athletic departnagrt personnel who may be
acknowledged and potentially scrutinized in thelgtuMajor $1,000,000+ donors are an
elite group and are hesitant to share personaidiabehaviors, motivations and related

outcomes. Moreover, donors at this level havegelamount of power within
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intercollegiate athletics and it is a necessitytfa participants to remain anonymous to
protect all those involved. Each participant wesigned a pseudonym to be used in the
transcript, member check and interview. Informedsent forms were signed by each
participant prior to the interview, and intervievgital recordings were destroyed.
Procedures

Participants were recruited indirectly via my tiaships with various athletic
directors and senior development officers at Dondi institutions. These athletic
administrators were asked if they had a donor vihdif the specific criteria, 2) were
willing to participate in the study and 3) that thetitution agreed to facilitate the
introduction and felt comfortable enough to alldwe interview to take place. Once the
athletic administrator identified a qualified doraord received their initial agreement to
participate, a personal phone call was placedltdisothe time, place and availability of
a one-on-one interview.

Data Collection Strategy and
Instruments

Data collection took place in a four-step processsonal interviews, peer
examination, secondary phone interview and memtecking interview. Qualitative
interviews were conducted with one selected $1(; athletic donor at seven
different Division | institutions across the couyntThese participants were pre-selected
by the athletic director or senior developmentaaffiat each institution that fit the criteria
for participation.

Interviews
In line with the constructivist implications of @homenology, this study

employed qualitative interviewing as the primaryree of data collection. Qualitative
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methodology is essential for this study becaupeotides, “intricate details about
phenomena such as feelings, thought process, aotioasthat are difficult to extract or
learn about through more conventional research edsth(Strauss and Corbin, 1998, p.
11). This study was also supported by a phenomegiual approach which focuses on
exploring how individuals make sense of their elgare (Patton, 2002) and for the
purposes of this study, explored how $1,000,00Gdplus intercollegiate athletic
donors are motivated to give and their perceptidiie experience.

Brenner (2006) noted that qualitative interviewisgittilized because it allows
participants to express meaning in their own wens$ captures information about a
participants’ reality by providing insight into hgvarticipants make meaning of their
lives, experiences and cognitive processes. Q&fmred to open-ended questioning,
qualitative interviewing provides a richer explaooatof individual donor motives,
psychological considerations of major gift givirigmily history/traditions connecting to
philanthropy and an individualistic overview of dwrperceptions.

As noted, one of the most important sources ofrmédion is the interview (Yin,
2003) because it “allows us to find out things \@armot directly observe (feelings,
thoughts, intentions) and allows us to enter inedther person’s perspective” (Patton,
1990, p. 196). To explore the motivational factoir$1,000,000+ athletic donors related
to giving, individual, open-ended interviews weomtacted with all seven participants.
Interviews lasted approximately 60-90 minutes imgté and were digitally recorded with
the participants’ permission. Qualitative intewvgewere used to produce direct
guotations from participants related to their exg®res, knowledge, feelings and

opinions (Patton, 2002). The use of open-endedtouns provided an opportunity for
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the participants to fully express their thoughtd perceptions without being limited to a
specific response, such as presented in surveyoohathgy (see Appendix A, p. 60).

When conducting interviews, maintaining an equéablationship with
participants is vitally important (Ortiz, 2003).tilizing donors at various institutions
across the country allowed for an equitable retalietween researcher and participant.
Individual donor motivations and perceptions at mrstitution played no direct role in
the relationship to the researcher or their spemStitution.

Interviews took place in person at the respeaampuses of individual
participants across the country and over the phémeinitial icebreaker question was
asked of each participant to allow for the develeptrof rapport (Creswell, 2009).
Open-ended questions using “how” and “what” weesated to encourage participants to
share their perspectives in their own words (Bren2@06). After initial opening
guestions are given, specific questions were asidatkd their giving history the specific
institution, intercollegiate athletics and the mations, influences, behaviors that led
them to donate a seven-figure gift to athleticamiediately following each interview, a
15-20 minute “journaling” session took place toilitate on-going reflection in the
research process (Patton, 2002) in an effort ttucapletails and overall observations.
And finally, digital-audio recordings were comprabkeely transcribed.

Interviews were comprehensively transcribed angesoof individual interviews
were sent electronically to each participant feig®. As an initial member check,
participants were then asked to verify the accudddiieir interview (Mahoney, 2011).
Member checking can provide valuable informatioawtlihe accuracy, completeness,

fairness, and perceived validity of their data gsial by having the people described in
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that analysis react to what is described and cdedu(Patton, 2002, p. 560). Once the
accuracy of the transcripts was acknowledged byéngcipants, thematic codes,
overarching themes and conceptual ordering (Strand<orbin, 1998) were
constructed. An independent peer examiner analymettanscripts to make sure the
themes are accurately being reflected in the ppaints’ voice. The peer examination
was conducted by a current colleague of the reseamho has an extensive background
in athletic development and donor relations. Usinmeer examination adds validity to
the findings because they provide an interpretaticthe data separate from the
researcher (Creswell, 2009). Patton (2002) fursipports peer debriefing a way of
triangulation analysis for those who independeatiglyze the same data and compare
findings.

Data Analysis: Constant
Comparative Method

The strength of constant comparative analysisaséduction of data into
meaningful constructs (Mahoney, 2011) that embatyi@pants’ understandings and
experiences (Ortiz, 2003) and involves interplayMeen the research and data (Strauss
and Corbin, 1998) to flush out common themes. &®tthe most impactful element of
constant comparative analysis is the ability torapph a study without preconceived
theories and constructs that allow themes to enfeogethe data itself (Ortiz, 2003).
From such analysis two thematic categories developstructed and emerged (Lincoln
and Guba, 1985). The constructed codes are crbgtiak researcher and can be based
on what the researcher expects to find basedenatitre on the specific topic of
examination or common sense (Creswell, 2009). Betecategories are central to this

study because they develop from participants’ laggy terminology, (Lincoln and
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Guba) experiences, and thoughts thus allowingrianalepth exploration of major gift
donor motivational characteristics.

For the purpose of this study, data analysis waslacted though the constant
comparative method. Lincoln and Guba (1985) ntitatleven though the constant
comparative method was initially part of groundeeldry research, it can also be utilized
as a means to process qualitative data. Datgsamalas conducted in a four-phase
process including interviews, peer debriefing, selemy interviews and member check
interviews.

Trustworthiness

In qualitative research, the concept of validéyres different connotations than
in quantitative research (Creswell, 2009) and tivalse conduct qualitative research are
constantly being challenged to ensure that “thditqtize study is believable, accurate
and right” (Creswell, 1998, p. 193). Within theademic community, considerable
debate over using quantitative terminology to descgualitative research related to
validity and reliability continues. Some have softed the notion of closely mirroring
and adopting quantitative concepts (LeCompte anet£54982; Creswell, 1998; Yin,
2003; Gall et al., 2003) while others argue thahars who continue to utilize positivist
terminology facility the acceptance of qualitatresearch in a quantitative world (Ely,
Anzul, Friedman, Garner and Steinmetz, 1991, Lin@vld Guba, 1985; Firestone,
1987). In addition to the opposing views of whielminology to use related to
gualitative research, a third group has proposatiattompletely different set of
terminology should replace the positivist concegitisgether (Eisner, 1991; Lather, 1993;

Richardson, 1990; Wolcott, 1994).
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Whether or not qualitative researcher can trulyraesferable and generalizable
is one of the main criticism and concerns facingeal validity. Schwandt (2001)
defines how external validity can be attained tigfotransferability as essentially the
responsibility of the researcher to “provide readeith sufficient information so that a
degree of similarity can be established and resudtsferred” (p. 258). Morse (1994)
notes that the key to transferability is to focasgeneral, similar components of the
study that would support findings that occur irelénvironmental conditions, contexts,
or circumstances. Transferability of a study e tésponsibility of the researcher and
requires a breadth of detail involving “leaving #dent to which a study’s findings
apply to other situations up to the people in tresetions” (Merriam, 1998, p, 211).
Reliability is achieved when future researchersregmoduce the exact procedures and
then arrive at the identical findings (Yin, 2008)deensures that the process was logical,
traceable, and documented (Schwandt, 2001). Hawtheeuniqueness of this study and
the elite group of participants therein, make tfaradility and generalizability difficult if
not impossible.
Internal Validity and Credibility

Credibility, validity, dependability and trustwbmess were attained via the
researcher’s skill, competence and rigor of reseéPatton, 2002). Procedures were
clearly defined and the accuracy of the findingsenestablished using established
protocols of qualitative research, such as intevahdlity, and rich, thick descriptions of
the studied phenomenon. Lincoln and Guba (1985gtguted internal validity as a term
within qualitative research for credibility and adsises the issue of the inquirer providing

assurances of the fit between respondent’s’ vidvisenr life way and the inquirer’s
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reconstruction and representation of the same (@006). To help establish
trustworthiness, Merriam (1998) suggests six gjfateused to enhance internal validity
and credibility: triangulation, member checks, ldagn observation, peer examination,
participatory or collaborative modes of researcit @esearcher’s bias. For the purpose
of this study, four of Merriam’s techniques werdéized to establish internal validity:
triangulation, member checking, peer examinatiah raésearcher bias.
Triangulation

To attain triangulation, Denzin (1984) outlinesfalifferent protocols: data
source triangulation, investigator triangulatidredry triangulation and methodological
triangulation. For the purposes of this study,lmodblogical triangulation was used via
personal interviews, member checking, secondaeyur@ws and peer examinations.
Member Checking

Member checking is a very important part of thartgulation process as it allows
and invites the participant to assist in the dieation of the researchers’ interpretations.
Member checking is defined as “taking data ancetéerd interpretations back to the
people from whom they were derived and asking tliehe results are plausible”,
Merriam (1998). Each participant was asked toawwthe official transcripts
approximately two weeks after the initial intervidook place to approve and/or amend
the transcripts accordingly.
Secondary Interviews

From the initial member check, the option of a sel@wy follow-up interview
with each participant was presented via phoneaofglor expand upon any item(s) that

garner further detail and saturation. Each pgaict, via member check, felt their
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comments were accurately represented and thersferendary interviews were not
necessary.
Peer Examination

Peer examination helps to establish triangulatipallowing colleagues to
evaluate the findings within a study and providedteack related to expertise or common
sense. Merriam (1998) establishes peer examinatidhe practice of engaging
colleagues to critique findings as they emergeer IReviews were conducted in August
of 2012 by an experienced sports administrator Wilyears of development experience
and a colleague of the author. A second colleagaserecruited as a peer examiner but
declined. The use of one peer examiner was jedtdue to the unique qualifications
surrounding those with experience in athletic depeient at the Division | level (which
this individual possessed) and the comfort levelvben the researcher and peer
examiner was also a justification. Thematic firgdinvere supported via peer
examination.
Researcher Bias

By clarifying the researcher’s assumptions, waddy and theoretical orientation
at the outset of the study, the researcher’s biegaede utilized to enhance internal
validity and enables the reader to better undeddghanv the data might have been
interpreted (Merriam, 1998).

My connection to intercollegiate sport began aslalarship athlete at Southern
lllinois University (tennis player). | have beem a@hlete my entire life and have had the
opportunity to see, first hand, what participatiorsport can provide a young person

related to hard work, team building, integrity,ri@ag to win with honor and to lose with
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grace. My younger brother was also a scholarshiete at SIU as a football player.
Therefore, the level of gratitude my family has¥drat intercollegiate sport gave us is
immense.

Professionally, | have had the pleasure of workmthe sports industry for the
past 18 years at various levels — minor leagueldadiseegional sport commission and
currently, within Division | athletics. | am currly the Associate Athletic Director for
Development at the United States Air Force Acadently direct oversight of all
fundraising efforts for intercollegiate athletidsly fundraising experience along with
almost two decades of sports administration deveég expertise provide a unique lens
of established opinions related to major gift denand their motivations to give to
intercollegiate athletics.

| also have the pleasure of sitting on various caters within the Mountain
West Conference and participate as a moderatar HCAA Development Directors
national convention. Additionally, my husbandhs Chief Operating Officer with
Major League Baseball Players Alumni Associatiod ary brother-in-law is an
Associate Commissioner with the Mountain West Camfee. Sport, and in particular,
intercollegiate sport, plays a very large role in Iife and with it, comes established
views on athletic administration, development, fasing and donor behaviors. | have
maintained and established objectivity as a rebearelated to my personal views.
Rich and Thick Description

Readers should be able to determine how closely situations match the

research situation, and hence, whether findingeanansferred by providing enough
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description (Choi, 2006). The reader acts asriaa observer in determining the
transferability of the findings.
Conclusion

This study explored the specific motivational tastrelated to athletic giving
among $1,000,000+ donors at the Division | led&kamining the perceptions of
participants within the phenomenological framewatijzing a purposeful sample,
inductive data analysis with emergent design (Limemd Guba, 1985) provided a
foundation for the study. This study used a casivist approach in that individuals
have different worldviews and that subjective magsiare developed through their
experiences (Creswell, 2009). To explore partigiggperceptions on donor motivations
and behaviors, qualitative interviews were condiieted analyzed using the constant
comparative method. Data collection methods asttuments were discussed. A
detailed overview of procedures was presented alotigthe protection of participants,

trustworthiness and the researcher’s bias.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to explore the natitmal factors of $1,000,000+
major gift donors when giving to Division | inteltagiate athletics. Specifically, |
investigated the unique motivational elements thajor donors have in common related
to this very specific and elite donor category.

To explore these motivational factors further, imiews were conducted with
seven individual $1,000,000+ Division | intercoli@g athletic donors at various
institutions across the country. The minimum dmmatrom this donor participation base
was $1,000,000 and the highest one-time donatjpresented from donor participants
was $15,000,000. Participants ranged in age fremtid-40’s to the mid-80’s. All
were married, male individual donors with the exmapof one who represented a family
foundation. It should be noted that none of theigigpants were from one of the 22
Division | intercollegiate athletic departmentsttheade money in 2010 (Berkowitz and
Upton, 2011). Interviews revealed that participaatvs on major gift giving to Division
| intercollegiate athletes shared similar expergsnand backgrounds.

This qualitative study examined the motivationatéas of $1,000,000+ donors to
intercollegiate athletics in attempt to answerftiiwing questions:

RQ 1 What are the motivational factors of donor&inmga one-time
$1,000,000+ gift to give?
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RQ 2 What role does a relationship with the athldtector, institution,
president, head coach or development officer(s) iplahe decision to
give?

RQ 3 What role, if any, does being an alumni donmgract multi-million
dollar donations?

RQ 4 What are the most important donor cultivagtements/tactics
utilized by intercollegiate athletic developmeffiaers?

Analysis of these interviews revealed commonalibietheir shared experiences
as major gift donors, as well as, differing expeces of those who patrticipated in this
study. In some instances, participants expressbdtdmous views. Some believed
their motivation to give a major gift wouldecreasef the athletic department were
assessed NCAA sanctions for cheating or if perhilpsgoach embarrassed the
institution by poor public behavior while othersastd that their motivation to give a
major gift wouldincrease

Overall, seven themes of major gift donor motMaemerged from the interview
data analysis: 1) History of family philanthropy, Thankful for the ability to give, 3)
Appreciation and gratitude towards the institutidpl.asting and sustainable giving, 5)
Inside knowledge of fundraising needs, 6) Relatigpss benefits and recognition, and
finally, 7) Winning and prestige. All names regattn this study are pseudonyms used
to protect the participants’ confidentiality as @¢he identities of individual Division |
institutions and intercollegiate athletic departtserFigure 1 provides a visual

representation of participant demographics andeeélpseudonyms.
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Table 1

Table of Participants

Pseudonym Date of Interview Age Geographic BClso8c
Location YIN
Jeff June 21, 2012 46 Mid-west N
Mike June 25, 2012 83 South West Region Y
Brad July 3, 2012 78 Mountain Region N
Clay July 2, 2012 54 Mountain Region Y
Joe July 10, 2012 74 Western Region N
Alex July 15, 2012 70 South East Region Y
Bill July 23, 2012 61 West Coast Region Y

History of Family Philanthropy

Philanthropic Role Models

One of the most connected concepts expressecelpatticipants was a shared
history of family philanthropy. As participantssieibed the role models in their lives
related to stewardship, charity, and overall “ggfroverwhelmingly the response was
that their father was responsible for setting thenflation of philanthropy in their family.
Participants also shared how important having &ptfiropic role model was for them as
a child and young adult. Participants noted that they plan to pass down the concept
of giving to their own children by serving as phiflaropic role models themselves to the
next generation. Jeff spoke about the exampldibtdmthropy set forth by his father.
“My father was a very giving man. Very generou$i®institutions, to schools and he

also kept a very low profile about it. | did natdw until years later of his giving, but
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from a personal background standpoint, I thinkexample was very important to me.”
Bill also had a family history of giving and shar@dtory about his personal multi-
generational background of philanthropy:

Philanthropy, especially university philanthropystzeen a big part of my

upbringing going back to my grandfather. And | \wbsay the

philosophy for my grandfather; he was a democrat,avery socially

conscious person. His belief was that educatiounlshbe available to

everyone and the background of his giving was fipstt schools in our

area. That was something that continued with rthyefaand now on to

me. My family has always been very supportivehiat regard.

Not all participants came from families who hadltti@nal monetary wealth to
give, but many spoke of stewardship in terms oingjtime and talent. Clay stated “the
example of giving was set for me by my parentseylgiave of their time and expertise.
Even though there was not much money given, | tthekprimary function of giving
back, giving to the community, was developed intoame.” Mike shared a similar
sentiment related to non-monetary philanthropy.y ‘éé&d was my role model. He was a
hard working farmer and was always very involveth@ community that | grew up in.
And he gave up his time and services to a numbpeople — a very giving man.”

Whether participants came from families of tramial monetary wealth or not, a
common established theme of the father or fatlgeiré making philanthropic decisions
for the family made a sustaining impression on e@adlvidual. Jeff describes the affect
of witnessing his father’s philanthropy:

My mother was certainly in line with his decisiormkmg but Dad was the

one who really decided where our charitable donatiwent. We (my

wife and 1) are looking at the family foundatioght now and plan to have

our boys involved with it because we think thasiimportant for them to

get involved and understand the affect my fatherdrame. We hope it
will have the same affect on them some day.
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A history of family philanthropy and the exampég by their father
played a large role when considering future phiespic endeavors and are
strong motivations when making contributions t@rbllegiate athletics.

Philanthropic Decision Making

Building upon the element of family philanthropypeessed by participants
centers on the decision making dynamics betweebamasand wife and the involvement
(or lack thereof) of their children in the decisioraking process. Most major gift donor
participants noted that they make philanthropidsiens together as a couple. However;
the participant group was split on involving thehildren. The older the couple, the
more aware of and involved in their children becamthe major donation perhaps due
to inheritance issues or the maturity level oftlekildren. Brad, a donor in his 70’s,
explained that “for major gifts, my wife and | alygtalked about it in great detail and
she was so much my partner is all of the thingslide Because of the size and level of
gift, our children did know and were very suppaetiv Joe, who is approximately the
same age as Brad, shares the same sentiment askingrtheir children aware of their
charitable contributions:

Our children are all very supportive. | have beery open with my

finances with my kids. A lot of people don’t dathbut | do. Itis just

something | felt we were all in together. | madgmoney because | had

the support of my family. They provided a stabdenie, a loving home,

which allowed me to devote my energies to my bssineso | felt that

they contributed to the success and thereforeladdht to express

opinions about how we used that success.

Adding to the complexity for participants of whetlor not to include children in

$1,000,000+ philanthropic decisions are severalfaetors; 1) the age of the children, 2)

the public nature of the gift (naming rights, anomous), and 3) the affect such
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knowledge may have on the family dynamic. Mike, thdest participant (mid-80’s)
represented in the study, conveyed his concern \wharoted:
My children do not know about our gift and thabisdesign. | guess they
will find out this fall as we go through the prosesNe have not discussed

it with them yet and honestly, | do have questiabsut the whole thing. |
am not sure what the best way to discuss it is] knbw they will be

happy.

Participants shared personal stories of theirlfaptiilanthropic histories and the
important role that their fathers played in setting foundation of charity. Monetary
giving, as well as non-monetary giving, was repbds being equally impactful as it
relates to to establishing giving within the familynamic. Such examples proved to be
a motivational factor for future giving. Particiga explained how important that history
of philanthropy was to them and how they plan tesphe example of philanthropy on to
their own children. Major gift giving decisions memostly made equally (five out of
seven reporting) between the husband and wife artiengarticipants of this study.
Finally, participants were split on what role, ifya telling their children about a major
gift came into play. The older the participang thore inclined they were to share the
gift knowledge with their families. The youngeetparticipant, the more reluctant they
were to do so.

Thankful for the Ability to Give

Unlike the majority of literature on intercolleggaathletic donor motivational
elements which focus on donor benefits, persorsaations with a team, wins vs.
losses related to football, etc., participantsis study expressed a commonality of

extreme gratitude and thankfulness for the ressuscd their personal ability to make
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$1,000,000+ gifts and in some cases, multi-milliatiar gifts to intercollegiate athletics.
Alex states:

Well | guess | am so grateful that | am able to entlits large gift and to

have the money to do it. | do know that | am naihg to take anything

with me when | die. | do know that. And many ygeago by business

partner who | adored said that the only purposaafiey is for your

personal enjoyment. He said you just have to nsake you don't run

out! Being thankful and our many blessings areamagotivational

factors of giving. So we are thankful to give...tL.lue have to be sure it

(the money) does not run out!

Jeff also shared that being blessed in their gliitgive was a motivation to
make a major monetary contribution. “We are sommore blessed than other people.
And we have somewhat of a duty to reach out anceghat. | have been in the family
business for 26 years and we have been very bl@ssen success.” Brad concurred,
“The latter stage of life is the time when you gback both in terms of resources that
you have and in terms of the knowledge that yogamed. And as long as | can
continue to do that I am very, very grateful.” Mitold a story about how delighted he
and his wife were because they had resources ¢osgimething back to athletics:

My wife and | wanted to do something together amaht@d to give back

something that we were not able to do years agbink that was a big

motivation for us because we were thankful to ltheeresources. |

wanted to say that we have been successful andithis something we

wanted to do.

Participants shared a common theme of thankfulrésde blessed as a family,
to have been successful enough professionallytiilegtcan even make a $1,000,000+

gift to athletics, and to have the opportunity @®aple to pass their good fortune on to

someone or something else.
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Appreciation and Gratitude
for the Institution

Of the seven patrticipants in this study, six weuenai of the institution they
made a $1,000,000+ gift to. Of these six, all wadse intercollegiate student-athletes
representing football (five participants) and mdresketball (one participant). The
seventh participant was not an intercollegiateeathbut his family has had a multi-
generational relationship with the institution/atid department and currently sits as a
member of the Board of Regents. Participants shawany stories of how thankful they
were for the opportunities afforded them as aluamd intercollegiate athletes and how
such thankfulness is a motivational factor of beaingajor gift donor to the institution.

Experiences as a Scholarship
Athlete

Mike commented about the how his personal expee®n€being an
intercollegiate athlete and the ability to seeetthd of today benefit from his gift was the
ultimate motivation to give back financially. “I weed to give back to athletics and |
always felt that | have been taking away from ttieosl. It was the greatest thing
learning about athletics from the inside and gristifying to see to some of those kids —
passing it forward today”. Brad supported thisaogs well by saying:

| also have come to believe that there is no bettestment than
allowing people to educate themselves and improge lot in life by
furthering their education. So | have a strongnest in giving
opportunities for people who want it. Scholarshaps a very important
element for me.

Alex explained a similar experience:

| started to be halfway successful — and | had eotkard, even seven
days a week. And it just dawned upon me one dayihib were not for
having the chance to be a scholarship athlete @vloak) — it opened so
many doors for me. Back in the sixties, if you laacbllege degree, you
would get an interview you - but if you did not..owwould not get a
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look. I realized how much the education, the opputy to play and the
school meant to me. | have great love for thatutsin.

Jeff expressed a similar motivation to donate beeai his experiences as an
intercollegiate athlete. “Our business was stgrttngrow and | was thinking specifically
about how did | get here? What were some of theqd that played a key role in my
success? Certainly the athletic experience anutisn played a role.”
Life Lessons

Much in the same vein, participants reported thatlife lessons learned as a
student-athlete play a large role in their motiwatio give back. Brad spoke of the
appreciation of the life experiences gained beymidg an intercollegiate athlete:

Well I am so grateful for all that | got from tirestitution. You know, an

unbelievable education, friends that lasted aitife training in honor —

which [ think is crucial to any success in any arewas not the world’s

greatest athlete so | got kicked around a lot erfitids of friendly strife

and played the human dummy more times than | plagadl felt that |

learned a lot of lessons about getting knocked damdhgetting back up

again....keep trying. Persistence, | think, is oh#he most important

characteristics anyone can have and | learnedd tbat on the football

fields. So the life lessons above and beyond diveaion motivate me to

give.
Affiliation with Institution

Building upon the theme of thankfulness and shétessings, participants
expressed a tremendous appreciation for what gtgution gave to them. Appreciation
was expressed in many different aspects; the atldeperiences as a scholarship athlete,
the life lessons gained as a college student,dsleips attained, in a few cases, meeting

their future wives and the affiliations they dedveom being associated with a specific

university/college.
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Participants noted that appreciation and gratiaréeneavily rooted in passion
and pride for the institution as well. Proud toabpart of the institution as a student-
athlete, learn valuable life lessons and to bdiatid with something you believe in
provides another motive for participants to giveff explained:

The institution and athletic department were regfigpd to me so that was

number one in my thinking as far as giving backetp the organization

was concerned. The intercollegiate athletic exgmee, especially the past

relationships with teammates and what the institustands for are big

factors. | believe so much in the mission of thitution and that is a big

factor in my giving motivations.

Alex further supported this by explaining “I justpreciate what the university has done
for me and | want my sport teams to be succes$§ulthat really encourages me to give.
| felt an affiliation and that is a big motivatiém give back.” Such gratitude manifested
in their willingness to give back to the intercgilate athletic department and was a

tremendous motivational factor in becoming a mgjtirdonor.

Lasting & Sustainable Giving
Elements

Million dollar plus donors make up an elite subsieDivision | athletic giving.
As we have learned, a key motivational elementwihg is the concept of thankfulness
for having the ability to give a major gift. Presably, donors who have the resources to
give a seven-figure gift to athletics have workattemely hard for their financial
success, have lived by high standards of fidudiesponsibility and believe in long-
lasting wealth management. The expectation of ngafodonors would most lie in the
concept that their money should be used for endutevelopment efforts.

To support this notion, another very prominent taesmerged during the

interview phase that is that of lasting and susta® giving. Participants explained that
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major gift giving to intercollegiate athletics afteomes with the desire and expectation
of long-term positive effects through legacy giviegdowed scholarships, facility
upgrades, and lack of debt on behalf of the insbitufor specific projects. Brad
explained that his approach to philanthropy isedah a strong investment approach.

The one thing that | have always done in any phhlapic thing is take an

investment approach to the donation. | want teelbelthat any money |

give, the return on that in terms of longer termdfés to some population

or society, is greater than the money | put imade my career and my

life in investing — | have an investment approazkeverything | do.

Bill is a part of a large family foundation thaashhistorically made multi-million
donations to intercollegiate athletics. His persipegrovides a unique look at how a
family foundation, rather than an individual donisrmotivated to make major gifts and
the expectations that come along with such givifigeir approach to giving is strongly
rooted in the concept of sustainable legacy giwiith family naming rights attached to
their gift. He explained the motivation behind nmaka major gift for a specific athletic
building on campus because of the long-range effect

From my perspective and my personal involvementallyg most of the

gifts we make are directed towards sustained ¢infagiving elements.

You are giving to a building that will last for amber of years. And |

think the naming piece speaks to more of the samis-something that

will be there for a while. You can show it to ydads and your kids’

kids. And I think that is a very big piece of wpgople give because there

is an implied perpetual nature to them.

Several participants communicated how the fidyciasponsibility on behalf of
the institution plays a role in their motivationgwe a major gift. Mike expressed his
concern about an institution or athletic departngamhg into debt in order to complete a

capital project for athletics. “We were part dbudding the football stadium. | think the

institution has done a marvelous job of raisingrtiemey and not being in debt after.
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That is a big thing for fans and donors alike —l&ihg in debt.” Such statements speak
to the necessity of athletic administrators to aataly provide realistic budgets and
fundraising goals when soliciting $1,000,000+ daret and to show a track record of
responsible fundraising and project management.

One of the participants shared a personal exaafpies decision to make a
$1,000,000+ gift to intercollegiate athletics amivtsuch a gift would provide a
sustainable and long-term memorial for his belowéd. Brad’s major gift to
intercollegiate athletics came just after his wifgs diagnosed with a terminal illness and
they decided together to make a multi-million doflamed gift to intercollegiate
athletics for a new facility.

My wife had just been diagnosed with a terminaea#is and we knew that

her time was limited. We decided that we wantelaiee something that

had our named linked that would last longer thatide We had met in

college in 1964 and this seemed like a wonderfojgat to do that as well

as accomplish all the other things that we wenadryo do philanthropic

wise. So a very large part of that motivation wasdesire to do

something together before she died.

Another participant also supports the need fogi@sting and sustainable giving
but chooses to do so anonymously. Most long-tardhsaistainable gifts come with some
sort of naming rights, dedication or public recdigm. Jeff, who has made several
million-dollar donations to intercollegiate athteti(anonymously) over the years states
that sustainable gifting plays a role in his maima to give but that he does not need
public recognition to do so. He shares:

The really interesting piece for me is that therao greater philanthropy

as far as | am concerned than someone who giveseets nothing for it

other than the satisfaction of knowing the mondyamg spent well and is
going to support things for many years to come.
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Presumably, individual donors have worked hardstaldish a certain measure of
success that would allow them to make a milliodatdift(s). The donors have had to
be financially responsible, and therefore, it ipeoted for the intercollegiate athletic
institution to show the same care and planningcaBse of this, lasting and sustainable
giving elements of $1,000,000+ contributions t@inbllegiate athletics were reported as
motivations to give.

Inside Knowledge of Fundraising Needs

As members of a very unique group of $1,000,000+n(some cases, multi-
million dollar) donors, participants have the chate spend time with a head coach,
athletic director, lead development officer or wsity president due to their donor
status. Because of such access, the opporturstlyaim inside knowledge of fundraising
needs can often times lead to greater participatiobehalf of the major donor to not
only give but to help in the fundraising effortsvesll. Sitting on a board of directors,
booster club participation, active in the boardexfents, etc., can provide a “behind the
scenes look” at intercollegiate athletic fundragsireeds while also allowing active
participation to solicit funds by taking part iretprocess.

Alex is a long-time major gift donor and has supe his institution for several
decades. He has enjoyed personal relationshipsathtetic directors as well as a
legendary head football coach. He shared a stmyytehis experience with having the
inside track related to fundraising needs at higersity and how that is a motivational
factor of his major gift decisions.

| headed up a booster club golf outing and theigeas mentioned that the

athletic department was in need of a new faciiitya new location

because the crime rate in that area was so bacewheas currently
located that they even encouraged student not tdfg@ampus after dark.
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So | went to play golf and the president asked on@ay with him. 1 said,

tell me about the facility and he did. He told wigat it was going to cost

and | said can he take it in two payments? Satloing led to another and

| paid it all upfront.

Alex was motivated to make a major gift becauskiefffiliation as a leader within the
athletic booster club and the chance to spenditiethe president which provided one-
on-one, inside information. He attained informatabout a fundraising need without
being formally solicited by a major gifts officenoin the university because he was on
the inside of the fundraising process.

Some participants sit on more formalized boardigctors or committees for the
athletic department (perhaps beyond booster cldicymation) which allows for greater
access to athletic information, fundraising neets fzow the institution plans to solicit
those necessary funds. Bill has had a seat ooddwel of regents at his university for
several years and speaks to what that kind of agoeans to him.

| have had a unique opportunity to get to knowtariore than most

outsiders do about the functioning of Division llatics and the programs

that offer scholarships. | have inside knowledfythe ramifications of

Title 1V, what the financial picture looks like ahabk forward to giving

money that it takes to run a Division | programndAvhat | take away

from this inside information is that it is greatlie able to support student

athletics.

Other participants have explained that often tbrscept of inside information can
happen simply out of being in the “right placette right time”. Joe shared a story
about when he was on campus watching football jpeaetith his grandchildren.

In the middle of practice, the head coach grabbgdrandson and gave

him a hug. | could not believe how thoughtful thets — in the middle of

everything. Then came the thunderstorms and itligatening so

practice had to be moved indoors. We followed haaw the team

indoors — that is when | became aware of the néachew indoor
practice facility.
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The fact that the head football coach spent petdona with his family and allowed this
specific donor to get an insider perspective omied for a new facility, a major gift
decision to be made almost instantly merely becthesdonor had the chance to see the
needs of the program first hand.

Jeff shared that he sits on a booster club baarthé athletic department which
provided an inside look at the vision of long-tgulans of the head coach for future
fundraising needs. “l was so impressed with tredhmach’s vision and his ability to
articulate that vision. Being on the inside tnath the head coach was absolutely fun
and exciting and is a factor of my giving.” Spergltime with the head coach in a
voluntary booster position provided the behind-g¢kenes knowledge of fundraising
efforts necessary to motivate Jeff into making #8Q,000+ donation.

And finally, Alex shared his experience of havingide knowledge of an
intercollegiate athletic fundraising campaign amel affect it had on his capacity to
donate.

| headed up the campaign to build our football t@anew indoor

practice facility. The cost was 15 million dollarsd we ended up

raising 22 million....one guy gave five million alan&o | helped and

it was nice to see the other side of the fundrgisiquation.

Only one participant in this study was formallypamached to make a major gift
donation. All others made the decision to donateea$1,000,000+ level on their own
because they had inside information on funding sedd some cases, donors had the
chance to spend time with the head football coachumiversity president which lead to
a personal conversation about a specific projeetinéarticipants expressed that having

the opportunity to be interconnected with the dibldepartment, an inside perspective,

was a major motivational factor in their giving dsan.
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Benefits, Recognition and Relationships —
Motivational Elements

Benefits

In the sports administration literature outlinectchrapter two, a large volume
has studied the motivational effects of donor biégnehd how donor recognition impacts
giving. Most of this previous literature, howevias looked at alumni giving, benefit
driven giving (intrinsic vs. extrinsic), seat ling and alumni development activities.
Little research has focused on the motivationatofiacof $1,000,000+ donors to
intercollegiate athletics. Participants in thisdst vary in the amount of dollars given and
institutional affiliation, as they do in their expences related to donor benefits,
recognition and relationships. These examplestitite that the majority of participants
noted that 1) extrinsic benefits, in the traditiosense, mean very little to them, 2) that
recognition of major gift donors is heavily tiedrtaming rights (a publically recognized
donation vs. anonymous gift) and finally, 3) thatgonal relationships with athletic
department leaders, coaches, staff and fellow alanenthe most important benefit
related to motivational factors to make a majot. gif

Benefits in the traditions sense; access to thd faotball coach, commemorative
donor gifts, sideline access during a football gaseat on the team charter, parking
passes, VIP experiences, etc., were reported ta rea little to $1,000,000+ donors in
this study. As Brad noted, “benefits are not amghhat | have ever thought about and
as a donor, they are of no benefit to me. It isamoexpectation that | have (to receive
traditional benefits) and has nothing to do with degision to donate.” Clay supports

this by sharing:
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Benefits in the way of gifts are not important. Mife was given a

leather portfolio for making major gift years agib.does not make sense.

And my question back to the fundraisers is how ntzatg can | wear,

how many shirts? As for access as a benefit, t waress to the associate

athletic director not the athletic director. Sene the guy who is going to

ask for ten, fifteen or twenty thousand dollars. .t ihe guy who is going

to ask me for the big money.

Both Brad and Bruce articulate a commonly held thénat benefits in the traditional
sense are not important motivational factors foseéhwho participated in this study;
however other benefit categories that more clogkdyn with intrinsic benefits were
noted as important.

Building upon an earlier reported theme of sustiai@ and long-term giving
opportunities, Bill shared his view on donor betsefis motivation for giving.

Look, I think benefits are important because peapéelooking for some

sort of longer term aspect of the gift. So rathen writing a multi-

million dollar check to the annual fund, most peoate looking to have a

gift that is going to sustain beyond their givirgripd.

The benefit comes from the sustainability aspethefmajor gift giving intrinsically
based in knowing that the gifted dollars will ogtlaby many, many years, any benefit
received today.

Joe shared that the biggest benefit of being anyanous $1,000,000+ major gift
donor to intercollegiate athletics is knowing thathas the ability to provide without any
recognition needed. He is proud of his altraigtew of giving. “I think the major
benefit of being a large donor is in knowing thaelped provide something that was

needed. | derive the most pleasure in knowingltpatticipated in providing a facility

for a program | believe in.”



64

Brad shared a story about the intrinsic benefitddréred from seeing the project
in which he was the lead donor, be completed iroéepsional manner and in the fashion
that would have made his wife proud.

The most fulfilling part for me was just seeing gtaucture (indoor

practice facility) come up. And it seemed like &ese of the tragedy of

my wife’s situation everybody associated with itrkexd very

constructively and effectively together to get fineject done on time, on

budget and create a wonderful facility. So | wasedibly gratified with

the way the construction company, athletic depantraad the university

came together to do a hell of a job.

Even though several study participants notedttteamost fulfilling, motivational
elements of being a major gift donor are derivednfintrinsic factors, one participant
who has had the unique opportunity to sit on batbssof the fundraising desk — making
donations and soliciting funds — noted that atblatiministrations should not overlook
the power of traditional benefits if used stratafjic Bill spoke of the powerful
motivational factors associated with access.

The athletic department offers their top donorbance to travel on the

team charter. The ability to go and see somettiiagl never had a

chance to do — that is pretty unique. | reallykléarward to doing that

every year — or even the chance to have a sidetise before the game. |

think there is a certain aura of mystique aroulivasion | athletic

program. It is pretty cool to see it and provigdesy unique opportunities

afforded to major donors. | definitely think pee@njoy that.....and they

write checks for that as well.

Recognition

Recognition played a key role for half of the mapiants in this study as a
motivational factor of giving. About half of thedors chose to remain anonymous and
the other half made public gifts that resultedammg rights on facilities. Mike shared a

story about the struggle he and his wife had taaieranonymous in their $2 million gift

or to allow public recognition from the universityheir gift was made this past spring
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and so the upcoming football season will be thet fime they will be publically
recognized as a major donor to intercollegiatecditts.

In the beginning we were not going to have our rearethe gift. But the

more | found out about it and the other people wieee also doing it, we

decided to go ahead and have our names attaclitecBuot | don’'t know

which is best. | don’'t know if it is better to gtaway from it or go

forward with letting everyone know. We had mixedations about going

public and be so forthright about our gift.

On the flip side, Clay and his wife have decidedrgeago to keep their major
gifts to athletics private and anonymous for thearspnally, however they have made
major gifts in the names of other family members.

We give anonymously — the more you put your nantehare the more

people call you. We have learned that if we atequget about our giving,

we are uncomfortable. We never want our names hesay however we

have donated in her father's name as a memor@lo 8s it is not

important.

Alex shared that he also finds it uncomfortablehvpitiblic recognition related to his
athletic giving. “Most everything, gift wise, thae do we try to do quietly. | want to
give because | do...and not for my name on it. Immedon’t like people knowing and |
have not told many people that | am a major doméhat | have the capacity to give.”

Another interesting point when speaking about deacognition came from Joe
who said that donors who can make $1,000,000+ giiéisalready recognized (in some
away) in other areas of their lives and thus, mangportant motivational factor when
giving to intercollegiate athletics. “Everybodyatican make a major donation — they

have had recognition. They have most likely baertassful all of their lives and have

all the (recognition) they need.”
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Relationships

When asked to describe motivational factors tingivelated to benefits, it
became evident that each participant values relships (with the institution, fellow
alumni, staff, coach, etc.) well above traditiobahefits and see it is an impactful
motivation to give. Clay explained that “relatibinss have a lot to do with who you give
to and the people you give to. That has always bemajor driving force in our
motivation to give.” When describing how importainé benefit of relationships and
associations are to his giving decisions, Joett@dollowing story:

Our decision to give is mainly about people. Mglbng friends or

closest friends are still the fellows | went to @chwith, | played football

with. | think it ties back to the institution asdmes from the ties to the

people you associated with. The merging of thet&ionships in many

cases came through the training and experienceviimato difficult.

Friends and associations are the motivations.

Other participants also expressed that one theagteaenefit of being a
$1,000,000+ donor to intercollegiate athleticshiss dpportunity to build relationships

with people whom you admire. Jeff noted, “The tgstbenefit is getting closer to
people within the athletic development departmentthe coaching staff. To me that is
the greatest motivator. Have access to the athdetctor of a regular basis is not
important. My relationship with the coach is.” rit@pants felt that having a personal
relationship with someone on the athletic staf great benefit associated with major gift
giving and also provides a foundation for futureimng.

However, relationships can be quite tricky esgcvahen the expectations of
major gift donors are concerned. If a special esjwas not handled properly or if the
donor does not feel respected in some way, theretagonship between donor and

institution may greatly suffer. Even if the requess handled by a junior member of the
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ticket office or perhaps administrative assistarswaering the phone, the relationship can
take a negative turn. Clay shared a story whexediationship with the athletic
department was tested because someone failed @tfeayion to detail and respond in an
appropriate manner.

There have been two occasions recently that hauedane. The athletic

department has told me no twice related to a tipkethase request for

men’s basketball. | had requested a handful &éts:...tickets that |

would pay for of course, and was told they wereawaiilable because the

university president and athletic director werengghe schools allotment.

| was then told to go online and try to find tickein my own. Here is the

disaster for the athletic department. | see tlesigent and athletic

director sitting in the seats with at least 10 5copen seats around them.

Major donors at the $1,000,000+ level who partitggan this study noted that
traditional forms of benefits (e.g., VIP accesskpay, premium seating) were not
motivational factors of major gift giving. Mostperted that the intrinsic benefits
associated with having the ability to give and jow something that was needed were
greater motivational factors. Related to recognitparticipants were split on the level
of motivation that played in their decision makisghalf were anonymous donors and
the other half had naming rights associated wiglir thift. The difference of public vs.
non-public giving played a large role in whethenot the donor was motivated by
recognition. And finally, personal relationshipgiwsomeone in the athletic department,
head coach or fellow alumni, played a major roléhim participants’ motivation to give to
intercollegiate athletics.

Winning & Prestige
One of the most well researched areas of donoivatmin relates to the element

of winning. A successful athletic team will brimgmore development dollars than a

team that is struggling. Alumni will be more inedd to give and the university
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community will support the winning team. Almostaowhelmingly, the participants
agreed that they are more inclined to support awathletic program than a losing
program. But interestingly, the participants aleted that prestige factors (reputation of
the institution, athletic department, Athletic Qiter, etc.) outweighs the wins and losses.

Mike explained his motivation to give to a winnipgpbgram. “Winning is very
important and | think that the older you get th@artant it gets. It is gratifying to rub
shoulders with success.” Jeff concurs noting twatning is important because at the
end of the day, pride comes into play - pride mfidct that | attended the institution and
also being associated with a winner.” Joe provatesven greater explanation of his
motivation to give a major gift and how that rethte wins and losses:

Winning, | think, is really important. Just the @l thing. | think it is

always important that you be associated with aesgfal endeavor not

matter where it is in life. And you need to besssful and I believe it is

really important that you not only win but the piopou associate with

are winners and who also want to be associatedwirthers.

Participants also shared that even though winisimgportant, competitiveness is
equally important. If being associated with andmarting a winning athletic program is
not the number one reason for make a major gifaton, participants rated winning
and/or athletic competitiveness at the top of theis. Bill shared that winning is an
important element to his giving motivations but tieg most important. Pride and
affiliation also come into play.

Winning is important but | don’t necessarily puintthe top two or three

areas of importance. People don’t go to Divisi@padrting events to lose.

Ticket sales will tell you that right? | don't tik winning is the most

important. You have pride in a program and beiolg & say you are

proud to be affiliated with a specific school ismmanportant than
winning.
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Clay also explained that winning is not the mogpamant motivational factor in his
decision to give, that competitiveness is. “l dardre if we win a game, | just want to be
competitive and want it to be enjoyable. Competitrespectful, good sportsmanship.
absolutely. But the win-loss record is not impntta Alex also feels that the need for a
Division | institution to be athletically competig is a major motivational factor to major
gift donors.

| just want us to be competitive and that motivai®s because you can

immediately help the program. Will it put us at@npetitive

disadvantage if we don’t have an indoor practicdifg? You love your

school and want to give and it motivates if thara direct need.

Participants shared that various levels of sucaessmportant, ranging from very
important to support a winning athletic programmtoderately important to support a
competitive program. However, participants alsaretl that in close relation to wins and
losses is the concept of institutional prestigerhBps one is the product of another —
winning will elevate institutional prestige. Mangmmented that even if their team were
successful, the prestige factor is even a greatielence of giving not only on current
donations but in their willingness to donate in fimeire. Participants were asked to
comment on how they would react as a major giftodlda intercollegiate athletics if their
school were hit with NCAA sanctions for illegal iy or if their head football coach
embarrassed the program with off-field improprigtie

Bill explained that “certainly such behavior witfluence my willingness to
support athletics or the school for that matteralse there are things that can be done
outside of athletics — reputation is the most intgoatr” Of all the participants in the

study, Bill's gift are perhaps the most publicaligible as his family name has long been

associated with a major athletic facility on camptie provides the following story of
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how the loss of institutional and athletic prestigeuld affect his donor status and
willingness to give in the future.

If the issue severely tarnished my family nameegaty — that would be a

very bad thing. And if the incident went in a neegamanner | would

expect the school to be taking the appropriatesstéfthey did not and

showed institutional unwillingness to deal with thsue, I think it would

affect my willingness to donate in the future. drkfor a living so the

same standards that are applied to me in the wade p expect them to

live up to in the athletic department.

Clay also explained how his future donations wdddaffected by loss of
institutional and athletic prestige. “First of,althat has that athletic department done?
Have we made changes? Have we brought someohatihdan be comfortable with to
do the right thing? | would expect action.” Pagants shared a common theme related
to prestige and how the athletic administration Mdwandle a negative situation. Joe
shared that “most definitely if our university leaship handled a situation poorly and
tarnished our reputation by doing the wrong thargy future donations from me would
suffer.” And connecting the wins/losses and pgediactors, Brad explained that he
“would hate to see our school in a situation wiveeewould be embarrassed. Prestige is
more important than the win-loss record and it winggatively affect current and future
donations.”

In contrast to the other participants, one inemge shared a very unique view
related to prestige. When asked to expand upothbigyhts as to how prestige plays a

role in his motivation to give, even if the athtetiepartment was embarrassed on a

national level, Alex shared a very interesting \&tor
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Even if it got bad, it is still my school. | woultke really unhappy about it
but it would not affect my giving. It would probigbmake me give more
because that is my school and | want it to be ssfaé So it would be
worth more to me to rebuild the prestige and haridhe athletic program

by giving.

Perhaps Bill explained it best, that major gift dmare motivated to give because they
like to support the overall success of the teamappteciate the association they derive
from being a part of a prestigious athletic program

| think athletics is one where people do enjoy arelmotivated to give to

sports because they like their team. When | thinut giving, it is two

things, 1) writing a check to support your team esakou fulfilled and 2)

you are supporting the success of your team (vitog) which you derive

enjoyment.

This section discussed participants’ views on ss&fte athletic programs and
how winning programs are strong motivational eletaeealated to major gift donors.
Most participants noted that they have given arlbphan to give future major gifts to
winning athletic programs and that overwhelminghynning is important. Even if
winning was not rated by participants as the nunoiperreason for giving, being
institutionally competitive was a key factor. Repgants were also asked to elaborate on
the prestige factors of their athletic programs aod future giving would be impacted if
something negative were to occur that might tarthsih prestige. Most noted that their
future giving would be impacted especially if thilatic department administration did
not handle the situation in an appropriate man@are notable comment was shared in
which the donor said they would be inclined to givere to the athletic department if
embarrassed on a national level or hit with NCAActens. He felt his dollars were

more important than ever to help the athletic ppagmove past a tough period and that

his institutional pride motivated him to give evewore.
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Discussion
Although central themes were presented earlies,atso important to present a
finding base on the research questions. To exph@enotivational factors of
$1,000,000+ donors to intercollegiate athleticis tjualitative study sought to answer the
following research questions:

RQ 1 What are the motivational factors of donor&imga one-
time$1,000,000+ gift to give?

RQ 2 What role does a relationship with the aibldtrector, institution,
president, head coach or development officers ipldlye decision to give?

RQ 3 What role, if any, does being an alumni donmgract multi-million
dollar donations?

RQ 4 What are the most important donor cultivagtements/tactics
utilized by intercollegiate athletic developmefficers?

Very little is known about the specific motivatadrfactors of such an elite donor
segment as those in the $1,000,000+ gift categdhys donor segment has been greatly
underrepresented in the literature and very listlenown about their motives to give as
traditional models of donor motives and behaviansl@d not be applied to such a unique
group of donors where access is limited. The iogpéir this study was to explore the
motivational factors of $1,000,000+ donors to iotdlegiate athletics. Findings from
this study revealed that participants share mangistent motivational elements. To
further explore these motivational factors, a detecomparison of previous works in
relation to the findings of this study will be peesed.

What are the motivational factors of donors makinga one-time $1,000,000+ gift to
give?

When asked to expand upon their own personal ntaiival factors when making

seven-figure donations to intercollegiate athlesitthe Division | level, participants
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provided a variety of factors and donor behavidtsdings from this study revealed that
major gift donors perceive their reasons for giviadpe fundamentally rooted in their
social identity and the level of success they hataned which allows them to make
such a large qift in the first place.

Participants’ stories and experiences indicatealatindation of giving within
their families was established at an early agealaRthropy in general was a very big
motivational element expressed by participantsiamiewed as the foundation by which
their intercollegiate athletic giving was based mpdhe seminal work of Billing, et al.,
(1985) titled the Athletics Contributions Questiaime (ACQUIRE) established four
areas of donor behaviors. Social motive, successeydenefits motive and
philanthropic motive of giving were the four estabéd areas of donor behaviors. While
most participants would fall into the ACQUIRE model the surface, it does not take
into consideration the motivational factors beh#&aah category nor how they relate to
the end result of giving.

When discussing their history of giving and roledals related to philanthropy,
participants went into great detail about how tlailividual environments played a role
in shaping their donor motivations. The parerd#hér figure, in almost every case, set
the tone for what philanthropy, charity and givstguld look like. Verner et al., (1998)
used social cognitive theory to establish how tingrenment can shape donor motives
and predict behavior of giving. They contend swtial cognitive roles within an
established environment can be great predictofstofe giving. The participants in this
study reported an established environment of pthifapy and such giving behaviors

witnessed in the household, helped to shape tkesopal philanthropic philosophy.
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Participants grew up with a family structure ofigiy— either monetary or non-monetary
— and resulted in a lifetime of motivations to gwken they had the resources to do so
themselves.

Participants shared that one of the strongest idival factors related to
$1,000,000+ giving was simply being thankful foe tbility to give. Most commented
that their major gift donation was a direct reflentof the success they had attained in
their respective businesses and they expressegtrue the ability to write a seven-
figure check. This is an interconnected motivatia@iement to philanthropic role
models, in that participants were raised with thdarstanding that it important to give
back time, talent or treasure when possible arsthéme blessings with those less
fortunate. Having this foundation of philanthrapya common thread with all
participants because the expectation of giving sea®arly in life and the thankfulness in
the ability to do so is rooted in the fact thatytleeuld do so much. One participant
shared that when he and his wife first got marnedny times they would only have
$4.00 in their checking account after paying this laind they are now worth $40 million
dollars. They are delighted that they have theua=s to give a $1,000,000+ to their
favorite intercollegiate athletic program and amot$3,000,000 to their church. They
established success and are thrilled to share it.

When discussing their personal appreciation antitgda towards a specific
institution, participants were motivated to givebas a tribute to the education that was
given, opportunity to play as an intercollegiatelete and were thankful that other
donors before them contributed so that they coaltippate. Participants spoke of how

appreciative they were of the life lessons theyedias an athletes, lifelong friendships
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that were formed and in two cases, it was wherng et their future wives. Such social
motivations to give are not only difficult to dedifbut are even harder to quantify.
Spaeth and Greeley (1970) defined social motivatemintangible benefits for giving
with strong identification and emotional attachmel@iments. Participants in the study
shared many stories about how being identified witipecific athletic program provides
them with a sense of attachment ultimately resglitmmotivations to donate back to that
institution.

As noted earlier, most of the participants in #tisdy were not only alumni, but
intercollegiate student-athletes as well. Indialdaffiliations with their alma mater and
athletic program provided a very strong foundatbsocial identification. Ashforth and
Mael (1989) defined social identification as th#-sategorization of an individual in
relation to a group and note that such identifarattan build a very strong bond between
an individual donor and intercollegiate athletié®articipants shared that a motivation to
give back to their institution was due to the fiett they really enjoyed the experience of
being a student athlete and wanted to provide pip@rdunity to participate at the
Division | level to others. Being a scholarshiplate meant something to them; they
identified with a specific group (football in masdses) and took pride in that social
identification.

When discussion other key motivational factors 90,000+ donors to give to
intercollegiate athletics, the success of the athfgogram proved to be a very common
theme among participants. The majority of avadditerature substantiates a direct
positive effect of winning intercollegiate programs charitable contributions

(Daughtrey and Stotlar, 2000, Tucker, 2004). Tasponses shared by the participants in
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this study support earlier studies that succesdhlétic programs do have a positive
effect of charitable contributions. Participamtsalmost every case, noted that they
enjoy being associated with a winning program duedr t$1,000,000 (or more) gift plays
a role in that success. Even if winning was ntéddy a participant as being the number
one reason for giving, being competitive was. Semédd argue that winning and being
competitive could be viewed as the same thing. @mgcipant mentioned that he gave
$2,000,000 to the football program because thedakas moving to a new, more
competitive conference and wanted to make sureritgram would succeed.

In very close relation to athletic success andwng, the image and prestige of
the institution were reported by participants ag édements to the motivations to give. A
successful football program, for instance, elevétegrestige of the institution as a
whole with various national televised games, bgugearances, etc. that shine a spotlight
on the entire school. Gaski and Etzel (1984), Humyps and Mondello (2007), McEvoy
(2005) noted that successful athletic programs medha school’s image which translates
into increased athletic donations. Participangsesththat the image of the athletic
program and academic institution do play a larde irotheir motivation and ultimate
decision to make a seven figure gift to athletics.

What role does a relationship with the athletic diector, institution, president, head
coach or development officers play in the decisio give?

As a $1,000,000+ donor to intercollegiate athtgtinost participants shared that
they do appreciate the relationships they haveldped with the university president,
athletic director, head coach or development offietc. and consider it a wonderful
benefit, but it is not a motivational factor of nivadg a major gift. Participants spoke at

length about the personal relationships that ndyuvacur between a major gift donor



77

and members of the athletic department or instihati staff. Friendships were formed
and special accesses were granted to major gitirdahat make them feel a part of the
athletic family.

Motivations to give were reported as coming franside knowledge” of
fundraising needs by affiliations with a boostertcbrganization, sitting on a board of
directors or even a more formal role as a membéeoboard of regents. A participant
noted that a conversation with the university mtest on the golf course resulted in a
donation for a new indoor practice facility, or #mer sharing that because he came to
practice and witnessed adverse weather that hediébm@ded to make a donation for a new
facility. These relationships and friendships wéeved as valuable to the participants
but ultimately, the decision to make a million @olbr in some cases, multi-million dollar
gifts were not significant motivational factors.

What role, if any, does being an alumni donor impaicmulti-million dollar donation?

Overall, participants explained that being an aplays a very large role in their
motivations to give to a specific athletic depanttne especially if they were student
athletes as well. Each shared that their expeggens a student athlete while at a specific
institution was extremely positive and the gratgudey have for the experience plays a
large role in their motivation to give. O’Neil alsthenke (2006) found that giving
amounts from athlete alumni is directly impactedly student’s experience while at
school.

When examining alumni donor motivations, particiggashared their motivations
to give also in relation to winning and how theérgonal philanthropy falls also support

academics. Participants shared that supportingimgrathletic programs was important
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to them as an alumni donor, but were quick to arplzat their philanthropy was not
limited to athletics. Stinson and Howard (2008dedicthat winning football and men’s
basketball teams have a direct effect on bothadntiygiate athletic and academic giving.
Rather than producing a “crowding-out effect” atlalsuccess appears to enhance
support for both athletic and academic progranmetid®pants reported that institutional
support and pride for them is not limited in anyyw&ne participant shared that his
desire in making any major gift is that an underedrmpopulation has the opportunity to
grow and succeed. That could be in the form afrasbowed athletic scholarship or gift to
the business school.

As noted earlier, six out of the seven participare alumni donors. Previous
research has stated that little has been found#maaccurately denote that successful
intercollegiate programs positively impact alumiviigg (Sigelman and Carter, 1979,
Gaski and Etzel, 1984, Turner et al., 2000, Litaalge 2003). Each of the six
participants who have given a $1,000,000+ dondtidheir athletic departments noted
that an important motivational factor for them teegwas for the athletic programs to
remain competitive and to win games. The prididjatfon, social motives, intrinsic
motives and identity derived by participants whiaett themselves to successful
programs should not be overlooked as a key motimaidf major gift giving.

What are the most important donor cultivation elemats/tactics utilized by
intercollegiate athletic development officers?

When asked to discuss the best practices utiligeathdetic development officers
to secure a major $1,000,000+ donor contributiantigipants commented on elements
of professionalism, hiring capable staff membettgngion to detail, trustworthiness and

willingness to go above and beyond as being keyacheristics of development officers.
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However, it should be noted, that the majority ohdrs who participated in this study
shared that they were not formally approached magr gift development officer with a
formal ask. Most came to the giving decision agirtbwn by having inside access to
fundraising needs.

Several times during each interview, participansild make comments as to the
level of service they receive as major gift dortbiet help to shed some light on what this
donor segment is looking for in the way of fulfiémt and communication from athletic
department staff. The most consistently commeunpeoh element was that of hiring
appropriate staff members to make sure they aresepting the athletic department in a
professional manner, who pay attention to deteal taustworthy and are committed to
serving major gift donors in any capacity. Ondipgrant commented that he prefers to
have a personal relationship with the developméites because they have more time
on their hands to assist with anything they migkgdh- more time than the athletic
director does.

As the participants in this study shared theisoes for giving, it became clear
that understanding the motivational needs of $1@IM+ donors is paramount to the
success of athletic development administratord &t\eels. In 1998, Tsiotsou developed
the Giving to Athletics Model which established falistinct areas of donor development
for athletic administrators to consider: 1) donowstribute because they identify with the
institution, 2) donors trust the leadership andoviof the institution creating shared
values, 3) donors feel prestige and increasedesédfem when financially contributing to
successful programs and 4) donors seek tangiblefibeas motives to donate such as

priority seating (Holiest, 2011). Participantsgththat they all have a strong identity



80

with a specific athletic department and that idesgtion is key motivational element of
giving, the vision and shared values of the ingtty athletic department, and head
coach motivates major gift giving and finally, thmestige derived from supporting a
winning program motivates giving as well. Only foarth element of seeking tangible
benefits does not fit the findings of $1,000,000teicollegiate athletic donors who
participated in this study.
Conclusion

This qualitative study sought to explore the mdtoaal factors of million dollar
plus donors to intercollegiate athletics. Basedata from participant interviews, seven
themes of major gift donor motivation emerged frin@ data analysis: 1) History of
family philanthropy, 2) Thankful for the ability @ive, 3) Appreciation and gratitude
towards the institution, 4) Lasting and sustaingkng, 5) Inside knowledge of
fundraising needs, 6) Relationships, benefits aedgnition, and 7) Winning and
prestige. These themes provide insight into hoyonwift donors at the $1,000,000+
level perceive their motivations to give to Divigibintercollegiate athletics. A
discussion of how these overarching themes coerébaturrent athletic administration
practice, provide recommendations for future atbk@tiministration practice, donor
development and institutional management of $1 @M donors to intercollegiate

athletics at the Division | level follows.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

In today’s economic environment, there is more btieden on intercollegiate
athletics to find ways to balance budgets (Fulkd®@. The rising costs of coaches’
salaries, facility upgrades, travel expenses ahdlacship costs for student-athletes have
pushed many Division | athletic programs into aaebudget situation, while expenses
continue to escalate. Intercollegiate athletiggpams are challenged to find other means
of revenue to sustain their current level of comijoet and are looking at increased
fundraising dollars to address this need. Theareking goal of this research was to
examine and understand the phenomenon of majoathitttic donors at the Division |
level and how their perceptions can provide valealategic planning information to
development officers, athletic directors and ursitgrpresidents. The purpose of this
study was to explore the motivational factors ofd®0,000+ donors who give to
intercollegiate athletics in order to provide atbetinderstanding of this very unique
donor segment.

Although intercollegiate athletic donor motivaticasd behaviors have been
studied from a variety of perspectives, few stutlig@ge examined the unique motives,
personal experiences, environmental affects andvatmnal elements of giving related

to $1,000,000+ donors in a qualitative manner. réfoee, this study’s exploration of
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participant perceptions yielded important insigitbithe reasons why major gift donors
are motivated to give $1,000,000+ to intercollegathletics.

For this study, qualitative interviews were con@wacand analyzed employing the
constant comparative analysis method to gain mgériaonderstanding of the very
exclusive world of $1,000,000+ donors to interogidge athletics. Utilizing qualitative
interviewing allowed the focal point of this studybe the participant’s meaning of their
own personal experiences (Brenner, 2006). Constanparative analysis enabled the
reduction of data into meaningful constructs thmbedy participants’ understanding and
experiences (Ortiz, 2003). This methodologicalgless fitting with the proposed
research questions that seek to gain unique umthelisg of the common experiences
shared by $1,000,000+ donors and their motivatitawbrs related to intercollegiate
athletic giving.

Overview of Findings

The $1,000,000+ donors in this study represemtrg wnique donor segment
within Division | intercollegiate athletics. Thesw®jor gift donors are increasingly
becoming more and more important to the developrekoits at the Division | level as
the expenses associated with athletics continuectease while revenues decrease.
Securing major gifts to athletics and understand@gmotivational behaviors of major
donors are paramount to intercollegiate athletrclfaising efforts. However, very little
is known about this elite group of donors becabsanajority of previous research has
focused on donors representing much lower don@ldequantitative methodology has

been used that does not measure the nuances waflinli motivational elements and
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finally, that access to donors at the $1,000,080zhallenging as most donors at this
level might be reluctant to share such personakinétion.

The $1,000,000+ donors in this study view theilitgtio provide monetary
support to an athletic department to which thelg Istrong ties as a blessing and are
thankful for the opportunity to do so. A strongnidy history of giving provided the
foundation of philanthropy which carried over teitradult lives. Even those
participants who grew up in households with litifgportunity to show charity in the
traditional monetary sense, understood the valggvaig. Whether it was in the form of
time, talent or treasure, major gift donors werpased to a culture of philanthropy
throughout their lives that was set by the examdpl®onstrated by their fathers. Very
few major gift donors whose families made monetaftg actually witnessed their father
engaging in philanthropic activities. It was oalyer the passing of their father or very
late in his life did they fully understand the lewé support he gave to others as those
gifts were kept private. Conversely, those majtirdpnors whose families gave of time
and talent acknowledged that they were very awhtieeir father’s philanthropic
behavior from a very early age because it was w#pe. Regardless of the form in
which the charity took place, a father’'s exampl@lmfanthropy in the home was very
important to and valued by participants.

Based on participants’ descriptions of decisiokimgwithin their own families
related to major gift giving, the desire to setemample for their children, as their fathers
did for them, was a very strong motivation to givithe age range of participants, as
mentioned previously in this study, spanned fromrthd-40's to mid-80’s. Participants

expressed that their wives were very much invoinetie decision to make a seven-
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figure gift to athletics, but that ultimately thealsion was theirs to make.
Generationally, differences were established anttwmprs as older donors felt it was
important to include their children in the decisimaking process or at least
communicating such decisions. Inheritance isslsgefd a role as did the public nature
of some of the gifts (haming rights for a facilitr instance). Children were included in
philanthropic decisions because the parents waotathke sure they had their
permission to spend such large amounts of moneéybiald have otherwise been
inherited by the family.

Younger donor participants in the study chose &pkéeir philanthropic
activities private and without the knowledge ofitlahildren. Most chose to donate
anonymously without telling their children or evattier members of their extended
families. The concern expressed by participantseted on the general sense of being
uncomfortable with the public, community, othersdmates knowing how much money
they donated or how much money they were worthotAer shared aspect of these
anonymous major gift donors and their reasons loelvamting to keep their giving
private, was that they simply did not want to Béaaget” for other charities to come
after.

Having the good fortune to create a successfuhlegsilife and the privilege to
share their wealth was one of the most rewardipgds for participants and was a
motivational element of giving. Many participastsared that they simply could not
believe their success nor could they imagine they tvould ever make enough money

that they could comfortablgive awaya million dollars or more. Most were self-made
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men who had worked very hard for their successdsiamme thankful for the
opportunities that were given to them.

Building upon thankfulness, participants’ also teltery strong appreciation and
level of gratitude towards the athletic program arsditution that gave them so much
more than an education. Believing in the missibthe institution, developing life-long
friendships and learning to overcome adversityhenglaying field proved to be very
strong motives of giving. Many participants notkdt they felt the opportunity to play
an intercollegiate sport or even attend college ovasof the biggest gifts ever given to
them. They were provided the skills, education exgerience to take with them and use
throughout their lives. Many felt beholden to thstitution because without the
experience and knowledge gained as a studentaflolety one participant was not) they
would not have attained the level of success tigyyadoday. Additionally, the
willingness noted by participants to “pay-it-forwlaplayed a large role in their giving
decisions as well (i.e. someone supported the adtop fund years ago making it
possible for them to play, so they should offet #&me opportunity to others).

Participants shared intrinsic motivational factofsnaking $1,000,000+ gifts to
intercollegiate athletics, as noted above. Froeseéhmotivational factors emerged a
discussion related to lasting and sustainable giviBuccessful individuals do not
become so without solid business practices andstments. Major gift donors to
athletics are looking for sustainability and sotmginess decisions as it related to their
gift. They are making a very large investment sadvy donors are looking to ensure
that their gift goes beyond a single project. $a&Meey questions were shared by

participants: 1) are the funds being handing psadeslly by athletic department staffing
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2) are they showing a level of fiduciary resporgipiand 3) will the athletic department
take on debt even after a major gift is given? ilvestment made by a donor in the
seven-figure plus range is looking to hold theitaogsbn to the same level of scrutiny and
responsibility that they themselves face in theindusiness.

Each participant in this study has a unique retstigp with the athletic
department along with the knowledge of fundraisiegds. By far, those donors who
made the largest donations to athletics were tivbmewere asked to participate in some
fashion with a specific development activity or duaising project. Being asked to chair
a committee, sit on a board of directors or evangoasked professional advice provides
an opportunity to include a donor in the “processtaising funds and developing a
strategic plan on how to accomplish the task/ptdpality. Participants shared that they
had the opportunity to see what was needed bytathlieom the inside, how their
donation may positively impact student athletegpa@imply remain competitive within
their conference. Participants noted that theyepated the “inside access” and felt
more a part of the athletic family which lead teaper motivation to give.

A tremendous amount of literature asserts thattioadl benefits associated with
intercollegiate athletics (parking, team gear, ¥ifents, travel on team charter, etc.)
increase donor motivations to give. While that migold true for donors investing in
priority seating and club access, it does not steelbe the case for $1,000,000+ donors.
Most donors who have the capacity to give a seigd gift, have been identified by
the athletic department as a major gift donor peospr have made donations in smaller
amounts and therefore, have access to many “waditbenefits” already. These are not

deciding factors or motivational elements for mat donors who participated in this
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study. Recognition in terms of public acknowletigat was only important to those
making gifts with naming rights attached to it -nmiag a facility, football field,
basketball court, etc. Those making anonymous ggiteive no recognition and
therefore provide no incentive or motivation toggivRelationships derived from
associations, with an institution, fellow teammatghletic department, coach or staff
member are very important motivational factors$tr000,000+ donors. Supporting
those whom you have personal relationship with@ard about are the most important
benefits derived from giving to athletics providingptivations to give.

When it comes to how winning and institutional piges provides a motive to
give, participants note that winning is a very imtpat aspect of supporting
intercollegiate athletics. People like to ass@ciwaith winning athletic programs,
especially those who were former student athletidsey have pride for their institution
and believe that their gift is supporting sustaledbture success. Even if winning was
not the number one motive, supporting an athlebgmm to remain competitive was a
close second. Having some level of success oattttetic field was a major factor for
$1,000,000+ donors to give. One participant shératipeople rarely support a program
that is not successful and that can easily be isetirket sales. The same is true for
major donors; there is an expectation of a retirmgestment.

In conjunction with winning as a factor of givingrestige of the athletic
department and academic institution is paramountdmtaining donor support and can
negatively impact future giving if tarnished. Rapants took great pride in their athletic
programs and explained that if something were fipba that would negatively impact

the honor, integrity and reputation of the progrémen future giving would suffer.
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Interestingly, donors mentioned that their williegs to give would be negatively
impacted if the athletic administration did not tknthe situation in a swift and
appropriate manner. If the infraction was secopdagvas more important from a major
gift donor perspective that the athletic leaderdi@pequipped to handle the situation from
a public relations standpoint in an effort to hifp institution suffer as little negative
publicity as possible.

Implications

Findings from this study provide several implioas for sport administrators at
the Division | level when soliciting $1,000,000+r@ions for intercollegiate athletics.
This qualitative study is unique among the existiteggature as no other research has
examined the motivational factors of donors whoehgiven a minimum of a million
dollars to intercollegiate athletics. Thereforesitlifficult to match a theoretical
framework that investigates how individuals perediveir unique experiences to giving a
major gift to athletics.

That being said, elements of previous researcpgdy to the shared motivational
factors presented in this study by participantgghier education donor characteristics
related to alumni contributions (Clotfelter, 20@kunade et al., 1994; Quigley et al.,
2002; Tom and Elmer, 1994; Tsao and Coll, 2005)@Mith overall donor motivational
factors/characteristics (Gibbons, 1992; Leslie Radhey, 1988) have been extensively
explored. Of these studies, only the works of EI@€94) and Taso and Coll (2005)
identify a significant relationship between levéimvolvement and identification with a
specific institution to be predictors of intentgiwe. Involvement and identification were

reported as major motivational factors to givetfarse donors in the $1,000,000+
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category. Additionally, Gibbons (1992) examined thotivations of non-alumni donors
who gave $100,000 or more annually and found #eyect for the institution and
leadership were significant motivators. These eleisi and overall donor motivational
factors presented, were supported by the partitspathis study. Respecting the
institution as a whole and leaders within the athlgepartment was an important
element in the non-alumni donor decision to give.

Universities across the country are under budgphiations and the increased
emphasis and need for funding by both academia#nidtic programs can lead to
tensions between the two. Research into the coatpli relationship between athletic
fundraising and academic fundraising (Stinson and/i&id, 2010) has suggested a
“crowding out” effect that giving to athletics undenes giving to athletics. In a
separate study, Stinson and Howard (2008) fourmhaexction between the increased
media exposure that is associated with succedsiigitia teams and the correlating affect
of increased institutional fundraising. Particifgam this study shared that they do not
perceive that giving to athletics detracts fromdesraics because they view their gift as
supporting both. Endowing an athletic scholarsiupports both academics and athletics
as does funding a building that perhaps hosts baaskeconcerts, and graduation.
However, it should be noted, that the majority f0®0,000+ donors to intercollegiate
athletics in this study have also given major giftspecificacademiqorojects as well.
Major gift donors do not view their gifts or donstatus as being mutually exclusive to
athletics or academics.

A substantial amount of literature exists witHie sports management field that

substantiates a direct positive effect of winninggicollegiate athletic programs on
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charitable contributions (Tucker, 2004) and howhseifects can help predict donor
support (McEvoy, 2005). Winning was reported tabeery important factor for
$1,000,000+ donors in this study as a motivatiogive and plays an equally important
role in their future giving considerations. Evéwinning was not viewed as the most
important element, remaining athletically compeétivas a key motivational factor.
Donors felt that having some measure of succesawagct reflection of a sound
charitable investment and use of their funds.

Building upon the element of winning as a motivdtogive, Gaski and Etzel
(1984) noted that successful athletic programs meda school’s image, which
ultimately translates into increased athletic dmmet Participants shared that the
prestige factor of their athletic department arsdifation as a whole, which played a role
in the decision to give. If tarnished, particigamtdicated it would detract from future
giving. In almost every case, $1,000,000+ donoraroented that they believed their
respective athletic departments were honorablejledrihemselves with integrity and
produced student athletes of character. They hapey to be associated with a quality
program and felt good about their personal affdiatwvith the institution. Prestige of the
athletic program and a positive school image wsisang motivational element for
participants in this study. In fact, prestige gdysuch an important role that if something
or someone tarnished the reputation of the athpetigram (NCAA violations,
embarrassing situation implicating the coach, ¢beh these major gift donors were
quick to share that future giving would be negdyivepacted if the aforementioned

transgressions were not handled appropriately.
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As previously mentioned, the majority of participam this study were former
student athletes with most participating in footb&’'Neil and Schenke (2006) explored
donor motivations of alumni student athletes angaddhat the overall giving amount
from athlete alumni is directly impacted by thedgnt’s experience while at school.
Having the opportunity to play Division | athletias a scholarship athlete was viewed
not only as a privilege, but a blessing by paraais. Many shared that they created life-
long friendships and learned valuable life lesgbas helped them become successful
later in life through their experiences on the pigyfield. Having a positive experience
and being thankful for that experience played aom@gle in the decision to make a
seven-figure donation to athletics.

Social motivations and self-identity have been esgul as intangible motives for
giving (Arnett, German, and Hunt, 2003). Ashfaatid Mael (1989) defined social
identification as the self-categorization of aniundual in relation to a group and can
build a very strong bond between an individual daaral intercollegiate athletics as
social identity is a personally chosen descripfaelf. Identifying with a specific
institution, athletic department or a member opec#fic intercollegiate athletic team
manifested in consistently loyal behavior on beb&tonors in this study. It was
important for them to support athletics to provigoortunities for success on the playing
field, to give back in appreciation for their owxperiences, and most notably, to support
their social attachments and attitudes towardeatisl Participants identified with the
institution, supported the leadership and visiod fatt personal prestige by contributing

to intercollegiate athletic programs.
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Studies investigating the motives of donors witihtercollegiate athletics have
found some component of tangible benefits. StirsswhHoward (2004) suggest that
athletic success motivates donors because of dtarexchange as desirable seats are
secured via larger donations. Traditional bensiitsh as premium tickets, VIP access
and team gear were viewed as being unimportametoniotivation of $1,000,000+
donors to make a contribution to athletics. Pgogicts in this study spoke of benefits in
terms of intangible factors; the friendships theyivke from athletic department
staff/coaches/athletic directors and the opponyuitoe associated with people of whom
they respect. These intrinsic factors were mongortant to them as opposed to
traditional benefits and that relationships/asdama played a very large role in their
motivations to give.

Recommendations for Practice

The study’s findings and subsequent implicatiomviole foundational
recommendations for development officers, athiétiectors and university presidents
who actively engage, solicit and develop relatigoskvith $1,000,000+ donors within
Division | intercollegiate athletics. This studsopides a window into the motivational
factors shared by major gift donors to give sevguarés (or more) to athletics and those
who comprise this exclusive donor segment.

Development Officers

Development officers within Division | athleticsliaarguably have the greatest
detailed interaction with $1,000,000+ donors ingb#citation process, serve as a
personal contact for donors and will ultimatelyh®dd responsible for the fulfillment of

all donor requests, desires and needs. It isi@perative for development staff
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members to understand the role that they playlatioa to the major donor, the
expectations that $1,000,000+ donors have of dpuatnt officers in the way of
professionalism and work ethic and how they a& esnduit to the athletic director
and/or university president.

In light of the findings that development officene often viewed as those in a
“serving role” within the athletic department,stsuggested that development officers
have the appropriate skill set in which to handlgd®0,000+ donor needs. Development
officers are expected to uphold certain standafgsadessional excellence; to always do
exactly what you are say you are going to do ancys deliver more than promised. By
missing details of a donor request, frustrationsai@se that may negatively impact the
donor trust factor. Having the necessary skillprtafessionally manage all details of the
development process is instrumental to the suatfedsvelopment officers.

Major gift donors desire to have a link to the atidl department which falls
below the athletic director or head coach. Theeeibis important for staff members to
foster genuine relationships with $1,000,000+ dsraord to be accessible to this elite
group at all times. The development officer filst role — to act as someone to whom
requests can be initiated for tickets, informatigpecial favors and serve the role of
athletic department “insider” for the donor. Thesguests and accesses are not viewed
as benefits per se by the donor, but an extengian overall relationship with the
athletic department and institution as a whole.

Because the development staff provides an imporéationship link between
the $1,000,000+ donor and the athletic departntkavielopment officers should establish

high levels of customer service skills not onlyttedmselves but of their entire



94

development staff. Typically with major gift dorats, there will be an extensive
amount of communication, follow-through and fulként elements that accompany the
gift. Itis the role of the development staff teeosee all of those details so that the donor
feels that his/her wishes have been professionadiyaged with care. If not handled
appropriately, this is the area in which a majdr dpnor can feel slighted or
unappreciated if the smallest detail is overloofeed. a name spelled incorrectly in game
program, not returning a phone call is a timely mearor failure to respond to a ticket
request). Customer service is expected and sh@uddmajor consideration in the
management of the development business unit.

Finding and retaining appropriate staff within ttevelopment division is of the
utmost importance in the successful maintenan®i @00,000+ donors. Based on the
findings of this study, major gift donors have apectation of professionalism and
follow through when working with development offiseof any level. This expectation is
reflected in the understanding that developmentef§ need to maintain a high level of
communication and strong working relationships witkir athletic director so that donor
needs, concerns, desires or news can be shargghat fevels to maintain positive
relationships.

Development officers play a crucial role in theecand management of
$1,000,000+ donors in that they serve as the fiinatface of the athletic department.
The relationship is viewed by major gift donordgraportant because they desire a senior
level contact (below the athletic director or umsrey president) that can fulfill needs and

serve as the go-to person in the athletic depattnféiing development positions with
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staff who display the appropriate work ethic, peediy, relationship skills and desire to
serve will foster positive, long-lasting relatiofskvith $1,000,000+ donors.
Athletic Directors

While participants in this study noted that thke rof development officers is key,
by far the greatest area of responsibility fallsmphe athletic director to manage
$1,000,000+ donors and to address the motivateleatents that lead them to gift
giving. In most cases, athletic directors leadftimglraising efforts on behalf of the
entire division of intercollegiate athletics by mi@ining high-profile relationships with
$1,000,000+ donors. They are called upon to haheléiduciary management of not
only the funds raised, but also of the project®aissed with intercollegiate athletics.
Major gift donors come with expectations of exaetle in regards to their charitable
contributions and it is the responsibility of thtalatic director to accomplish this.
Recommendations from this study for athletic doesttenters on four key elements;
surrounding themselves with experienced developstafitmembers whom they can
trust, maintaining a proactive public relationsrplar the athletic department, developing
a clear institutional fundraising plan related tmdr inclusion and finally, providing a
strategic development plan for the athletic depantelated to sustainable giving.

The element of staffing was explored in the recemdations for development
officers, but it is perhaps an even more importamsideration for athletic directors.
Senior development staff members play a key rotbersolicitation of major gifts,
relationship management and day-to-day communicatith donors at the $1,000,000+
level. Athletic directors must have the confidetm&now that valuable donor

relationships are being maintained by their stagfimbers and that the strategic vision of
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the athletic department being appropriately condey&dditionally, athletic directors
should work to surround themselves with staff whno act on their behalf to manage
these valuable donors.

As mentioned previously, reputational pride anesfige are very important to
$1,000,000+ donors to intercollegiate athleticsghlétic directors must create a very
clear and concise public relations plan in an ¢timhandle the media. One participant
made an interesting comment when he noted thabuitith clear communications plan;
the Athletic Director is simply playing catch-up @it comes to the press. Without a
proactive strategy for dealing with the media,taation can quickly get out of hand and
tarnish the reputation of the athletic departmestitution. Donors at the $1,000,000+
level have an expectation that athletic directbimusd be equipped with a proactive
communications roadmap and be savvy enough to éasslles involving the media.

Athletic directors should develop very clear ingtonal fundraising plans that are
inclusive of donor participation rather than takamgapproach of making a formal “ask”.
While professional solicitations of intercollegiatenors may work in specific
circumstances, the $1,000,000+ participants ingtidy made their decision to give
because they enjoyed inside access to fundraifiogse ldentifying key perspective
donors at the major gift level and then engagimgrthvith booster club participation,
exploratory committees or as a member of an athbetard of directors proved to be
effective motivations for giving. Additionallyncluding $1,000,000+ donors in the
fundraising planning phase can provide athletiectors with key information on when

the donor appetite for a specific program might Bg.having the chance to be a part of
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the fundraising process and to have informatiotodke need of a specific project allows
major gift donors to make their decisions persgnaltivately and on their own timeline.

A final recommendation for athletic directorsascreate a strategic development
plan for sustainable giving opportunities. Donat® have the capacity to give a million
dollars or more are looking for their dollars tolggyond a specific project or fund drive.
They want to know that their investment will havag-term and long-range affects that
positively enhance student athletes and the inistitias a whole. Athletic directors
should look to craft philanthropic strategies thatiress the needs of $1,000,000+
donors: 1) take an investment approach to what tfmgiation can do for the athletic
department, 2) provide comprehensive financialyamslbof giving outcomes and 3) take
a more proactive stance related to how their doation may impact not only the student
athletes of today but of those in the next genematiGiving at the $1,000,000+ level is
much more than building a new indoor practice facibr football, it is knowing that the
financial contribution will pay dividends in a lag and sustainable manner.

In conjunction with providing solid investment-lealsgiving strategies, athletic
directors should also consider that major gift dsritave a strong appreciation and
gratitude towards what the institution and/or tppartunity to play intercollegiate sport.
Athletic directors should look to provide avenuesthese donors to expand upon how
thankful they are for the ability to give and teshtheir thanks — beyond writing a
check. Perhaps highlighting the stories of $1,000+ donors as distinguished alumni,
presidents circle, legacy wall, etc., not only giveoice to a thankful donor, but pay

dividends by getting others to reflect on whatitisitution meant to them well.
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University President

Recommendations for those at the university presigeel are reflected in the
elements of prestige, integrity, honor and havimgdkill set necessary to handle any
situation, no matter how unflattering, in a profesal and appropriate manner. Donors
who give a $1,000,000+ donation to intercollegattdetes trust that university
leadership will manage the reputation of the ovénatitution with great care even if
something within athletes were to have caused ¢igative publicity. University
presidents are looked upon to uphold a high maaaidard for all but to also have the
capacity to handle a situation in a manner thas s tarnish the institution further.
University presidents are looked upon to conduettbelves professionally with the
media, to make difficult decisions if necessaryctsas removing an athletic director or
head coach), and to uphold the reputation of thttirtion and thus, are very strong
motivational factors of major gift donors relatedcurrent and future giving.

It is also imperative for a university presidemunderstand that the mindset of a
$1,000,000+ donor is different today than of dor8fr®or 40 years ago. The electronic
global nature of the media has created an envirahofenews in which athletic
departments, athletes and coaches can be scrdtingantaneously. Major-gift donors
may question whether their major gift dollars tepacific program are being spent
appropriately. University presidents must be welliipped to handle the instant
media concerns that could negatively impact imstihal prestige and $1,000,000+

donations to intercollegiate athletics.



99

Recommendations for Further Study

Because differences do exist between individuabdg, levels of giving, location
of the Division | institution, history of giving @nalumni vs. non-alumni donor status,
replicating this study can provide additional ifgignto $1,000,000+ intercollegiate
athletic donors perceptions of motivational factetsch led them to making a major gift
donation. Additionally, since this study examirssyen donors who have given a
minimum of one million dollars to intercollegiatéhbetics, a broader qualitative study
involving donors beyond these seven participantduding private Division |
institutions and seek to find female donors woulavle insight on themes related to
donor motivations on a much larger scale.

Further exploration of findings associated withtdng of family philanthropy
could provide insight into the solicitation of maponor gifts, the expectations that come
with acknowledgement of such gifts (anonymous ublip recognition) and how current
major-gift donors plan to pass along that histdrghalanthropy to future generations.
Understanding this intrinsic motivation among $D,000+ donors can help athletic
administrators prepare more impactful donor opputies related to legacy giving.

Participants reported that they are thankful fer ability to give and such a
funding would greatly benefit from future researdrhis intrinsic motive has gone
relatively unexplored and although perhaps diffi¢alreport, would provide sport
administrators a better understanding of $1,000;@fhors and what it means to them
to have attained so much financial success anddebighted they are for the ability to

make such a large gift. Much like historical phtlaropy exploration, expanding upon
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the element of thanks provides a rich source @rmftion that athletic administrators
can use to better serve this donor motive.

The finding that participants appreciate and hgraditude towards the institution
would benefit from greater research. Examiningéh@atrinsic motivations to give
would provide the sports administration field a leaf knowledge related to life-
lessons learned as a student athlete and the maotivg@ve back. An exploration of how
major-gift donors appreciate the opportunity toy@a intercollegiate sport and earn a
college degree — and how such experiences weresdia® being key elements to their
later success — might provide a platform for futtegelopment campaigns.

The finding that $1,000,000+ donors to intercdbég athletics are looking for
lasting and sustainable giving options would gsebénefit from further exploration.
Such research could bring to light whether majétrdpnors are looking for investment
approaches to philanthropy, or indicative of thedhtor greater fiduciary responsibility
on behalf of the institution and athletic departtndrurther investigation of how lasting
and sustainable giving elements related to atlsleteild shed light on the need for more
formalized giving plans on behalf of intercollegathletic departments and how
development staffing may need to change to address

It is important to investigate further the finditigat donors at the $1,000,000+
level to intercollegiate were not formally approdachmake a major gift. The decision to
donate came from having inside access to the pmogral inside information related to
fundraising needs and goals. Additional researcthe inclusion of perspective major
gift donors to the fundraising process should besmtered and would perhaps provide

sports administrators with the opportunity to prespecific fundraising needs in a
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different manner. Another key benefit of this cepicof donor inclusion is that the
athletic department could absolutely benefit fréna éxpertise and knowledge successful
business persons can bring to the table. By imetuchajor gift donors in the fundraising
process, it is also easier for them to work on Bedidhe institution by soliciting friends,
colleagues and former teammates to join them im gelanthropic efforts for athletics.
The need for a formalized university developmendtbietic development program may
be eliminated in the future but most certainly, Wdochange to include major gift donors
in the funding process rather than the “ask andivet model currently used.

An interesting finding of this study was that itamhal benefits mean little or
nothing at all to major gift donors at the $1,0Q@6 level. Relationships with members
of the athletic department and the opportunitydabsociated with people donors admire
were key motivational factors of giving. The issf@ecognition was also found to play
a role in giving no matter if the donor decidedémain anonymous or desired naming
rights on a building. These findings warrant fertmvestigation and could provide a
wealth of knowledge to sport administrators on miawels. If traditional tangible
benefits were seen unnecessary, then investigdtenotrinsic motives to give may shed
light on what “relationships” really mean, how atianent and affiliation with an athletic
department or institution are perceived and findilgw athletic development needs to
change to address these needs.

Lastly, it is important to investigate the reaswig $1,000,000+ donors make
such large gifts to winning or competitive progrand how winning and prestige
together are viewed as motives to give. Majordgitors are motivated to give to

winning programs, but view the prestige of theitnibn as being an equal part of their
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decision to give. The connection between the tmoukl be further explored to better
understand how prestige (in terms of honor, resipeitte industry and how senior
leadership handles tough/negative situation) pdagde in major donor decision making.
Additionally, further investigation should lookwahy donors at the $1,000,000+ level
may givemoreto an athletic program even when negative publ@itperhaps NCAA
violations (impacting prestige) affects the ingtdn. The “fix-it” concept among major
gift donors could provide athletic administratorshaan understanding of how negative
publicity can be an opportunity to increase funsirgy efforts.
Conclusion

This qualitative study explored the motivatioredtbrs of major gift donors at the
$1,000,000+ level to intercollegiate athletics imeg An overview of findings revealed
that many donors in this elite category have ahysof philanthropy, that motivations
are almost exclusively intrinsically based, thane¢nts of sustainable giving are
important and that prestige of the athletic departinstitution is equally connected to
winning as key motivations to make $1,000,000+sgiffhese perceptions result in a
very complicated and individualistic set of motitkat in some ways, share motivational
elements of smaller gift donors (alumni giving) anathers, are unique to $1,000,000+
donors (sustainable giving needs). Specific recentdations for practice are provided
for development officers, athletic directors anavarsity presidents with the goal of
understanding this elite donor segment within ca#egiate athletics which would
ultimately result in increased fundraising effatsd contributions to Division |

intercollegiate athletic programs.
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INTERVIEW GUIDE

. How has philanthropy, in general, played a rolgdar life and what are your
overall beliefs related to giving?
. Can you tell me about any role models or perhapslyanfluences that helped
to establish your charitable nature?
. Please describe for me the process you follow ikimgaphilanthropic gift
decisions?
Potential follow up questions:

a. Individual decision made with your significant othe

b. Generations of family giving?

c. Any other?
. Describe your relationship or affiliation with trepecific athletic department or
institution (alumni, former athlete, longtime fagndonor, etc) and to what
extent does it affect your motivation to make aatmmn?
. Please tell me about the first time you made atgifitercollegiate athletics at

(insert name of school here).

a. At what giving level of donor did you start at?
b. What was your motivation to give? (tickets/benésitholarship
fund driven)

c. Or was it something else?
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6. Can you please elaborate on the motivations yoyartaps your family have
related to the decision to give a major gift toasimetic department?

7. What was your motivation to make such a large gPrdmpted categories if
necessary)

a. Family history of giving?

b. Long-time donor/season ticket holder?

c. Former student-athlete?

d. Other family member was an athlete or associatéul thve
institution in some way?

8. How were you approached to make a large contribubathletics?

a. Please describe the overall experience relatetheodsk”?

9. What level of importance does “legacy giving” orittk and mortar” giving
play when deciding to make a major donation toesittd? (Skip this question if
already answered earlier)

10.How important are the following related to your mation to give a major gift
to this specific athletic department:

a. Naming rights?
b. Program development?
c. Scholarship endowed?

11.As an athletic donor, how do you feel about thegfiesyou derived from your
donor status?

12.How important is it to have access to the Athl&tiector on a regular basis?

13.What is your relationship with the head footbalheen’s basketball coach?
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14. Are all the other benefits — team charter, gotflebne passes, personal
recognition, etc also important to you? Why?

15.What prompted you to make a $1,000,000+ plus donati intercollegiate
athletics?Follow up questions if necessary:

a. Describe the timeline you took when deciding to entdile gift?
b. Was the decision to give needs based (projectrdht greater
good for the AD to use at their discretion?

16.What is the most fulfilling part of donating suclaage amount towards
athletics?

a. How has your family (if applicable) reacted to yaanation?
17.(From a prestige standpoint), how important i®ityfou personally to be
associated with a winning athletic program?

18.As a large donor, how would future donations beaated if a team/program
was recognized for NCAA violations or perhaps emdmsed by a head coach
(or other personnel related to athletics) becatisaethical behavior?

19.To the best of your recollection, how much you hderated to this specific
athletic department over the years?

20. If you could recommend anything to the athleticelepment staff in general
related to major gift donor cultivation, what wouldht be?Prompted follow up
questions if necessary:

a. Staffing/personnel?
b. Amount of personal time with each donor?

c. Access to staff 24/77?
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21.What characteristics, wants, and needs do youusesithletic directors need to

know about major gift donor motivations that theg perhaps missing?

Secondary Phone Interview Follow-up — Allows foraational follow-up phone
interview to take place to gather further detailaospecific question or questions. By
establishing this option, the author will help édith triangulation and saturation detail

to support thick, rich description.
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UNIVERSITY of

NORTHERN COLORADO

Institutional Review Board

May 9, 2012
TO: Gary Heise
School of Sport and Exercise Science
FROM: The Office of Sponsored Programs
RE: Exempt Review of Million Dollar plus Donors within Intercollegiate

Athletics: a Qualitative Analysis of Donor Motivations, submitted by Nancy
Hixson (Research Advisor: David Stotlar)

The above proposal is being submitted to you for exemption review. When approved,
return the proposal to Sherry May in the Office of Sponsored Programs.

o T Tt

Signatuf of Co-Chair Date

I recommend approval.

The above referenced prospectus has been reviewed for compliance with HHS guidelines
for ethical principles in human subjects research. The decision of the Institutional
Review Board is that the project is exempt from further review.

IT IS THE ADVISOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO NOTIFY THE STUDENT OF THIS
STATUS.

Comments: M 5/ 7,;,/ Wiz
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Lead Investigator; Nancy Hixson phone; 719-243-4217
School: University of Northern Colorado UNC e-mail: hixs3753@bears.unco.edu
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NARRATIVE — HUMAN PARTICIPANTS IN RESEARCH
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN COLORADO

Project Title: Million Dollar Plus Donors Withimtercollegiate Athletics: A Qualitative
Analysis of Donor Motivations

Researcher: Nancy Hixson, PhD Candidate, SporExedcise Science

Phone: 719-243-4217

E-mail: hixs3753@bears.unco.edu

A. Purpose and Description

1. The primary purpose of this phenomenological sisdyg explore, describe
and understand the motivations and behaviors @0®1000+ major gift
donors to intercollegiate athletic programs at@ingsion | level. The
primary research question will be ‘What are theegahattitudes, perceptions
and experiences regarding major gift giving toetibs” with supporting
emphasis on the tradition of philanthropy, intredgxtrinsic benefits, and
relationship between the donor and a specifictutsdn of higher education.

Division | athletics has become very big busineih skyrocketing revenue
from television deals, conference realignment dslénd revenue derived
from third party media rights holders — not to memtgate sales, concessions
and sponsorship income. The truth of today’s Dovid athletic landscape,
however, tells a much different story of econoneealth as very few athletic
programs actually make any money. Most operatedaficit scenario and
state funding allocated to higher education comtso decline. Fundraising
and donor cultivation within intercollegiate athbstis more important than
ever to help close the growing financial gap betwe¥enues and expenses
of higher education.

It is critical to understand the many varied fasttirat affect not only donor
motivations but what unique motivations are presetitin this very

exclusive donor segment of multi-million dollar majntercollegiate athletic
donors. Generally, the literature is lacking retato the exploration of major
gift donors and their motivations to give. In dfod to better understand this
very unique and important donor segment withinrcullegiate athletics,
more research is needed on this topic.
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2. This study is exempt as the use of interview pracesiwill be the primary
data collection method. The research will notuf$ior manipulate the
normal life experiences of the participants not wihcorporate any intrusive
procedures.

B. Methods:

According to Crotty (2003) there are 4 basic eletsiémany qualitative research
process that must be addressed. Crotty (p.2)rhagetl each area using the
following 4 questions: Whanhethodslo we propose to use, whaethodology
governs our choice and use of methods, whedretical perspectiviées behind
the methodology in question, and wiegaistemologynforms this theoretical
perspective? For the purpose of this study, thaseelements will be used to
frame the methodology.

1. Participants-

Participants were purposefully selected to paraitgpn this study based on
criterion-based elements. According to Goetz aa@dmpte (1984), the
researcher establishes the necessary criterizliedmin the study and then
finds a sample that meets these established erit&ar this purpose, the
following criteria were utilized for sample selexti must be an
intercollegiate-athletic donor, must be a dona Biivision | institution, must
have given a minimum one-time gift of $1,000,008a¢d must be willing to
participate in this study.

Participants will be recruited indirectly via mylagonships with various
athletic directors and senior development offigdrBivision | institutions.
These athletic administrators were asked if thelydndonor who; 1) fit the
specific criteria, 2) would be willing to particifgain the study and 3) that the
institution would agree to facilitate the introdioct and feel comfortable
enough to allow the interview to take place. Oteeathletic administrator
identifies a qualified donor and receives theitihiagreement to participate,
a personal phone call will be placed to solidifg thme, place and availability
of a one-on-one interview

2. Data Collection Procedures

Data collection will take place in a three-stepgass; personal interviews,
peer examination and member checking interviewali@uive interviews will
be conducted with five $1,000,000+ athletic doradrve different Division |
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institutions across the country. These participavli be pre-selected by the
athletic director or senior development officeeath institution that fit the
criteria for participation.

One of the most important sources of informatiothesinterview (Yin, 2003)
because it “allows us to find out things we canticectly observe (feelings,
thoughts, intentions) and allows us to enter ihedther person’s
perspective” (Patton, 1990, p. 196). To exploeerttotivational factors of
$1,000,000+ athletic donors related to giving, wdlial, open-ended
interviews will be contacted with all five partieipts. Interviews will last
approximately 60-90 minutes in length and will bgitally recorded with the
participants’ permission. Qualitative interviewslWwe used to produce direct
guotations from participants related to their exgeees, knowledge, feelings
and opinions (Patton, 2002). The use of open-endedtions will provide an
opportunity for the participants to fully exprekeit thoughts and perceptions
without being limited to a specific response, sastpresented in survey
methodology (see Appendix A).

Interviews will take place in person at the respectampuses of individual
participants across the country. After initial ojpgy questions are given,
specific questions will be asked related theirmgvhistory the specific
institution, intercollegiate athletics and the mations, influences, behaviors
that led them to donate a seven-figure gift toetit$. Immediately following
each interview, a 15-20 minute “memoing” sessiolhtake place to facilitate
on-going reflection in the research process (Pat662) in an effort to
capture details and overall observations. Andlindigital- audio recordings
will be comprehensively transcribed.

Data analysis will be conducted in a three-phaseqss including interviews,
peer debriefing and member check interviews. Am#ial member check,
participants will be asked to verify only the acy of their interview, not to
edit or comment further (Mahoney, 2011). An indegent peer examination
will then analyze the transcripts to make suretlieenes are accurately being
reflected in the participants’ voice. The peerreieation will be a current
colleague of the researcher who has an extensolgh@und in athletic
development and donor relations. Trustworthineskteansferability of a
study is the responsibility of the researcher awiires a breadth of detalil
involving “leaving the extent to which a study’adiings apply to other
situations up to the people in those situationséiibm, 1998, p, 211).
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3. Data Analysis Procedures

Constant comparative analysis will be used. Thength of constant
comparative analysis is the reduction of data mé&aningful constructs
(Mahoney, 2011) that embody participants’ undeditags and experiences
(Ortiz, 2003) and involves interplay between theesrch and data (Strauss
and Corbin, 1998) to flush out common themes.

Credibility, validity, dependability and trustwontless will be attained via the
researcher’s skill, competence and rigor of reseéPatton, 2002).
Procedures are clearly defined and the accurattyedindings will be
established using established protocols of quadgaksearch, such as internal
validity, and rich, thick descriptions of the stediphenomenon. Readers
should be able to determine how closely their sibma match the research
situation, and hence, whether findings can be tearesl by providing enough
description (Choi, 2006). The reader should actiearious observer in
determining the transferability of the findings.

To help establish trustworthiness, Merriam (1998)gests six strategies be
used to enhance internal validity and credibilitiangulation, member
checks, long-term observation, peer examinatiortigiaatory or

collaborative modes of research, and researchess f-or the purpose of this
study, four of Merriam’s techniques will be utiltzéo establish internal
validity: triangulation, member checking, peer exaation and researcher
bias. Member checking is a very important patheftriangulation process as
it allows and invites the participant to assistha clarification of the
researchers’ interpretations. Member checkingfsdd as “taking data and
tentative interpretations back to the people fronom they were derived and
asking them if the results are plausible”, Merri@@98). Peer examination
helps to establish triangulation by allowing cofjaas to evaluate the findings
within a study and provide feedback related to ebgeor common sense.
Researcher bias is established by clarifying tsearcher's assumptions,
worldview, and theoretical orientation at the outsfethe study, the
researcher’s biases can be utilized to enhancenaitealidity and enables the
reader to better understand how the data might bees interpreted
(Merriam, 1998). | am a former Division | studextblete and current
Division | sports administrator in athletic devetognt. Sport, and in
particular, intercollegiate sport plays, a verygkarole in my life and with it,
comes established views on athletic administratienelopment, fundraising
and donor behaviors. | will maintain and estabbbjectivity as a researcher
related to my personal views.
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4. Data Handling Procedures

Data will be stored initially on a hand held digitacording device and then
transcribed into text on a laptop computer. No wilehave access to the
data as interview files will be protected. All datill be kept in a locked
cabinet and/or locked office. As the subject miattees not involve sensitive
information or children, the participants will n@main fully anonymous. For
the purpose of the study, only first names willuse. Additionally, no special
arrangements need to be made as the populatiat &ypical.

C. Risks, Discomforts and Benefits:

1. Risks of participation are no greater that thoseasmal, daily activity and
pose no foreseeable risk to the participants. dDlsenefits from participation
in the study will include benefits extending toexpanded knowledge base
though the findings of the research project.

D. Costs and Compensations

1. There are no costs to the participant for parttoijpain the research project.
Compensation will be provided in the form of refregents and/or meal
dependent upon the time of day the interview tgase.

E. Grant Information — Not Applicable
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UNIVERSITY of

NORTHERN COLORADO

-

CONSENT FORM FOR HUMAN PARTICIPANTS IN RESEARCH
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN COLORADO

Project Title: Million Dollar Plus Donors Within Intercollegiate Athletics: A Qualitative
Analysis of Donor Motivations

Researcher: Nancy Hixson, PhD Candidate, Sport and Exercise Science

Phone: 719-243-4217

E-mail: hixs3753@bears.unco.edu

(Advisor: Dr. David Stotlar; david.stotlar@unco.edu; 970-351-2535)

Purpose and Description: The primary purpose of this phenomenological study is to
describe and explore the motivations, behaviors and attitudes $1,000,000+
intercollegiate athletic donors have related to their personal giving process.

As a participant in this research, you will be asked a variety of interview questions
pertaining to your personal views, motivations, attitudes and experiences related to
making a major gift (at the $1,000,000+ level) towards intercollegiate athletics. The
length of the interview will last no longer than 90 minutes and your answers will be
captured on a digital recorder. The personal interview will be conducted by the lead
investigator and the use of your fist name only will be employed.

Potential risks in this project are minimal and are no greater than normal, daily
activities.

Participation is voluntary and therefore you may decide not to participate in this study
and if you begin participation you may still decide to stop and withdraw at any time.
Your decision will be respected and will not result in loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled. Having read the above and having had an opportunity to ask any
questions, please sign below if you would like to participate in this research. A copy of
this form will be given to you to retain for future reference. If you have any concerns
about your selection or treatment as a research participant, please contact the Office of
Sponsored Programs, Kepner Hall, University of Northern Colorado Greeley, CO 80639;
970-351-2161.

Please feel free to phone me if you have any questions or concerns about this research. A
signed copy of this consent letter will be given to you for your personal records.

Thank you very much for assisting me with my research.

Participant Signature Date

Researcher Signature Date
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