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ABSTRACT 

Past higher education fund-raising studies examining 

alumni giving across several institutions have had two main 

limitations. First, the multitude of independent variables 

used in these studies has made it difficult to determine 

whether past studies have discovered many different factors 

that influence levels of alumni gift revenue, or whether 

they have discovered a few common factors that have been 

represented by different sets of variables in each study. 

Second, past studies have failed to adequately describe 

causal mechanisms through which variables significantly 

related to gift revenue influence levels of gift revenue. 

The current study addresses the aforementioned 

limitations in creating an aggregate model of donor 

behavior for law school alumni. The study examines alumni 

giving at 41 ABA-approved law schools. The results 

indicate that four basic factors account for most (87 

percent) of the variance in amounts of alumni annual fund 

revenue among different law schools. The four factors, 

listed in order of importance and shown with the variables 

that load highly on each factor, are the following: 

Factor 1--"Institutional Quality" (variables are 

average LSAT scores of accepted law students; reputation of 

law school among professors at other law schools; 

reputation of law school's graduates among judges and 
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practicing lawyers; average starting salaries of new 

graduates of the law school; total number of volumes in law 

library; number of volumes in law library divided by FTE 

enrollment;). 

Factor 2--"Institutional Size" (variables are: FTE law 

school enrollment; number of living law school alumni; 

number of FTE law faculty; total number of law school 

advancement staff people). 

Factor 3--"Relative Advancement Effort" (variables 

are: number of law school advancement staff people divided 

by number of living law school alumni; number of law school 

reunion classes solicited for special gifts each year) . 

Factor 4--"Institutional Age" (variables are: age of 

law school; age of law school's parent institution). 

Differences between the factor structures for public 

and private law schools are examined. The study suggests 

possible causal mechanisms through which these four factors 

influence the amount of alumni gift revenue raised by each 

law school. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

16 

As American colleges continue to struggle with the 

burden of increasingly restrictive operating budgets, many 

institutions have responded by expanding their private 

fund-raising efforts (Leslie & Ramey, 1988). A major cause 

of fiscal woes, particularly at public institutions, has 

been the failure of federal and especially state government 

funding to keep pace with the increasing costs of higher 

education. Over the past fifteen years, government 

appropriations, grants and contracts have provided an 

increasingly smaller portion of total current fund revenue 

for higher education institutions. 

Figures from the National Center for Education 

statistics (1990 and 1991) show that in 1977-78, funding 

from federal and state government sources provided 58.5 per 

cent of total current fund revenue for public institutions 

of higher education. By 1987-88, the contribution of state 

and federal sources had declined to 53.7 per cent. For 

private institutions of higher education, state and federal 

sources accounted for 20.9 per cent of total current fund 

revenue in 1977-78, and had declined to 19.1 per cent by 

1987-88. 

Meanwhile, information from the Council for Aid to 
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Education indicates that the amount of financial support 

from private sources has grown. Between 1987 and 1992 

average charitable giving to public research universities 

increased by 57 per cent, charitable giving to private 

research universities increased by 30 per cent, and 

charitable giving to public community colleges increased by 

nearly 175 per cent. 

statement of the Problem 

The growing importance of private sources of financial 

support has been accompanied by a growing need for research 

into college and university fund-raising issues 

(Brittingham & Pezzullo, 1990; Grace & Leslie, 1990). 

Presently, the largest single group of donors to colleges 

and universities are alumni (council for Aid to Education, 

1992b). Although several useful studies have examined 

alumni fund-raising questions, these studies, taken as a 

whole, have had two major limitations. First, past studies 

have presented little direct evidence to suggest how 

institutional variables related to charitable giving (such 

as institutional quality and age) actually influence the 

amount of alumni gift revenue raised by an institution. 

Second, although to some degree each study of fund-raising 

builds on previous studies, important methodological 

differences often make it difficult to determine how 
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findings from one study are related to findings from 

another. For example, few studies have shown how the 

independent variables examined are related to independent 

variables from other studies, or how independent variables 

examined in the same study are related to each other. 

A partial solution to this problem would be the 

creation of a model of alumni donor behavior that (1) shows 

how institutional variables (such as quality and age) are 

related to alumni characteristics (such as average alumni 

income) and (2) shows how research findings from past 

studies are related to each other. such is the aim of this 

study. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to create an aggregate 

model of donor behavior for alumni of colleges of law. 

Rather than describe the donor behavior of specific alumni 

donors, that is explain why one individual donor gives to 

his or her law school while another alumnus does not, the 

study examines the sum total of the average donor behavior 

of all the alumni of each law school. Law schools, not 

individual alumni, are the unit of analysis; thus, it is 

an aggregate model, not an individual model. The model 

describes the institutional characteristics of law schools 

associated with differences in the amount of annual fund 
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revenue received from the alumni bodies of each law school. 

The model also suggests how institutional characteristics 

of law schools are related to the aggregate average alumni 

characteristics of each law school. 

Research Questions 

1. Which basic factors are related to differences in 

the total amount of alumni annual fund revenue raised by 

law schools? 

2. How are institutional variables identified in past 

fund-raising studies related to the basic factors 

identified in the present study? 

3. How are variables representing' characteristics of 

alumni related to the basic factors identified in Research 

Question 1? 

Definitions 

The term "variable" refers to a measurable aspect of 

the issues being studied in this paper. The term "factor" 

is used to reflect a theoretical construct that is assessed 

by observing patterns of variables. For example, the 

variable "average LSAT scores of accepted students" is a 

measurable aspect of a law school that is held to reflect 

the more abstract factor "law school quality". 

Throughout this paper the term alumni will be used to 

refer to both male and female graduates of an institution. 
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Similarly, the term alumnus is used to mean an individual 

male, or female graduate. Considering the large number of 

female graduates of law schools, it is certainly unwise to 

think of all law school donors as being men. 

"Development" is defined herein as activities 

specifically intended to raise funds for an institution. 

Typical development activities include annual fund drives, 

planned giving, corporate and foundation gifts, major gifts 

and capital campaigns. "Advancement", as used herein, is a 

more general term that includes development activities, but 

also includes alumni relations, public relations and 

publications (such as alumni magazines) and occasionally 

legislative relations. 

Assumptions 

The development of the model in this study is based on 

the assumpti.on that the total amount of alumni annual fund 

revenue received by a particular law school, is the result 

of many individual giving decisions. This assumption is 

expressed in the following equation. 

Total Alumni 
Annual Fund = 
Revenue 

Where, 

Average 
Amount Given 
Per Alumnus 
Solicited 

x 
Number of 
Alumni 
Solicited 

"Total Alumni Annual Fund Revenue" represents the 
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total amount of charitable revenue given to a law school by 

its alumni during an annual fund drive for a specific time 

period (such as a fiscal year). 

"Average Amount Given Per Alumnus Solicited" is the 

average amount of revenue contributed by a solicited law 

school alumnus during a part.icular time period. 

"Number of Alumni Solicited" is the total number of 

law school alumni asked to donate by each school during the 

time period. 

The value of "Average Amount Given Per Alumnus 

Solicited" is a reflection of the percentage of alumni 

making gifts during a particular year and the average 

amount of each gift. The value of "Average Amount Given 

Per Alumnus Solicited" is, therefore, determined by the 

factors that influence the likelihood of an individual 

alumnus making a gift and is determined by the factors that 

influence the amount that an individual alumnus gives, in 

the event that a gift is made. 

In conclusion, it is assumed that the total amount of 

alumni annual fund revenue received by a particular law 

school is determined by the following factors: 

(1) Those factors that influence the likelihood of an 

individual alumnus making a gift. 

(2) The factors that influence the amount the individual 

alumnus gives, in the event that a gift is made. 



(3) Those factors that influence the number of individual 

alumni that can be solicited by an institution. 
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In order to understand the factors that influence the 

total gift revenue raised by an institution, it is first 

necessary to understand the factors that influence the 

giving behavior of individuals. The literature review in 

Chapter 2 first examines mUlti-institutional studies of 

higher education fund raising, and then examines studies of 

individual decision making. 

Conceptual Framework 

Although Research Question 3 does not require an ~ 

priori statement of the alumni characteristics that are 

believed to influence alumni giving, it is nonetheless 

helpful to start with a tentative framework of alumni 

giving in order to limit the number of variables that are 

examined in this study. The set of variables representing 

alumni characteristics believed to influence charitable 

giving examined herein is derived from a transformation of 

a donor behavior model developed by Paton (1986). Paton's 

model (1986) proposes that the amount of gift revenue 

received by a higher educational institution is determined 

by the combined behavior of its donor prospects. 

Paton's model is shown below. 

Gift Revenue = Motivation + Capacity 
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Paton's model specifies that donor contributions are a 

function of donor motivation and capacity. Motivation, in 

turn, is a function of "predisposition" and "cultivation". 

Predisposition is defined as the a priori willingness of 

donor prospects to donate to the college, while cUltivation 

is defined as the change in the willingness of donor 

prospects to give that results from the college's 

development efforts. The intensity of development efforts, 

and thus cultivation, is determined by the level of fund

raising expenditures of the institution. Capacity is 

defined as the income and wealth of the institution's donor 

prospects. 

A transformation of Paton's model is presented in 

Figure 1. In Paton's original model, "capacity" represents 

the total income and wealth of all donor prospects of an 

institution. "Motivation" represents the total amount of 

motivation for all donor prospects of an institution. In 

the transformed model in Figure 1, capacity and the two 

parts of motivation (predisposition and cultivation) are 

each divided by the number of donor prospects solicited. 

In this way, the number of the institution's donor 

prospects solicited becomes a separate term. 



FIGURE 1 

TRANSFORMED MODEL OF DONOR BEHAVIOR 

, 
INDIVIDUAL GIVING DECISION 

I TOTAL GIFT REVENUE I 

NUMBER OF 
INDIVIDUALS 
SOLICITED 

24 
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In the transformed model (Figure 1), the elements 

inside the dashed box represent factors that affect 

individual decision making. Each dashed box can be thought 

of as the decision process of a typical or "average" 

individual solicited by an institution. The arrows 

indicate the proposed direction of causality among factors. 

A line is drawn between lIaverage cultivation" and "average 

predisposition" to indicate that the two elements are both 

part of the encompassing term "motivation". The term, 

"number of individuals solicited", represents the number of 

persons who are asked to give to an institution. This term 

may refer to all donor prospects of an institution, or it 

may refer to all members of a sub-group, such as the 

institution's alumni. An increase in the number of 

individuals solicited can be thought of as increasing the 

number of dashed boxes. The term, "total gift revenue", 

equals the total amount of revenue received from the group 

of solicited individuals. The term, "average capacity", 

refers to the average level of income and wealth of 

individuals in the group of interest. The term, "average 

predisposition", refers to the average individual's 

attitude toward institutional giving created by factors 

other than development office efforts. The term, "average 

cultivation", refers to the cultivated portion of an 

individual's attitude toward giving to a college, or the 
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average change in an individual's attitude toward giving 

created by an institution's development activities. In the 

transformed model, cUltivation and predisposition should 

not be thought of as two different attitudes, but as two 

components of the same attitude (toward giving) that are 

due to two different kinds of inputs. The term "individual 

giving decision" refers to an occasion upon which an 

individual makes a decision about giving to a particular 

college. This decision determines whether an individual 

gives to a college, and determines the amount of the 

donation given. 

Limitations 

1. This study examines the factors related to 

charitable giving of alumni of law schools; the results 

might be different for other alumni populations. 

2. This study examines alumni annual fund giving at a 

particular point in time. The factors related to 

charitable giving are known to differ in relation to 

prevailing economic and institutional conditions (Leslie, 

et al., 1983). Fund-raising efforts during a year with 

different economic conditions might produce different 

results. 

3. The financial data used in this study were 

presented in slightly different ways by each law school. 
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It was not always clear whether annual fund giving figures 

included pledges, non-cash gifts, corporate matching funds, 

or other items. These sources of variation are assumed to 

be unsystematic; these anomalies probably create larger 

amounts of unexplained variance than would be obtained 

using a more uniform data set. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

categorization of Influential Variables 

28 

The variables that have been found to be related to 

amounts of gift revenue raised by colleges and universities 

in past higher education studies have been summarized in 

Table 1. In this study, there are four kinds of variables 

examined: "controllable institutional" variables, "less 

controllable institutional" variables, "individual" 

variables and "environmental" variables. 

"Controllable institutional" variables are measurable 

aspects of an institution that fall directly under the 

control of an institution's managers. Examples of this 

kind of variable are the organizational structure of the 

development office, the staff size of the advancement or 

development offices, the type of marketing strategies 

employed (such as an emphasis on major donors, or 

an emphasis on foundation gifts), and the specific 

marketing techniques employed (such as the use of 

phonathons or publishing alumni magazines). Most 

controllable organizational variables can be changed 

drastically in a relatively short amount of time. 

"Less controllable institutional" variables are 

measurable aspects of an institution that are either 



TABLE 1 

VARIABLES RELATED TO LEVELS OF 
ALUMNI GIFT REVENUE, TOTAL GIFT REVENUE 

& LIKELIHOOD OF GIVING IN PAST STUDIES 

J Leslie 
(1969) 

DEPENDENT 
Total 
Gift 
Revenue 

Spaeth & 
Greeley 
(1970) 

VARIABLE 
Ll.kell.
hood of 
Alumni 
Gift 

Pickett 
(1977) 

Total 
Gift 
Revenue 

Drachman 
(1983) 

Total 
Gift 
Revenue 

L Lesll.e 
& Ramey 

(1988) 

Alumnl. 
Gift 
Revenue 

INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES (Controllable) 
1. ADV EX none 1 ADV EX none none 

2. STAFF 
3. STRAT 
4. NAMES 

INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES (Less 
none 1. Q-RATE 1. ENDOW 

2. PB/PRV 2. ALUMNI 
3. COST 
4. G-ATT 

INDIVIDUAL VARIABLES 
none 1. INTENT none 

2. ATTACH 
3. DES CH 

ENVIRONMENTAL VARIABLES 
none none none 

Controllable) 
1. Q-RATE 1. Q-RATE 
2. AGE 2. AGE 
3. PB/PRV 3. FTE 

none none 

1. DIV IN 1. S APPR 
2. ITEMZ 

29 

Duronl.o 
&Loessin 

(1990) 

Alumnl. 
Gift 
Revenue 

none 

1. ENDOW 
2.ALUMNI 
3. FTE 

none 

none 
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KEY FOR TABLE 1 

Independent Variables 

ADV EX= The level of institutional advancement expenditures 
AGE= Age of institution 
ALUMNI= Number of alumni of record 
ATTACH= strength of the individual's emotional attachment 

to their alma mater 
COST= Average cost of student attendance at institution 
DES CH= strength of the individual's desire to send 

children to the individual's alma mater 
DIV IN= Level of dividend and interest income in the state 

in which the institution is located 
ENDOW= Amount of institutional endowment 
FTE= Full time equivalent enrollment 
G-ATT= the percentage of the college's graduates who later 

attended graduate school 
INTENT= An individual's stated intention to give to their 

college within the upcoming 12 months 
ITEMZ= the percentage of federal income tax returns that 

are itemized in the state in which an institution is 
located 

NAMES= The number of names on development office mailing 
lists 

PB/PRV= Type of institutional governance 
Q-RATE= Institutional quality rating, (Astin selectivity 

index used by Spaeth and Greeley, Gourman Rating used 
by Drachman, and Leslie & Rame¥ 

S APPR= the level of state approprlations per student in 
the state in which the institution is located 

STAFF= The size of the institution's advancement staff 
STRAT= Presence of four fund-raising strategy elements 
(annual funds, capital campaigns, major gifts and 

planned 9iving) 
none= no varlables of this classification examined in a 

particular study 

Dependent Variables 
Total Gift Revenue= Total annual charitable giving from all 

institutional sources 
Alumni Gift Revenue= Total annual giving from an 

institution's alumni 
Likelihood of Alumni Gift= Indicator variable representing 

occurrence or non-occurrence of alumni donation in 
past 12 months 
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unaffected by the actions of the institution (an example of 

this kind of institutional variable is the age of the 

institution), or they are aspects of the institution that 

can change only through relatively small increments or over 

long periods of time (an example of this kind of 

institutional variable is the number of living alumni). 

"Individual" variables are personal aspects that may 

influence the individual's giving behavior with respect to 

an institution. Individual variables include cultural, 

social, personal, and psychological characteristics 

(Kotler, 1988). Examples of individual variables are the 

individual's income, attitude toward the institution, age 

and gender. 

"Environmental" variables are measurable aspects of an 

institution's environment that can affect levels of gift 

revenue raised. These variables do not represent aspects 

of the institution itself, but rather the circumstances 

under which the institution operates. Environmental 

variables are generally beyond the control of the 

institution. There are four types of environmental 

variables: economic, technological, political and cultural 

variables (Kotler, 1988). Economic variables affect the 

wealth of institutions and individuals (such as the rates 

of local and national economic growth). Technological 

variables concern changes in technology that affect 
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institutions or individuals (such as improvements in fund

raising software or computerized direct mailing systems). 

Political variables concern legal and governmental actions 

(such as changes in tax laws, or changes in levels of state 

appropriations for higher education). cultural variables 

concern general social trends (such as societal attitudes 

toward philanthropy). 

A Review of Higher Education Fund-Raising Studies 

Past research in the area of higher education fund

raising has generally suffered from a lack of available 

data. There are few national databases that provide 

concrete information on donor behavior at different 

institutions (Grace & Leslie, 1990). Past studies have 

generally overcome this obstacle in one of two ways. The 

first has been to conduct an in-depth analysis of a single 

institution (e.g.; Beeler, 1982i Keller, 1982; Korvas, 

1984; Dietz, 1985; McNally, 1985; Haddad, 1986). This type 

of study often produces detailed findings with uncertain 

external validity. The second method has been to analyze 

several institutions, using a more limited set of 

variables. This type of mUlti-institutional study 

typically employs either mail surveys or utilizes the data 

made available through sources such as the Council for Aid 

to Education's, Voluntary support of Education. Because 
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multi-institutional studies produce findings with 

applications for a greater variety of higher educational 

settings, such studies typically are viewed as more useful 

to policy formulation. 

Multi-Institutional studies 

of Higher Education Fund Raising 

In one of the first well known mUlti-institutional 

studies of higher educational fund raising, Leslie (1969) 

examined a set of variables representing different aspects 

of institutional advancement programs at a number of 

different colieges and universities. His study found that 

there was a high correlation among expenditures for fund 

raising, expenditures for alumni relations, and total gift 

revenue for an institution. He also found that as an 

institution raises more money, its advancement program 

expenditures per gift dollar decrease. This study was the 

first work to show that the activities of college 

development offices affect the level of gift revenue that 

colleges raise. As Leslie himself conceded, however, there 

were several unmeasured factors in his study that might 

have affected the fund-raising performance of an 

institution. 

Spaeth and Greeley (1970), in part of a longitudinal 

study sponsored by the National Opinion Research Center, 
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examined the attitudes and personal characteristics of 

40,000 alumni of 135 colleges and universities. The entire 

NORC study had several parts. In part one (conducted by 

Davis), each student was surveyed shortly after their 

graduation in 1961 in order to provide baseline data 

(Davis, 1964, p.269). In part two (conducted by Spaeth and 

Greeley in 1968), each student who had participated in the 

first part of the study was asked to answer a second set of 

questions and comparisons with their earlier responses were 

made (Spaeth and Greeley, 1970). 

Part of the second NORC study examined variables 

related to alumni giving to their alma maters. The 

dependent variable employed was a binary variable that 

indicated whether an individual had made a gift to his/her 

alma mater during the past year. Spaeth and Greeley found 

that alumni who had given to their alma maters within the 

past year were also likely to express an intention to give 

during the upcoming year. Alumni of private institutions 

were more likely to have made a gift within the past year 

than were alumni of public institutions. The likelihood of 

making a gift was also associated with alumni feelings of 

strong emotional attachment to their alma mater and with a 

stated desire to send children to their alma mater. The 

quality of the institution, as measured by the Astin 

selectivity index, was also highly related to the 
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likelihood of alumni giving. 

Pickett (1977) studied the effects of different fund

raising policies, practices and descriptors on the fund

raising productivity of private, undergraduate colleges. 

In order to isolate the effects of policy differences, each 

college's inherent fund~raising potential was assessed. 

fund-raising potential was determined using a set of twelve 

variables representing differences in institutional 

financial resources and environmental position. Multiple 

regression analysis indicated that the most important 

predictors of an institution's fund-raising potential were 

the amount of the college's endowment, the number of alumni 

of record, the percentage of the college's graduates who 

later attended graduate school and the student's cost of 

attendance. In the second phase of Pickett's study, 

differences between actual gift revenue and amounts 

predicted by the regression function were used to select 

groups of "over-productive" and "under-productive" 

institutions. Next, the frequency of occurrence of a set 

of thirteen fund-raising policy variables within the groups 

of over-productive and under-productive institutions was 

examined. The results indicated that over-productive 

institutions were more likely to nave higher mean 

expenditures for institutional advancement and larger 

advancement staffs; were more likely to have each of a set 
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of four fund-raising strategy elements (annual fund drives, 

capital campaigns, major gifts and planned giving); and 

were more likely to have a large number of names on 

development office mailing lists. 

Drachman (1983) investigated the relationships among 

the amount of charitable revenue raised by an institution, 

certain characteristics of the institution, and local 

environmental factors. She studied a group of research 

(R-1) universities and a group of liberal arts (L-1) 

institutions. The results for R-1 institutions showed that 

the five variables most highly correlated with charitable 

giving were the level of (taxpayer) dividend and interest 

income in the state in which the institution was located, 

the type of governance of the institution (public or 

private), the Gourman quality rating of the institution, 

the age of the institution and the percentage of federal 

income tax returns that were itemized in the state in which 

an institution was located. 

Leslie and Ramey (1988) examined the relationships 

among local environmental variables, certain institutional 

characteristics of research (R-1) universities and the 

amounts of gift revenue for four donor groups (alumni, non

alumni individuals, businesses and non-business 

organizations). Alumni gift revenue was found to be 

significantly related to the number of alumni of record, 
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the Gourrnan quality rating of the institution, the age of 

the institution and the level of state appropriations per 

student in the state in which the institution was located. 

This study was the first work to suggest that institutional 

factors can affect separate donor groups in different ways. 

This result indicates that a research approach examining 

donor segments across several institutions may have 

inherent advantages over previously employed methods that 

have used entire institutions as the unit of analysis. 

Duronio and Loessin (1990) investigated the effects of 

different institutional characteristics on ten different 

types of colleges and universities. They found that the 

variables most strongly related to the amount of alumni 

gift revenue for all types of institutions were the amount 

of the school's endowment, its number of alumni of record 

and its current enrollment. 

Theoretical Implications of Higher Education 

Fund-Raising Studies 

Past multi-institutional, fund-raising studies have 

successfully identified several variables that have been 

related to the amount of gift revenue raised by colleges 

and universities. These studies taken as a whole, however, 

have had two major limitations. First, past studies have 

presented little direct evidence to suggest how variables 
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related to charitable giving can actually influence the 

levels of gift revenue raised by an institution. For 

example, Duronio and Loessin (1990) speculated that the 

level of an institution's endowment is related to amounts 

of alumni gift revenue because a school's endowment might 

be related to alumni perceptions of institutional 

stability. Similarly, Leslie and Ramey (1988) speculated 

that the age of an institution and institutional quality 

ratings are related to amounts of alumni gift revenue 

because these variables might be related to alumni beliefs 

about the potential for utility maximization resulting from 

a gift to their alma mater, or because these variables 

might be related to higher levels of alumni income. 

Although, these studies have proposed that the influence of 

variables (such as endowments, institutional age, or 

quality) may be mediated by other variables (such as alumni 

income or alumni attitudes), these mediating variables have 

not been measured. 

The second limitation of past multi-institutional, 

higher education fund-raising studies has been the lack of 

relationship of one study to another. Although past 

studies have discovered several variables that are related 

to changes in the amounts of gift revenue, few studies have 

shown how independent variables from one study are related 

to independent variables from other studies, or how 
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independent variables from the same study are related to 

each other. Past studies have used different sets of 

independent variables to investigate similar research 

questions. As a result, it is difficult to determine 

whether past studies have discovered many separate factors 

that influence levels of private support, or whether these 

studies have discovered a few common influential factors 

represented by different sets of independent variables in 

each study. For example, it is unclear whether the 

variables, institutional age (Drachman 1983), cost of 

attendance (Pickett 1977), and quality rating (Leslie & 

Ramey 1988), represent different aspects of a single factor 

(such as institutional quality) or three separate factors. 

There is currently a great need to organize the profusion 

of influential variables identified in previous studies. 

A Review of studies of Individual Decision Making 

The total amount of gift revenue received by an 

institution from a group of individuals, is the result of 

many individual giving decisions. For many years, 

researchers in the field of marketing have extensively 

examined individual decision making involving monetary 

transactions. Marketing studies that examine individual 

behavior, typically examine the behavior of individual 

engaged in consumption activities, or "consumer behavior". 



Although marketing studies typically examine the behavior 

of individuals purchasing products or services, with only 

minor alterations most of these studies can be applied 

directly to the study of individual giving to colleges. 

Fishbein-Ajzen Model 
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The central element in most models of consumer 

behavior is the individual's attitude toward engaging in a 

particular act, or "A.act". One of the best known models 

of individual behavior is the Fishbein-Ajzen Multi

attribute Model (Lutz, 1977). Under this model, attitudes 

are described as affective feelings toward a particular act 

or object.. They are thought to be relatively permanent 

dispositions formed by the careful consideration of 

product-related information. The Fishbein-Ajzen Model is 

shown below. 

n 
A.act = sum Bi ai 

i=l 
m 

B ~ BI = W(A.act) + W2(sum NBjMcj) 
j=1 

According to this model, (A. act) represents an 

individual's attitude toward performing a particular act or 

behavior. (B) is the act or behavior such as purchasing a 

specific product, or in this case, donating to a specific 
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college, and (BI) represents an individual's intention to 

perform the act (his or her behavioral intention). This 

model proposes that behavioral intentions are roughly equal 

to behavior. (A. act) is the summation of the set of 

individual evaluations of the personal utility of specific 

consequences (ai) of performing this act, multiplied by the 

perceived probability that performing a given act will lead 

to that consequence (Bi). The symbol (n) indicates the 

total number of consequences. 

An individual's private evaluation of the advantages 

and disadvantages associated with performing an act in 

isolation from other people, is added to an evaluative 

component representing the gains and losses stemming from 

the opinions and expectations of other individuals and 

groups important to the individual. In this model, (NBj) 

is the individual's perception of the expectations of 

referent (j) with respect to a particular behavior. The 

referent may be a person whose opinion the individual 

values, or a reference group (such as fellow alumni). 

(MCj) is the individual's motivation to comply with 

referent j's expectations; (m) is the total number of 

salient referents; and (WI, W2) are empirically derived 

weights. 

The Fishbein-Ajzen model is a static model. It does 

not describe how attitudes are formed or changed. Instead 
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it describes how different cognitive elements are related 

to attitudes, behavioral intentions, and behaviors at a 

given point in time. The model suggests that individuals 

select a course of action by a relatively careful 

evaluation of the positive and negative consequences of 

each alternative action. Thus, a potential alumni donor 

would weigh the advantages and disadvantages of giving to 

their college. For example, the individual would weigh the 

expected feeling of satisfaction or regret associated with 

the act of giving. These feelings might stem from the 

individual's private experiences, or they might be based on 

expectations of the reactions of other significant people 

in the individual's life. 

Elaboration Likelihood Model 

Although the Fishbein-Ajzen model has been very 

influential, some of its assumptions regarding the way 

individuals choose among alternative courses of action may 

not be valid in every decision context. The Fishbein model 

generally assumes that individual decision making is 

characterized by a diligent information search and careful 

evaluation of information before a decision is made. 

However, this kind of careful consideration of facts may 

only be applicable in a few important decision making 

situations. Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann (1983) have 

proposed the Elaboration Likelihood Model as a more 
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comprehensive alternative. 

Elaboration likelihood is the probability of message 

or issue-relevant thought occurring. Under this model, 

there are two distinct processing styles involved in 

consumer attitude formation. The first type is called 

"central route processing," and is essentially described by 

the existing Fishbein-Ajzen model. The second type of 

decision making, "peripheral route processing", is marked 

by more passive information gathering and by decision 

making that involves simple associations or inferences 

based on simple acceptance and rejection cues. For 

example, the cue may be that the source is the dean of the 

law school and the inference is that "If the dean says 

something, it must be important." An individual's 

involvement with a product or issue (such as making a 

donation to one's school) determines the amount and type of 

information processing that is used. High involvement 

messages or decisions have greater personal relevance and 

consequences or elicit more personal connections. The 

higher the level of individual involvement with the object 

or issue, the more likely the individual is to engage in 

central route processing. 

Research shows (Petty, Cacioppo & Schumann, 1983) that 

under low involvement conditions attitudes are less 

strongly correlated with behavioral intention than under 
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high involvement. Thus, a donor may decide to give to a 

college after a careful consideration of the pros and cons 

of the decision, or the donor may decide to give to a 

college using a more superficial decision process. Donor 

attitudes formed using peripheral route processing should 

be more temporary and less predictive of giving behavior 

than attit.udes formed using the more deliberate central 

rout,e approach. The level of donor involvement may be 

lower in situations where the individual is considering 

making a relatively small gift, or in situations where the 

individual has given exactly the same amount several years 

in a row and may be engaged in habitual giving behavior. 

Attitude-Behavior consistency 

One of the more perplexing issues in consumer behavior 

research has been in describing the specific conditions 

under which attitudes will be valid predictors of 

individual behavior. Research in this area has usually 

taken one of two approaches, "methodological" analysis or 

"moderator" analysis (Berger & Mitchell, 1989). Those 

adopting the methodological perspective argue that 

attitudes are good predictors of behavior, but that 

researchers have generally failed to operationalize and 

measure the attitude and behavioral constructs 

appropriately (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). The moderator 
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perspective proposes that the strength of the relationship 

between attitude and behavior is greatly influenced by 

factors that moderate the effect of attitudes. Researchers 

employing a moderator approach seek to specify the nature 

of these moderating factors that influence attitude

behavior consistency. 

Methodological Perspective of Attitude Research 

Past studies from the methodological perspective 

(Ehrlich, 1969; Wicker, 1969) have suggested several 

factors that may influence the correlation between attitude 

and behavior. Some factors are measurement errors due to 

inaccuracy in measuring consumer attitudes; others are due 

to inadequately specifying the context of the behavior, or 

the inability to control for factors that may be different 

at the point of measurement than at the point of behavior 

performance. Factors that may influence the correlation 

between measures of attitude and behavior are of two main 

types: individual factors and situational factors (Ehrlich, 

1969; Wicker, 1969; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; smith & 

Swinyard, 1983). 



Individual Factors Affecting 

Attitude Behavior consistency 

Among the individual context and measurement factors 

that have been proposed to affect attitude behavior 

consistency are the following: 
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(1) Multi-dimensionality of and interrelationships 

between attitudes. A single attitude may appear to be 

inconsistent with a behavior because other attitudes that 

may be in conflict have not been measured. For example, an 

individual may express a favorable attitude toward giving 

to Alpha college, but she does not give to Alpha college 

because she has an even more favorable attitude toward 

giving to Beta college. 

(2) Competing motives and habits. Underlying motives 

or behaviors may have a greater influence on behavior than 

the attitude thought to mediate the behavior. For example, 

an individual may express a favorable attitude toward 

giving to a college, but the individual may have a deep 

seated psychological need to hoard money, a need that 

prevents giving from taking place. 

(3) Verbal, intellectual, and social abilities. 

Individuals might be unable to articulate accurately their 

attitude, or they may lack skills necessary to the 

accomplishment of the behavior. For example, individuals 

asked to express their feelings about a college on an 



47 

attitude survey, may be unable to express in words the true 

nature of their feelings. 

(4) Level of activity. Some individuals may not 

respond in accordance with their attitudes because they are 

too passive with regard to their environment. For example, 

an individual may express a favorable attitude toward 

giving to a college, but may constantly put off finding the 

solicitation letter with its return envelope. 

Situational Factors Affecting 

Attitude Behavior consistency 

There are several situational context and measurement 

factors that have been proposed to interrupt the linkage 

between attitude toward the act, and subsequent behavior. 

Some of these factors are as follows: 

(1) Social demand variables. There might be a lack of 

correspondence between the social context in which the 

attitude measure was taken and the one in which the 

expected behavior is performed. For example, an individual 

may be interviewed in private about attitudes toward giving 

to a college, but the individual may feel less favorable 

when discussing the amount of the donation to give with his 

or her spouse. 

(2) Norms for acceptable attitudes and/or behavior. 



Social norms may require the statement of certain 

acceptable attitudes even though actual intended behavior 

is different. This is a particular problem in personal 

interviews with respondents. For example, it may seem 

socially acceptable for an individual to state that he or 

she feels strongly inclined to give to a college, when in 

actuality the individual knows that he or she is unlikely 

to make a donation. 

(3) Availability of alternative behaviors. 

Individuals may not perceive an opportunity to perform a 

particular behavior, or they may perform other behaviors 

that are consistent with their attitudes but are more 

easily performed than the behaviors of interest. For 

example, an individual may state that he or she has a 

favorable attitude toward giving to Beta college, but 

instead the individual gives to Alpha college because the 

gift satisfies the individual's need for self-esteem and 

because Alpha college has made the procedure for making a 

gift easier than the procedure used by Beta college. 
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(4) Specificity of attitude objects. Inaccuracy of 

prediction may occur because the attitude measure is 

relatively general in nature whereas the behavior is very 

specific. For example, an individual may express a 

generally favorable attitude toward giving money to higher 

education institutions, but a gift is never made because 



the individual feels less favorable about giving money 

specifically to Delta University Law School. 
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(5) Unexpected extraneous events. Inconsistency 

between an individual's attitude toward performing an act 

and actually performing the act may occur because of 

uncontrolled events that interrupt an otherwise predictable 

relationship. For example, an individual may express a 

favorable attitude toward giving to a college, but the 

annual fund phone call may occur at a time of family 

crisis. 

(6) Expected and/or actual consequences of the 

behavior. Responses to attitudinal and behavioral measures 

might be influenced by what the subject believes will 

follow as a result of the response. For example, an 

individual may express a favorable attitude toward giving 

to a college, but does not because he believes that his 

name will become part of a mailing list for other 

charities. 

Moderator perspective of Attitude Research 

The second major perspective in attitude behavior 

consistency research is the moderator approach. This 

perspective holds that attitude-behavior consistency is 

greatly influenced by factors that moderate the effect of 

attitudes. Researchers employing a moderator approach seek 
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to specify the nature of moderating factors that influence 

attitude-behavior consistency. Under this approach 

attitudes are conceptualized as having both evaluative and 

non-evaluative dimensions. Studies have suggested that one 

of the most influential non-evaluative attitudinal factors 

is the accessibility of the attitude (Berger & Mitchell, 

1989; Fazio, Powell & williams, 1989). 

The Fazio model defines an attitude as the evaluation 

of an object associated in memory with the representation 

of that object. Attitude accessibility is defined as the 

strength of this association. Fazio argues that behavior 

is influenced by previously formed attitudes only if these 

attitudes are activated from memory in the behavioral 

situation. Activated attitudes are thought to filter or 

bias an individual's immediate perceptions of the object. 

These perceptions influence the individual's definition of 

the event and thereby frames or influences subsequent 

behavior with respect to the object. Attitude 

accessibility influences the likelihood of activating 

previously formed attitudes. Thus in order for an 

individual to make a gift to a college, the individual must 

not only have a favorable attitude toward giving, but be 

able to recall exactly how favorable his or her attitude is 

at the time that a giving decision must be made. 

Fazio (et al., 1982) demonstrated increased attitude 
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accessibility and increased A-B consistency for subjects 

whose attitudes were based on direct behavioral experience. 

Berger and Mitchell (1989) showed that attitude 

accessibility and A-B consistency increased with repeated 

ad exposure, approaching levels obtained with direct 

product experience. Also, attitude accessibility and A-B 

consistency were greater for subjects who were made to 

express repeatedly their attitudes toward an act (Fazio, et 

al., 1982). It was further demonstrated that attitude 

accessibility guided subsequent perceptions of the attitude 

object as well as behavior (Fazio & Williams, 1986). 

Another non-evaluative attitudinal factor that has been 

shown empirically to moderate A-B consistency is attitude 

confidence. smith and swinyard (1983) found that 

individuals who had direct experience with a product also 

had higher levels of confidence in their evaluations of an 

object, and that attitude confidence was correlated with A

B consistency. 

The Special Role of Income in Individual Behavior 

The level of individual income and wealth has been 

seen to be an important factor in determining the 

likelihood of an individual giving to a college (Feldstein, 

1975a and 1975b; Leslie & Ramey, 1988; Paton, 1986). 

Personal income may function as a type of situational 
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factor. An individual's income may either facilitate or 

prevent certain types of otherwise desirable behavior. On 

the other hand, studies have suggested that in addition to 

the strictly functional effects of income, the level of 

personal income and its resulting socio-economic status may 

directly influence individual attitudes toward giving. In 

their study of the factors related to giving decisions for 

alumni eight years after graduation, Spaeth and Greeley 

(1970) found that the income level of an individual's 

parents was even more closely related to the likelihood of 

the individual giving to a college than was the 

individual's own present income. Individuals with high 

incomes, or individuals whose parents had high incomes, may 

see giving to charities as being an appropriate part of 

their lifestyle. Acts of generosity may also be regarded 

as symbols of membership in a wealthy reference group, thus 

influencing individual giving behavior through the "social 

normative" component of the Fishbein-Ajzen Model. 

Attitude Toward The Form of Solicitation 

Another factor that may influence individual giving 

behavior is the individual's attitude toward the 

solicitation technique being used. Studies (Mitchell & 

Olson, 1981; MacKenzie, Lutz & Belch, 1986) have shown that 

an individual's attitude toward an advertised product is 
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determined in part by the content of the advertisement and 

in part by the individual's response to the executional 

elements of the advertisement itself. Other studies 

(Soldow & Thomas, 1984) have suggested that in predicting a 

sale the interpersonal relationship between a salesperson 

and a potential buyer may be as important as the qualities 

of the product being sold. Individuals tend to respond 

more favorably to a suggestion if the suggestion is made 

under appealing circumstances. It is probable that an 

individual's like or dislike of the method being used for 

soliciting a gift to a college, as well as the content of 

the message, has an effect on their likelihood of making a 

gift. 

Theoretical Implications of Consumer Behavior Studies 

Studies of consumer behavior have the following 

implications for the study of higher education fund 

raising. The marketing literature clearly suggests that 

factors represented by individual variables (such as 

attitude toward the act of giving, level of involvement, 

attitude moderators, personal income, and attitude toward 

the form of solicitation) are the major determinants of 

individual giving behavior. Factors represented by 

institutional variables, environmental variables and 

controllable organizational variables have not been found 



to influence individual behavior directly, although it is 

possible that the factors represented by these variables 

may exert sUbstantial influence on individual behavior 

indirectly through their effect on individual factors. 

Limitations of Paton's Model 

in Light of Consumer Behavior Research 
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The marketing literature suggests some modifications to 

Paton's model, as described in the conceptual framework 

section. Paton's model (1986) specifies a single 

relationship between development expenditures and gift 

revenue for an institution. The model does not recognize 

differences resulting from expenditures for different types 

of development activities. Thus, the model suggests that 

one dollar spent on a homecoming barbecue or one dollar 

spent on an annual fund phonathon, will result in the same 

amount of individual attitude change and will generate the 

same amount of gift revenue. 

Paton's model specifies that fund-raising expenditures 

can only change donor giving behavior by changing 

individual attitudes toward giving; however, the marketing 

literature suggests that the actions of individuals may be 

changed through a much wider assortment of techniques, many 

of which do not involve attitude changes. For example, 

gift revenue may be increased by structuring giving 
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opportunities to take advantage of existing individual 

attitudes. Gift revenue may be increased by making people 

aware of special, or unusual giving opportunities offered 

by an institution. Because the timing of individual giving 

decisions is often dictated by development office action 

(for example through the mailing of solicitation letters, 

or annual fund phone calls), gift revenue may also be 

increased by increasing the number of giving opportunities 

available to an individual over a specific time period. 

A Comparison of the Transformed Model 

to Consumer Behavior Models 

Marketing models of consumer behavior are generally 

consistent with Paton's model and the transformed model of 

donor behavior in Figure 1. However, marketing models 

usually include a more detailed breakdown of the cognitive 

and behavioral elements that are part of an individual's 

decision process, and they specify a more complex network 

of interactions among the component parts. In other words, 

consumer behavior models would include a larger number of 

factors inside the dotted box in Figure 1 and there would 

be more connecting lines between the elements. In the 

transformed model the sum of "average predisposition" and 

"average cultivation" essentially equals an individual's 

attitude toward the act of giving to the institution, or A-
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act. The influence of an individual1s attitude toward the 

form of solicitation used (for example, attitude toward the 

ad) is essentially captured as part of the concept 

IIcultivationll. Cultivation can be interpreted in part as 

attitude change brought about by the message content of 

fund-raising communications, as well as attitude change 

created by the executional elements of the communication. 

The transformed model does not explicitly recognize 

differences in giving behavior that may result from 

differences in individual levels of involvement with the 

giving decision. Also, the transformed model does not 

specify differences in behavior due to attitude moderating 

factors such as attitude accessibility. In the transformed 

model situational and individual factors that might affect 

attitude behavior consistency are not explicitly 

considered. The transformed model of donor behavior 

(Figure 1) is a simplified representation of the major 

factors that are proposed to influence directly the amount 

of gift revenue received from a group of individuals. The 

model examines charitable giving from an individual 

perspective. The model does not include a complete set of 

the factors that are proposed to influence individual 

behavior. The model1s exclusion of potential influential 

factors can be expected to increase the amount of error 

variance, or "noise ll , between the elements shown in the 
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model. Despite its shortcomings, the model does include 

the set of factors that are proposed to influence 

individual behavior the most. The model's simplicity also 

makes it easier to apply than other more complicated 

models. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHOD 

Study Sample population 

This study examines charitable alumni giving among the 

175 ABA (American Bar Association) approved law schools in 

the united states and Puerto Rico. A market segment (law 

schools) is chosen for study, rather than entire 

institutions, in order to limit sources of extraneous 

variance and in order to afford a greater depth of analysis 

for the segment selected. Law schools are particularly 

suited for study because many law schools are operated as 

quasi-autonomous units within larger institutional 

structures. As such, law schools are increasingly likely 

to have separate fund-raising staffs and separate alumni 

giving records. 

Outline of Data Gathering Procedure 

step One: Initial Information Request Letter 

Initial letters requesting alumni giving information 

were sent to 175 ABA-approved law schools. 
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step Two: The First Law School Survey 

Law schools that provided useable alumni giving 

information were asked to complete an initial questionnaire 

detailing basic information about their development 

operations (Appendix A) • 

step Three: The Second Law School Survey 

Law schools that returned the first questionnaire were 

sent a second questionnaire (Appendix B). The second 

questionnaire asked for detailed information that was 

sometimes difficult or impossible for the law school 

development offices to provide. 

Step Four: Archival Data 

Archival data were obtained from the following 

sources: 

(1) The Council for Aid to Education's Voluntary Support of 

Education. 

(2) Lovejoy's College Guide. 

(3) The American Bar Association's A Review of Legal 

Education in the united States; Law Schools and Bar 

Admission Requirements. 

(4) Barron's Guide to Law Schools. 

(5) The u.S. Department of Education's Digest of Education 

Statistics. 



60 

(6) The U.S. Bureau of the Census' statistical Abstract of 

the United states. 

(7) U.S. News and World Report. 

Sampling Concerns 

A number of concerns about the sample emerged. Among 

these were the effects of alumni age on patterns of giving 

and error introduced because some of the data was self

reported by each law school. 

Age Effects on Alumni Giving 

Past studies of individual institutions (Bristol, 

1990; Connolly & Blanchette, 1986) have indicated that the 

average amount of money donated by alumni changes as alumni 

grow older. For example, Connolly and Blanchette found 

that giving tended to peak for alumni classes about thirty 

years after their graduation. These results suggest that 

total alumni revenue for a law school that has been in 

existence for only thirty years or less might not be 

comparable to total alumni revenue for one that has been in 

existence for sixty years or more. without controls for 

age effects, the contributions of other variables could be 

obscured. To control for the age effect, a reasonable age 

cut off point for the survey sample was determined, thus 

allowing equivalent sets of alumni classes for each law 



school to be compared. This cutoff was 1930. (In fact, 

because the number of living alumni in law school 

graduating classes prior to 1930 tends to be quite small, 

many law schools combine the gift reporting for these 

earlier classes. The sixty alumni classes from 1989 

through 1930 account for about 97 percent of all alumni 

annual fund giving at a typical law school.) 

Differences Due to Self-Report of Data 
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Some error is introduced in the correlations among 

variables because of differences in the reporting methods 

used at different law schools. For example, some law 

schools report only alumni gifts that have been received 

during a fiscal year, while other schools also report 

alumni pledges in annual fund totals. Most of the data for 

this study, including much of the archival data, were based 

on self-reported information provided by each institution. 

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable in this study is the total 

amount of gift revenue raised by law school annual fund 

drives for the fiscal year 1990/91 (or calendar year 1990, 

depending on the accounting cycle used at each school), 

from all alumni of the graduating classes of 1930 through 

1989. 
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Initial Selection of Independent Variables 

An initial set of independent variables was selected. 

In Step 1 of the data analysis procedure, a subset of 

independent variables was selected from the initial set. 

The initial selection procedure for independent variables 

is outlined below and is discussed more fully in the second 

part of this chapter. 

step 1: Variables Related to Proposed Causal Factors 

Variables were identified that could be used to 

represent each of the four proposed directly causal factors 

developed in the conceptual framework section of Chapter 1. 

step 2: Variables Identified As Predictors of Giving 

in Previous Studies 

Variables were identified that have been found to be 

significant predictors of total gift revenue (or when 

available, total alumni gift revenue) in previous fund

raising studies. 



outline of Data Analysis 

The steps used for data analysis for this study are 

outlined below. 

step 1: Selection of Subset of Independent Variables 

From the initial set of independent variables those 

significantly (p< .05) related to alumni annual fund 

revenue (the dependent variable) were identified. This 

subset of variables was selected for factor analysis. 

step 2: Factor Analysis 
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Factor analysis (orthogonal rotation [Varimax]) was 

used to examine the subset of independent variables and to 

obtain factor scores. The factor scores were used to 

examine the correlations among the rotated orthogonal 

factors (representing the independent variables) and those 

other independent variables examined in past higher 

education fund-raising studies but not selected for 

analysis in this study because of their insignificant 

relationship to alumni annual fund revenue. Factor scores 

were used to regress alumni annual fund revenue (the 

dependent variable) on the rotated orthogonal factors 

(representing the independent variables). 

Factor analysis (oblique rotation [Promax]) was used 

to examine the subset of independent variables. The inter-



factor correlations were examined. 

step 3: Analysis of Differences Between 

Public and Private Law Schools 

Factor analysis was used to examine differences 

between public and private law schools. 

step 4: creation of Causal Hierarchies 

The variables loading on each terminal factor of the 

factor analysis were examined and an attempt was made to 

create causal hierarchies among the variables loading on 

the same factor. 

step 5: Creation of Model 
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The resulting causal chains were assembled creating a 

proposed model of alumni donor behavior. 

Answers to Research Questions 

and Development of Model 

Answers to Research Questions 1, 2, and 3 are provided 

by the factor analysis in step 2 and 3. Step 4 and step 5 

use the results of the factor analysis to develop a model 

of donor behavior for law school alumni. 



Final Selection of Independent Variables 

Variables Related to Proposed Causal Factors 
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The most important set of independent variables to be 

examined in this study are those variables that measure the 

four factors proposed to influence directly the amount of 

alumni gift revenue raised by an institution. These 

factors are (1) the number of individuals solicited, (2) 

the average income and wealth of the individuals, (3) the 

average amount of predisposition, or the portion of an 

individual's attitude toward giving to a college created by 

factors other than development office efforts, and (4) the 

average amount of cultivation, or the portion of an 

individual's attitude toward giving to a college that is 

due to the institution's development activities. 

It is not possible to identify variables that measure 

these factors perfectly; the set of variables (for which 

data are available) that comes closest to capturing the 

essence of these factors is used. The variables intended 

to represent directly causal factors and their data sources 

are shown in Table 2. 



TABLE 2 

VARIABLES RELATED TO PROPOSED DIRECTLY 
CAUSAL FACTORS AND THEIR DATA SOURCES 

NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS SOLICITED 
Variable 

LVALUMNI ** 
Number of alumni of record 

AVERAGE ALUMNI INCOME AND WEALTH 
Variable 

INCOME 
Average starting salaries of 
new law school graduates 

AVERAGE ALUMNI PREDISPOSITION 
Variable 

FTEFACUL 
Number of FTE Faculty 
at Law School 

STFRATIO 
Student to Faculty Ratio 

LIBRARY 
Total Number of Volumes 
in Law Library 

QLIB 
Number of Volumes in 
Law Library Divided 
by FTE Enrollment 

LSAT 
Average LSAT Scores of 
Accepted Law Students 

ACADMREP 
Reputation of Institution 
Among Other Academics 

LWJDGREP 
Reputation of Graduates 
Among Judges and Lawyers 

** symbol for varlable 

Data Source 

Law school annual 
of alumni 

Data Source 

U. S. News and 
World Report 

Data Source 
Barron's GUlde 
Law Schools 

Barron's Guide 
Law Schools 

Barron's Guide 
Law Schools 

Barron's Guide 
Law Schools 

Barron's Guide 
Law Schools 

U. S. News and 
World ReEort 

U. S. News and 
World ReEort 

to 

to 

to 

to 

to 
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TABLE 2 
continued 

AVERAGE ALUMNI CULTIVATION 
Variable 

PHONATHN ** 
Use of phonathons for 

annual fund solicitation 

VOLPHONE 
Use of phonathons staffed 

by volunteers 

PAYPHONE 
Use of phonathons 
by paid personnel 

staffed 

DIRMAIL 
Use of direct mail for 
annual fund solicitation 

VOLMAIL 
Use of direct mail staffed 
by volunteers 

PAYMAIL 
Use of direct mail staffed 
by paid personnel 

REUGIVPR 
Law school solicits special 
reunion year gifts from alumni 

YRSTARG 
Number of reunion classes 
asked for gifts each year 

COSTREU 
Percentage of class reunion 
costs paid by law school 

MAGS PUB 
Number of issues of alumni 
magazines published each year 

CONSULT 
Use of Fund-Raising 
Consultants 
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Data Source 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 



SENIORGV ** 
Presence of Senior Class 
Gift or Pledge Program 

YRSENGIV 

TABLE 2 
continued 

Number of Years Senior Class 
Gift Program Has Existed 

OTHERGIV 
Presence of Gift or 
Pledge Program For 
Junior Class or Other 
Law Students 

YRSREUEF 
Number of Years During 
Which Each Class is 
Solicited 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE 
Variable 
TOTALREV 

Total Alumni Annual Fund 
Revenue for Fiscal 1990/1991 

** symbol for varlable 
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First law school 
mail survey (A}:>pendix A) 

First law School 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

Data Source 

Alumni Magazines, 
Records of Alumni Giving 
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Variables Representing Number of Individuals Solicited 

The variable, for which data can be obtained, that 

measures most directly the factor "number of individuals 

solicited" for law schools, is the number of living alumni 

of each law school. As a prerequisite for inclusion, the 

law schools in the study sample all have annual fund 

drives. All the law schools that have been contacted 

apparently make every effort to solicit all of their alumni 

during their annual fund drives. Differences between the 

number of living alumni and the number of alumni solicited 

typically result because law school development offices do 

not have correct addresses or phone numbers for a.ll their 

alumni. Because lawyers must have correct mailing 

addresses listed with their state bar associations in order 

to practice law in a particular state, however, it is 

generally easier for law schools to locate missing alumni 

than it is for other types of college divisions. An 

examination of law school alumni magazines that 

occasionally request information on missing classmates, 

indicates that the number of missing alumni for law schools 

is generally quite small. Thus, the number of living 

alumni for a law school is a fairly reliable proxy for the 

actual number of alumni solicited by a law school during 

its annual fund drive. 

The variable "number of alumni of record" measures the 



total number of living alumni of a law school for the 

graduating class of 1930 through the graduating class of 

1989. Data for this variable were gathered by examining 

reports of alumni annual-fund-giving presented in law 

school alumni magazines, or occasionally presented in 

separate publications. Reports of giving for the fiscal 

year 1990/1991, or (depending on the school's accounting 

cycle) the calendar year 1990 are used. This variable is 

represented by the symbol "LVALUMNI" (see Table 2) . 

Variables Representing Average Alumni Income and Wealth 
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Direct measures of the average level of income and 

wealth for the alumni of different law schools cannot 

currently be obtained. Most schools do not possess this 

information for all of their alumni. Those schools that do 

possess income or wealth information for some of their 

alumni, generally consider this information to be 

confidential; therefore, differences in the average 

starting salaries of new graduates is used as a proxy for 

income and wealth differences among alumni of different 

schools. Starting salary estimates are usually obtained by 

surveys that are conducted by each law school. This survey 

information is expected to be a reliable estimate of the 

actual average starting salaries of recent graduates of 

each law school. Several assumptions support the use of 
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starting salary figures as a proxy for average income and 

wealth estimates for all of an institution's alumni. These 

assumptions are shown below. 

Assumption 1. 
Average individual income and wealth is proportionate 

to average individual income. 

The terms income and salary are used interchangeably 

to represent income resulting directly from an individual's 

occupation. Income from assets is considered part of 

wealth. It is assumed that for alumni of the same age at 

different law school, an individual's income is a 

relatively constant percentage of the individual's total 

income and wealth. The average income of all alumni of an 

institution is equal to the sum of the average income of 

each graduating class(i) weighted by the proportion of the 

total number of alumni of the law school represented by the 

number of alumni in each graduating class(i). This is 

shown below. 

Equation 1 

Average Income = sum of all ij {PT(ij) X 
of Alumni (j) 

Where, 

AI(ij) } 

Average Income of Alumni (j) is equal to the average 

income for all living alumni of a particular law school 
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(j). PT(ij) is equal to the number of living alumni in a 

particular graduating class (i), of law school (j), divided 

by the total number of living alumni of law school (j). 

For this study unless stated otherwise, the term "all 

living alumni" refers to all living alumni for the sixty 

most recent graduating classes of each law school. 

AI(ij) is equal to the total income of living alumni 

from graduating class (i), law school (j), divided by the 

number of living alumni in graduating class (i), law school 

(j) • 

Assumption 2. 
The number of living alumni in each graduating class 

as a proportion of all living alumni of an institution is 
equivalent across law schools. 

It is assumed that the number of living alumni of a 

particular graduating class (for example the class of '52) 

equals the same proportion of all living alumni for every 

law school in the study sample. To test this assumption, a 

sub-sample of 17 law schools was chosen and analyzed. The 

17 law schools used in the analysis for Figure 2 were 

selected because they provided complete totals (number of 

alumni solicited, number of alumni donors and total gift 

revenue) for each of their alumni classes through 1930. 

The number of alumni in each graduating class for each of 

these 17 law schools follows the pattern shown in Figure 2 

for all 17 law schools. The assumption was validated. 
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FIGURE 2 

NUMBER OF LIVING ALUMNI PER GRADUATING CLASS 

(17 Law Schools) 
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There is remarkably little deviation from the pattern shown 

in Figure 2 across law schools in this sample. 

Assumption 3. 
Relative qualit¥ differences and consequent 

differences in start1ng salaries for graduates of different 
law schools change slowly over time. 

It is assumed that the starting salary differences 

between new graduates of law school "A" and new graduates 

of law school "B" are due to perceived differences in the 

value of these graduates in the eyes of potential 

employers. While perceptions of the quality of graduates 

might change quickly for a recently established law school, 

it is assumed that for the relatively more established 

schools in this study sample, perceptions of the relative 

quality of graduates change very slowly. consequently, for 

the law schools in this sample, it is assumed that 

differences in starting salaries for graduates of different 

schools change very slowly over time. 

Assumption 4. 
Because law school graduates are employed in 

relatively similar jobs, the rate of income increase for 
all law school graduates is fairly similar. 

The current income of any alumnus is expected to be a 

function of the starting salary of the alumnus, the rate of 

increase in income of this alumnus and the number of years 

that the alumnus has been employed. This hypothetical 
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relationship is illustrated by Figure 3 (not based on 

actual data). Current income of an alumnus is determined 

by the Y-axis intercept (starting salary), the slope of the 

line (rate of income increase) and position along the x
axis (the number of years of employment). 

FIGURE 3 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ALUMNI INCOME AND TIME 

* 
* $ * 

* 
* .* 

TIME 

In summary, it is assumed that the average total 

income and wealth of alumni of a law school is a function 

of the average income of alumni of a law school. with 

respect to Equation 1, PT(ij) is assumed to be constant 

across law schools. the starting salaries of all graduates 

of a law school are assumed to be functionally related to 

salaries of new graduates. The rate of increase of incomes 

of graduates of different law schools is assumed to be 

similar. Therefore, differences in the average starting 

salaries of new graduates of different law schools can be 

used as a proxy for income and wealth differences among 
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alumni of different schools. 

The variable "average starting salaries of new law 

school graduates" measures the reported average starting 

salary of 1991 graduates of each law school. Data for this 

variable were obtained from the March 23, 1992 issue of 

U.S. News and World Report. Some additional information on 

starting salaries has been obtained from a small number of 

law school alumni magazines and indicates that the U.S. 

News and World Report figures are quite accurate. This 

variable is represented by the symbol "INCOME". 

Variables Related to Average Alumni predisposition 

The choice of variables to measure levels of 

predisposition toward giving and cUltivation of alumni by 

law schools presents problems of data gathering and 

analysis. First, published measures of alumni attitudes 

toward giving to specific law schools typically do not 

exist, and conducting extensive attitude surveys of alumni 

of each law school examined in this study was not 

practical. Second, even in the event that attitude 

measures of alumni could be obtained, levels of 

predisposition cannot easily be distinguished from levels 

of cUltivation. That is, alumni attitudes toward giving 

can be measured, but even under the best conditions, it 

would be difficult to determine by direct measurement, the 
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portion of an individual's attitude attributable to 

development activities and the portion attributable to non

development related stimuli in the individual's 

environment. Proxies for these measures are used instead. 

In this study, predisposition is defined as that part 

of an individual's attitude toward giving to a law school 

that is formed by stimuli or inputs other than those 

intentionally created by the law school's development 

office. Spaeth and Greeley (1970) examined the attitudes 

and other personal characteristics of 40,000 graduates of 

135 colleges and universities (Davis, 1964) in a survey 

sponsored by the National Opinion Research Center. In part 

of the survey, alumni were questioned in 1968 about their 

attitudes toward their alma mater. All alumni had 

graduated in 1961. The survey question (Davis, 1964) is 

shown below. 

What is your emotional feeling about your college or 
university? 
(Circle one.) 

I have a very strong emotional attachment to it. 1 
I like it, but my feelings are not strong. -2-
Mixed feelings. -3-
I don't like it much, but my feelings are not strong. -4-
I thoroughly dislike it. -5-

Spaeth and Greeley found that the two variables that 

were the most significant predictors of levels of emotional 

attachment to an individual's alma mater were the 
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"objective quality" of the college, as measured by the 

Astin selectivity index, and the individual's "subjective 

perception of quality" of the college, as measured by a 

"Perceived-Quality Index". (It should be noted that for 

both variables the correlation with emotional attachment, 

while significant, was not exceptionally strong.) The 

Astin selectivity index (Astin, 1971) measures the ability 

level of the student body of an institution and is based on 

the average scores of entering freshmen on one of three 

standardized college entrance exams (SAT, ACT or NMSSQT). 

The "perceived-quality" index used in the study (Spaeth & 

Greeley, 1970) was based on alumni responses to the 

following five questions that asked individuals to rate 

their alma maters on certain institutional aspects. 

PERCEIVED QUALITY INDEX 

1. Caliber of classroom 
teaching. 

2. Curriculum and course 
offerings. 

3. Facilities and oppor
tunities for research 
(including library). 

Very 
Excellent Good Fair Poor Poor 

4. Caliber of the students. 

5. Knowledge and profes
sional standing of the 
faculty. 
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Spaeth and Greeley found that the objective 

institutional quality ratings of alumni toward their alma 

maters and alumni subjective perceptions of the quality of 

their alma maters were highly correlated with each other 

(.65, correlation coefficient). These measures were more 

modestly correlated with the emotional attachment of alumni 

toward their alma maters. College quality as measured by 

the Astin selectivity index (SAT scores) was somewhat 

(.35, correlation coefficient) correlated with alumni 

emotional attachment toward their alma maters. A measure 

of correlation between perceived college quality and 

emotional attachment was not available. Other studies from 

the organizational behavior literature (for example 

Masland, 1985) suggest a link between the quality of a 

higher educational institution and the commitment of 

individuals towards the institution. While these studies 

suggest that a connection between college quality and 

emotional attachment exists, they also suggest that this 

connection is often weaker than expected. Despite their 

shortcomings, attitudinal proxy measures based on 

institutional quality are included in this study because 

they may at least provide clues concerning the relationship 

between institutional characteristics and alumni attitudes. 

For this study, it is assumed that alumni 

predispositions toward their alma mater are related to the 
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following variables. 

student to Faculty Ratio 

Alumni who graduated from law schools with small 

student to teacher ratios should generally feel better 

about the classroom teaching they experienced than alumni 

who graduated from law schools with larger average class 

sizes. This variable should be highly correlated with 

responses to question 1 of Spaeth and Greeley's perceived 

quality index. Information for this variable is obtained 

from Barron's Guide to Law Schools. Student-faculty ratio 

was calculated by dividing FTE enrollment by FTE faculty of 

a law school. The total number of FTE faculty is 

represented by the symbol "FTEFACUL". Student-faculty 

ratio is represented by the symbol "STFRATIO". 

Relative Number of Volumes in Law Library 

This variable measures an important aspect of the 

adequacy of law school facilities. The number of books, 

microfiche and microfilm in each law library is divided by 

the current FTE enrollment of each law school because 

preliminary analysis indicates that the size of a school's 

library is correlated with the number of students enrolled. 

If an adjustment is not made, the number of library volumes 

largely reflect size differences, rather than differences 
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in quality. This variable should be highly correlated with 

responses to question 3 of Spaeth and Greeley's perceived 

quality index. Information for this variable was obtained 

from Barron's Guide to Law Schools. The total number of 

volumes in a law library is represented by the symbol 

"LIBRARY". The relative number of volumes (total volumes 

divided by FTE enrollment) is represented by the symbol 

"QLIB". 

Average LSAT Scores of Accepted Law Students 

The average LSAT scores of accepted students of each 

law school should be strongly related with alumni 

perceptions of the caliber of a school's students. This 

variable should be highly correlated with responses to 

question 4 of Spaeth and Greeley's perceived quality index. 

This variable is also a good approximation of the Astin 

selectivity index for law schools and could be used as a 

measure of objective quality. Information for this 

variable was obtained from Barron's Guide to Law Schools. 

This variable is represented by the symbol "LSAT". 

Reputation of Institution Among other Academics 

This variable measures the perceived academic quality 

of a law school among a national sample of deans of law 

schools, deans of academic affairs and senior faculty of 
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other law schools. Although these individuals may base 

their ratings on any criteria, they are likely to consider 

the knowledge and professional standing of an institution's 

faculty as an important factor. Therefore, this variable 

should be highly correlated with responses to question 5 of 

Spaeth and Greeley's perceived quality index. Data for 

this variable were obtained from the March 23, 1992, issue 

of u.S. News and World Report. The magazine reports the 

results of a survey conducted by Market Facts: Inc., a 

marketing research firm. The survey asked a national 

sample of deans of law schools, deans of academic affairs 

and senior faculty of law schools to rate each of the 175 

ABA-approved law schools by quartiles of academic quality. 

The ratings ranged from a high rating of 1 to a low rating 

of 175. This variable is represented by the symbol 

"ACADMREP". 

Reputation of Graduates Among Judges and Lawyers 

This variable measures the reputation of an 

institution's recent graduates among a national sample of 

practicing lawyers, hiring partners and senior judges. 

This variable should be generally related to levels of 

alumni predisposition because opinions of an institution's 

graduates among this group should be formed without much 

influence from the school's development office. Data for 

this variable were obtained from the March 23, 1992, issue 
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of u.s. News and World Report, which reports the results 

of a survey conducted by Market Facts, Incorporated. The 

survey asked a national sample of 2,000 practicing lawyers, 

hiring partners and senior judges to select the top 15 law 

schools based upon their appraisals of recent graduates. 

The ratings ranged from a high rating of 1 to a low rating 

of 162. It is assumed that this variable and the 

previously mentioned academic reputation rating are 

measures of the quality perceptions that people familiar 

with law schools have of each institution. It is assumed 

that uncultivated alumni perceptions of the quality of 

their institution are highly correlated with the 

perceptions of these two survey groups. This variable is 

represented by the symbol "LWJDGREP". 

variables Representing Average Alumni cultivation 

cultivation represents that part of an individual's 

attitude toward giving that is due to the activities of a 

law school's development office. Like predisposition, 

cUltivation is not measured directly in this study. 

Instead, variables that are assumed to be related directly 

to levels of individual cUltivation are measured. These 

variables are those that represent the activities of a law 

school's development office. Law schools engage in a wide 

variety of activities that are connected with their annual 
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fund drives. Some of these activities are related directly 

to annual fund drives. other activities, while not related 

directly to annual fund drives, may increase annual fund 

giving by influencing general attitudes toward giving to 

the school. Annual fund drive variables that are used to 

represent development activities in this study are shown 

below. 

Use of Phonathons for Annual Fund Solicitation 

The use of phonathons, and whether they are operated 

by volunteers, or paid workers is represented by three 

dummy variables. The first dummy variable represents the 

presence or absence of phonathons for annual fund 

solicitations, where a "1" indicates the presence of a 

phonathon and "0" indicates no use of phonathons for annual 

fund solicitations. This dummy variable is represented by 

the symbol "PHONATHN". The second dummy variable signifies 

whether the phonathon is staffed by volunteers, where a "1" 

indicates a phonathon staffed by volunteer personnel and a 

"0" indicates no use of volunteer staff. This variable is 

represented by the symbol "VOLPHONE". The third dummy 

variable signifies whether the phonathon is staffed by paid 

personnel, where a "1" indicates a phonathon staffed by 

paid personnel and a "0" indicates no use of a paid staff. 

This variable is represented by the symbol "PAYPHONE". 



Data for these variables were obtained from the first law 

school survey (Appendix A). 

Use of Direct Mail for Annual Fund Solicitation 
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The use of direct mail for annual fund solicitations, 

and their volunteer or paid nature also is represented by a 

set of three dummy variables. Again the presence of direct 

mail for annual fund solicitations is indicated by a "1" 

and a value of "0" indicates no use of direct mail for 

annual fund solicitations. This dummy variable is 

represented by the symbol "DIRMAIL". If the direct mail 

campaign is staffed by volunteers, a "1" is indicated and a 

"0" indicates no use of volunteer staff. This variable is 

represented by the symbol "VOLMAIL". The third dummy 

variable signifies whether the direct mail campaign is 

staffed by paid personnel: a "1" indicates paid personnel 

and a "0" indicates no use of a paid staff. This variable 

is represented by the symbol "PAYMAIL". Data for these 

variables were obtained from the first law school survey 

(Appendix A) . 

Use of Special Reunion Year Solicitations 

A dummy variable is used to represent whether law 

schools ask for a larger than usual gift from alumni 

classes celebrating their reunion year (for example 25th or 
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50th reunion year classes). The presence of special 

reunion year solicitations is indicated by a "1"; the 

absence of special reunion year solicitations is indicated 

by a "0". Data for this variable were obtained from the 

first law school survey (Appendix A). This variable is 

represented by the symbol "REUGIVPR". 

Number of Reunion Year Classes Asked for Gifts 

Some law schools that ask for special reunion year 

gifts do not solicit all reunion year classes during the 

same annual fund drive. The number of reunion year classes 

asked for special gifts is indicated by a variable ranging 

from a low value of 1 for schools that only solicit one 

alumni class (such as the 50th year class) to a high value 

of 12, for law schools that ask for gifts from the 5th, 

10th, 15th, 20th, 25th, 30th, 35th, 40th, 45th, 50th, 55th, 

and 60th reunion year classes. Data for this variable were 

obtained from the first law school survey (Appendix A). 

This variable is represented by the symbol "YRSTARG". 

Length of Reunion Gift Effort 

In addition to the two measures of reunion 

solicitation effort previously mentioned, the length of 

time during which pledges or gifts were requested for each 

reunion year class gift campaign was measured. Typically, 
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schools actively solicited reunion gifts for either one or 

two years surrounding each reunion period. Data for this 

variable were obtained from the first law school survey 

(Appendix A). This variable is represented by the symbol 

"YRSREUEF". 

Variables that are related indirectly to annual fund 

drives are shown below. 

Percentage of Class Reunion Costs Paid for by the Law 

School's Development Office 

Law school's generally help reunion year classes 

organize their reunions. The amount of help from law 

schools varies widely. While some schools pay 100 percent 

of reunion costs, other schools pay only costs associated 

with mailing reunion announcements, or pay nothing at all. 

It is possible that law schools that pay a larger 

percentage of reunion costs also build more goodwill among 

alumni than law schools that pay little or no reunion 

costs. The value of this variable has a low value of zero 

and a high value of 100 percent, reflecting the share of 

reunion expenses paid. Data for this variable were 

obtained from the first law school survey (Appendix A). 

This variable is represented by the symbol "COSTREU". 
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senior Class and Other Law Student Giving Programs 

One of the most widely used techniques designed to 

foster the habit of giving among younger alumni is the 

senior class gift or pledge program. In this study, the 

presence of a senior gift or pledge program is represented 

by an indicator variable. Data for this variable were 

obtained from the first law school survey (Appendix A). 

The variable is represented by the symbol "SENIORGV". In 

addition to examining the effects of the presence of senior 

gift or pledge programs, the number of years that these 

programs have been in place at each institution was also 

measured. This was done because it was considered possible 

that senior gift programs might take several years to show 

results. Data for this variable were obtained from the 

first law school survey (Appendix A) and this variable is 

represented by the symbol "YRSENGIV". Also, the presence 

of gift or pledge programs aimed at junior law school 

classes or other groups of students was measured. Data for 

this variable were obtained from the first law school 

survey (Appendix A). This variable is represented by the 

symbol "OTHERGIV". 

Use of Fund-Raisinq Consultants 

From time to time law schools hire consultants to 

assist with different aspects of their development 
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programs. The relationship between the use of consultants 

and levels of alumni revenue was measured. Data for this 

variable were obtained from the first law school survey 

(Appendix A). This variable is represented by the symbol 

"CONSULT" • 

The Number of Alumni Magazines Published Each Year 

Law schools use their alumni magazines as one of the 

main sources of communication with their alumni. Alumni 

magazines are sometimes published by a law school's 

development office, and sometimes by the law school's 

office of alumni affairs. The content of alumni magazines 

is usually greatly influenced by the priorities of the law 

school's development office. The magazines update alumni 

on the activities of classmates and they act as a way for 

the law school's development office to convey messages 

about the law school to potential alumni donors. The 

number of magazine issues published annually may be related 

to the quantity of marketing information that alumni 

receive from their alma maters. Although these magazines 

occasionally include envelopes that can be used for alumni 

donations, they are not usually considered a form of 

solicitation for annual fund drives. A variable is used to 

measure the number of alumni magazines published annually 

by a law school. Data for this variable were obtained from 



the first law school survey (Appendix A) • This variable 

is represented by the symbol "MAGSPUB". 

variables Identified As Predictors of Giving 

in Previous studies. 

Two sets of variables are created in this study: 
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(1) variables representing the four factors proposed to 

influence directly alumni gift revenue (shown in Table 2) 

and (2) variables identified in past fund-raising studies 

as significantly related to either the amount of total gift 

revenue, the amount of alumni gift revenue, or the 

likelihood of an alumnus making a donation (see Table 1 for 

a summary of these variables). Some variables, identified 

in past studies, that normally would be included in the 

second set of variables are used to represent one of the 

four proposed directly causal factors and thus are placed 

in the first set (specifically, "number of alumni of 

record-LVALUMNI" and "average LSAT scores-LSAT"). The 

variables identified in past fund-raising studies that are 

examined herein are shown in Table 3. 
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TABLE 3 

VARIABLES RELATED TO CHARITABLE GIVING IN PREVIOUS STUDIES 
EXAMINED IN THIS STUDY AND THEIR DATA SOURCES 

Variable Data Source 
TEXPEND 

Total Amount of Law Second law school 
School Advancement mail survey (Appendix B) 
Expenditures 

REXPEND 
Total Amount of Law Second law school 
School Advancement 
Expenditures Divided 

mail survey (Appendix B) 

by_ Living Alumni 
ABAAGE 

Number of Years Law ABA Law School and 
School Has Been Approved Bar Admission Requirements 
By the ABA 

LAWAGE 
Year Law School Barron's Guide to 
Was Founded Law Schools 

INSTAGE 
Year Parent Institution 
of Law School Founded 

Lovejoy's College Guide 

AVGTUITN 
Average cost of student Barron's Guide to 
tuition at law school Law Schools 

DSPCAPIN 
Level of per capita disposable statistical Abstract 
income in the state in which of the United states 
the law school is located 

ENDOW 
Amount of law school's Second law school 
endowment mail survey (Appendix B) 

ENROLL 
Full time equivalent Barron's Guide to 
enrollment of law school Law Schools 

ME DHOUSE 
Median household income statistical Abstract 
in the state in which of the United states 
the law school is located 

** symbol for var1able 



variable 
PUBPRIV 

TABLE 3 
continued 

Data Source 

Law School and 

92 

Type of institutional 
governance Bar Admission Requirements 

STAPPROP 
The level of state 
appropriations per student 
in the state in which the 
institution is located 

ADVSTAFF 
The size of the law school's 
advancement staff 

WORKLOAD 
Number of Law School 
Advancement Staff People 
Divided by Number of 
Livinq Alumni 

STRAT 
Presence of four fund-raising 
strategy elements (annual 
funds, capital campaigns, 
major gifts and 
planned giving) in law school 
development program 

Digest of Education 
statistics 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

First law school 
mail survey (Appendix A) 

Second law school 
mail survey (Appendix B) 

VARIABLES NOT EXAMINED IN THIS STUDY 

ATTACH= Strength of the individual's emotional attachment 
to their alma mater 

DES CH= strength of the individual's desire to send 
children to the individual's alma mater 

G-ATT= the percentage of the college's graduates who later 
attended graduate school 

INTENT= An individual's stated intention to give to their 
college within the upcoming 12 months 

NAMES= The number of names on development office mailing 
lists 

Q-RATE= Institutional quality rating, (approximation of 
Astin selectivity index is used to represent alumni 
predisposition and is included in Table 2). 
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Changes And Substitutions 

The amounts of "per capita disposable income"-DSPCAPIN 

and "median household income"-MEDHOUSE in the state in 

which each law school is located were substituted for the 

variables "level of dividend and interest income" and 

"percentage of federal income tax returns itemized" used in 

Drachman's (1983) study. Information for the original 

variables was not available. It was concluded that the 

original variables essentially measured the average level 

of wealth in each state. Thus, per capita disposable 

income and median household income were considered 

appropriate sUbstitutes. 

Instead of a single variable representing 

institutional age, three variables are used. The first 

variable measures the number of years since each law school 

was founded (LAWAGE). The second variable measures the 

number of years that a law school has met the quality 

criteria necessary to obtain approval of the American Bar 

Association (ABAAGE). Typically, ABA approval occurs 

several years after a law school is established. The third 

variable measures the number of years since the parent 

institution of the law school was founded (INSTAGE). For 

example, the University of Arizona College of Law was 

founded in 1925 while the University of Arizona itself (the 

parent institution of the law school) was founded in 1885. 



94 

Generally, the law schools in this study were founded 

several years after the original college or university was 

founded. 

variables Not Examined In This study 

For various reasons, five variables that were found to 

be significantly related to charitable giving in past 

studies were not examined in this study. Spaeth and 

Greeley (1970) found that the likelihood of an alumnus 

having made a gift in the past twelve months was highly 

correlated with their stated intention to give in the next 

twelve months. Unfortunately, for the alumni in this 

study, there was no practical way to measure intentions to 

make future donations. This study examined the giving 

behavior of about 250,000 alumni at forty-one different law 

schools. Spaeth and Greeley found that alumni attitudes 

tended to change over time. Thus in order to measure 

alumni intentions, a stratified sample would have to have 

been drawn and surveyed at forty-one different law schools. 

While this information would have been valuable, the effort 

required to obtain data for this variable would have been 

immense. spaeth and Greeley also found that the likelihood 

of an alumnus making a gift was significantly related to 

the individual's emotional attachment to the institution 

and the belief that it would be desirable to send the 
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individual's children to the individual's alma mater. It 

is also, unfortunately, impractical to measure these 

variables. 

Pickett (1977) found that institutions that received 

larger amounts of gift revenue also had a larger percentage 

of their alumni who later attended graduate school. 

Because a law degree is a terminal degree, this variable is 

not applicable for this study. 

Pickett also found that successful fund-raising 

institutions had a larger number of donor prospect names on 

development office mailing lists than did unsuccessful 

fund-raising institutions. Because the current study 

examined alumni giving, rather than the giving of all 

donors to a law school, the list of names of law school 

alumni donor prospects should be roughly equal to the 

number of alumni of record. 

Institutional quality ratings based on the average 

LSAT scores of accepted students of each law school is a 

measure that is comparable to the Astin selectivity index, 

and this variable is examined as a proxy for alumni 

predisposition (See Table 2). Also the number of alumni of 

record has been found in past studies to be related to 

amounts of charitable revenue. In this study, "number of 

alumni of record" is used to represent the number of 

individuals solicited (See Table 2). 



CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Data Gathering 

Survey data for this study were gathered using the 

following steps. 

Initial Information Request Letter 
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Initial requests for alumni annual fund giving 

information were sent to 175 ABA-approved law schools in 

the united states and Puerto Rico (the initial information 

request letter is shown in Appendix A.) Approximately one 

month after the first letter, law schools that had not 

responded by either sending alumni giving information or by 

indicating an inability to send this information, were 

mailed a second letter. Of the 175 law schools, 98 schools 

responded by sending some form of printed information. 

This was a response rate of 56.0 percent. Another eighteen 

schools responded by letter or phone to indicate that they 

could provide no information; 59 schools did not respond at 

all. Of the 98 schools sending some form of printed 

information, only 46 schools provided entirely useable 

alumni-giving information. (The overall useable response 

rate was 46 out of 175, or 26.3 percent.) 
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In addition to ABA approval, each law school had to 

meet the following criteria in order for its information to 

be considered useable: (1) The law school had to have 

graduated students continuously since at least 1930; (2) 

The law school had to have a separate development staff 

dedicated to raising funds for the law school; (3) The law 

school had to provide alumni giving information that 

included the total dollar amount of alumni gifts, the total 

number of alumni solicited, and the total number of alumni 

donors for the 1990/1991 fiscal year. Annual fund giving 

typically did not include capital giving, corporate 

matching gifts, pledges, other forms of deferred giving, or 

non-cash gifts. 

The First Law School Survey 

After initial information was obtained, the first 

survey questionnaire (Appendix A) was sent to 46 law school 

development offices. Schools that had not returned the 

questionnaire within approximately ten days were sent a 

reminder postcard (Appendix A). Completed surveys were 

returned by 45 respondents (return rate was 45 out of 46, 

or 97.8 percent). Later analysis showed that one law 

school had significant gaps in its alumni giving records, 

raising questions about its comparability with other law 

schools. It was discovered that two law schools that were 
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mailed questionnaires were actually parts of universities 

with completely centralized development offices; there was 

no development staff devoted exclusively to raising money 

for the law school. Also, an examination of alumni giving 

records showed that one law school had received a major 

gift that resulted in a 300 per cent increase in the 

institution's annual fund revenue over the previous year. 

The inclusion of this law school would have significantly 

altered the regression estimates with respect to alumni 

annual fund revenue. Although there were large revenue 

increases over the previous fiscal year at other law 

schools in the sample group, no others were of this 

magnitude. All four of these law schools were eliminated 

from the study. Thus, 41 law schools were included in the 

analysis. 

The Second Law School Survey 

A second survey (Appendix B) was sent to the group of 

41 law schools. This survey requested information that 

proved difficult, or in some cases impossible, for law 

school development personnel to provide (such as breakdowns 

of law school advancement expenditures). Schools that had 

not returned the second questionnaire within ten days, were 

sent a reminder postcard. Surveys (both fully and 

partially completed) were returned by 22 law schools 
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(return rate was 22 out of 41, or 53.7 percent). Because 

of the small number of observations, the data from the 

second questionnaire were analyzed separately from the data 

obtained from the original 41 law schools. The great 

majority of the analyses in this study were based on the 

information from the complete set of 41 schools. 

Sample Characteristics 

A list of the 41 law schools that provided useable 

survey information for the first survey is shown in 

Appendix C. These 41 law schools represented approximately 

23 percent of the total population of ABA-approved law 

schools (41 out of 175). Although the sample included 

institutions with a broad spectrum of characteristics, 

there was a somewhat disproportionate number of elite 

institutions. Employing the u.s. News and World Report 

(1992) ratings of law school quality, 20 of the 

institutions in this sample were from the highest rated 

quarter, 9 were from the second quarter, 8 were from the 

third quarter and 4 were from the lowest rated quarter. Of 

the 175 law schools, 43 percent were publicly controlled. 

Among the 41 law schools in this sample, 37 percent of the 

institutions were publicly controlled (15 out of 41). The 

mean value, range of values and standard deviation of each 

variable examined in this study are shown in Appendix D. 
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Missing Data 

Only four variables (derived from data from the second 

law school survey) had values that were based on a small 

number of observations (less than 41 responses) or were 

based on returned surveys that had some missing 

information. These four variables (total advancement 

expenditures, relative advancement expenditures, presence 

of four fund-raising components, size of law school 

endowment) were analyzed separately from the rest of the 

variables. 

Assessment of Systematic and Random Error 

The 41 law schools in this study all provided complete 

alumni-giving information as a prerequisite for being 

included in the sample. As evidenced by the large number 

of elite institutions, the ability to provide this kind of 

detailed information may have been an indication of a large 

and well organized development program. Thus, the law 

schools in this study may not have been entirely typical 

and some systematic error may have been introduced. (This 

study may also be viewed as an assessment of alumni giving 

at law schools with well organized development activities 

and good record keeping: thus it is perhaps a statement of 

"what is possible" in law school development.) Among the 

law schools in this sample, methods of reporting alumni 



annual fund revenue appear to have varied widely. Thus, 

accounting irregularities also may have introduced some 

random error. 

DATA ANALYSIS 

Order of Data Analysis Steps 
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The data analysis in this study seeks to create 

clusters of variables (factors) that influence alumni 

annual fund revenue. Thus, (1) the analysis forms clusters 

of interrelated variables and (2) the clusters that are 

formed influence alumni annual fund revenue. These two 

requirements necessitate both the performance of factor 

analysis (to form clust,ars) and the performance of a test 

of correlation between each factor (or single variable) and 

alumni annual fund revenue. In the following analysis, the 

test for significant correlations was performed first and 

the factor analysis second. Reversing these steps does not 

materially change the findings of this study. A summary of 

the data analysis using reversed steps is shown in 

Appendix E. 

Dependent Variable 

In order to determine whether a transformation of the 

dependent variable improved the fit of the data with the 

regression function, two stepwise regression analyses were 
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performed (see Appendix F). The first analysis employed 

total alumni annual fund revenue as the dependent variable. 

This analysis produced an equation with an R-squared value 

of .981 (df=9,31; F=175.5); i.e., 98.1 percent of the 

variation in alumni giving among the law schools is 

explained by the variables in the analysis. Stepwise 

regression using the logarithm of total alumni annual fund 

revenue as the dependent variable produced an equation with 

an R-squared value of .965 (df=10,30; F=82.6). Because 

log transformation did not provide a better fit with the 

data and employment of an untransformed variable made 

comparisons with previous studies simpler, the dependent 

variable was not log-transformed in this study. 

Correlations Between Independent Variables and 

Alumni Annual Fund Revenue 

The subset of independent variables (from the combined 

set of variables shown in Table 2 and Table 3) that were 

found to be significantly correlated (p <.05) with alumni 

annual fund revenue were selected for factor analysis. The 

coefficient of correlation between each independent 

variable and total alumni annual fund revenue along with 

corresponding" p-values are shown in Table 4. 



TABLE 4 

CORRELATION OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES WITH 
TOTAL ALUMNI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 
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number of observations = 41, unless indicated differently 

Coeff. 
Symbol Corr. p value 

Variables From Past 
Fund Raising Studles 

Type of Governance, 
Public or Private PUBPRIV .15882 

Number of Living Alumni LVALUMNI .84412 

FTE Enrollment of Law 
School ENROLL .59325 

Average Cost of Tuition 
At Law School AVGTUITN .35119 

Level of State 
Appropriations to 
Higher Education STAPPROP -.03597 

Per Capita Disposable 
Income in State Where 
Law School is Located DSPCAPIN .30094 

Median HOllsehold 
Income in State Where 
Law School is Located MEDHOUSE .28481 

Number of Years Law 
School Has Been 
Approved by the ABA ABAAGE .29422 

Year Law School 
Was Founded LAWAGE .45333 

Year Parent Institution 
of Law School Founded INSTAGE .68233 

* Indlcates .05 level of sl~nlflcance. 
** Indicates .01 level of slgnificance. 

*** Indicates .001 level of significance. 

.3213 

.0001 

.0001 

.0244 

.8233 

.0559 

.0711 

.0619 

.0029 

.0001 

*** 

*** 

* 

** 

*** 
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CORRELATION OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES WITH 
TOTAL ALUMNI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 
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number of observations = 41, unless indicated differently 

Symbol 
Coeff. 
Corr. p value 

Total Number of 
Advancement Staff 
People at Law School 

Total Amount of Law 
School Advancement 
Expenditures (n=10) 

Number of Four Fund 
Raising Components 
Used by Law School 

(n=22) 

Market Value of Law 
School Endowment (n=17) 

Variables Representing 
Alumni Wealth And Income 

Average Starting Salary 
of Law School Graduates 

Variables Representing 
Alumni Predisposition 

Number of Volumes in 
Law Library 

Number of Volumes in 
Law Library Divided 
by FTE Enrollment 

Number of FTE Faculty 
at Law School 

ADVSTAFF .94168 

TEXPEND .42546 

STRAT .31023 

ENDOW .94402 

INCOME .57937 

LIBRARY .88194 

QLIB .55361 

FTEFACUL .37737 

* Indicates .05 level of si~nificance. 
** Indicates .01 level of s1gnificance. 

*** Indicates .001 level of significance. 

.0001 *** 

.2203 

.1600 

.0001 *** 

.0001 *** 

.0001 *** 

.0002 *** 

.0150 * 
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CORRELATION OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES WITH 
TOTAL ALUMNI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 
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number of observations = 41, unless indicated differently 

Symbol 
Coeff. 
Corr. p value 

FTE Enrollment Divided 
by FTE Faculty 

Average LSAT Scores of 
Accepted Law Students 

Reputational Rating of 
Law School Among Faculty 

STFRATIO 

LSAT 

at Other Law Schools ACADMREP 

Reputational Rating of 
Law School Graduates 
Among Judges and Lawyers LWJDGREP 

Log. of Reputational 
Rating of Law School 
Among Faculty at Other 
Law Schools LACADEM 

Log. of Reputational 
Rating of Law School 
Graduates Among Judges 
and practicing Lawyers LLAWJUDG 

Variables Representing 
Alumni cultivation 

Number of Law School 
Advancement Staff 
People Divided by 
Number of Living Alumni WORKLOAD 

-.23808 

.58303 

.44019 

.46191 

.70120 

.77534 

.51971 

* Ind~cates .05 level of s~~n~f~cance. 
** Indicates .01 level of s~gnificance. 

*** Indicates .001 level of significance. 

.1339 

.0001 *** 

.0040 ** 

.0024 ** 

.0001 *** 

.0001 *** 

.0005 *** 
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CORRELATION OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES WITH 
TOTAL ALUMNI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 
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number of observations = 41, unless indicated differently 

Coeff. 
Symbol Corr. p value 

Total Amount of Law 
School Advancement 
Expenditures Divided 
by Living Alumni (n=10) REXPEND .26917 

Use of Phonathons for 
Annual Fund Solicitation PHONATHN .12551 

Use of Phonathons 
Staffed by Volunteers VOLPHONE .20441 

Use of Phonathons 
Staffed by Paid 
Personnel PAY PHONE -.00494 

Use of Direct Mail for 
Annual Fund Solicitation DIRMAIL .08263 

Use of Direct Mail 
Staffed by Volunteers VOLMAIL .19092 

Use of Direct Mail 
Staffed by Paid 
Personnel PAYMAIL .03351 

Use of Fund Raising 
Consultants CONSULT .14161 

Presence of Senior Class 
Gift or Pledge Program SENIORGV -.07752 

Number of Years Senior 
Class Gift Program 
Has Existed YRSENGIV -.07958 

* Indicates .05 level of si9nificance. 
** Indicates .01 level of slgnificance. 

*** Indicates .001 level of significance. 

.4520 

.4343 

.1999 

.9755 

.6075 

.2318 

.8352 

.3771 

.6300 

.6209 



TABLE 4 (continued) 

CORRELATION OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES WITH 
TOTAL AL~iI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 
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number of observations = 41, unless indicated differently 

Symbol 
Coeff. 
Corr. p value 

Presence of Gift or 
Pledge Program For 
Junior Class or Other 
Law Students 

Percentage of Reunion 
Costs Paid For By School 

Presence of Reunion 
Year Gift Program 

Number of Years During 
Which Each Class is 
Solicited 

Number of Reunion 
Classes Solicited 
Each Year 

Number of Issues of 
Alumni Magazine 
Published Annually 

Additional Variables 
of Interest 

Average Size of Alumni 
Gift to Annual Fund 

participation Rate of 
Alumni in Annual Fund 
Giving 

OTHERGIV -.05045 

COSTREU .06179 

REUGIVPR .26052 

YRSREUEF .13816 

YRSTARG .39837 

MAGS PUB .09879 

AVGGIFT .76265 

PARTRATE .39192 

* Indlcates .05 level of sl~nlflcance. 
** Indicates .01 level of slgnificance. 

*** Indicates .001 level of significance. 

.7541 

.7012 

.0999 

.3890 

.0099 ** 

.5389 

.0001 *** 

.0113 * 
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The results shown in Table 4 indicate that aside from 

participation rate (PARTRATE) and average gift size 

(AVGGIFT) (end of table), eighteen variables were found to 

be correlated with alumni annual fund revenue at a level of 

significance greater than 5 percent. The highest 

correlations were found for variables measuring the total 

size of a law school's advancement staff (coefficient of 

correlation [r]=.942), the total number of volumes in the 

law library (r=.882), the number of living alumni of a law 

school (r=.844), and the size of the law school's endowment 

(r=.944; n=17). Additionally, most of the variables used 

to represent alumni predisposition were very strongly 

correlated with alumni annual fund revenue. 

It is interesting to note the large number of 

variables representing advancement activities of law 

schools that had low correlations with alumni annual fund 

revenue. Considering the effort development officers put 

into these activities, the weak correlations may seem 

disappointing. The lone bright spot seems to be reunion 

activities. Law schools that targeted many classes for 

reunion year solicitations also tended to raise large 

amounts of alumni revenue. The low correlations for 

variables measuring advancement activities are even more 

surprising considering that variables measuring total and 

relative advancement staff sizes (ADVSTAFF and WORKLOAD) 
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are strongly correlated with alumni annual fund revenue. A 

possible explanation for this finding is that none of the 

variables in this study measured the extent of personal 

contact law school advancement staffs had with individual 

alumni. Law school development officers typically spend 

much of their time talking to and meeting with alumni from 

their school. One-to-one personal contact may be 

especially important in obtaining large gifts. As Table 4 

indicates there is a stronger correlation between average 

gift size (AVGGIFT) and alumni annual fund revenue (r=.763) 

than between alumni participation rates (PARTRATE) and 

alumni annual fund revenue (r=.392). This suggests that 

activities that affect the raising of large alumni gifts 

(such as personal contact) may be more important in 

increasing the total amount of alumni annual fund revenue 

than are activities that are chiefly aimed at increasing 

alumni participation (such as mailing solicitation letters, 

or conducting phonathons) • 

Due to the extreme range of values of the reputational 

ratings (see Appendix D), the logarithms of academic 

ratings of each law school (LACADEM) and of lawyer and 

judges ratings (LLAWJUDG) produced better fits with the 

data than their untransformed versions. 
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Variables Selected for Factor Analysis 

Fourteen variables in Table 4 were selected for factor 

analysis. Participation rates (PARTRATE) and average gift 

size (AVGGIFT) were not selected because they are 

functionally related to total alumni annual fund revenue. 

The size of a law school's endowment (ENDOW) was not 

selected because of the low number of observations for this 

variable. (Endowments are examined in a later part of this 

study.) The average cost of tuition at each law school 

(AVGTUITN) was initially selected for factor analysis. The 

reason for the eventual elimination of this variable is 

discussed in a later section of this chapter. 

The apparent importance of a factor can be inflated by 

"double counting'" or employing variables that are almost 

exact duplicates of each other. Thus, the untransformed 

versions of reputational rating of law schools among 

faculty at other law schools (ACADMREP) and reputational 

rating of law school graduates among judges and practicing 

lawyers (LWJDGREP) were not selected; their log-transformed 

counterparts were used instead. 

preparation of the Data Matrix for Factor Analysis 

In the first step of factor analysis, the principal 

components method was used to extract the initial factors. 

The data matrix employed coefficients of correlation and 



unities (ones) in the principal diagonal as initial 

communality estimates (this matrix is shown in Table 5). 
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Unities were employed rather than other communality 

estimates (such as squared multiple correlation 

coefficients) for each variable in the data matrix because 

employing unities enables the use of methods of selection 

that typically yield a more reliable lower bound on the 

number of factors to be extracted for rotation (Rummel, 

1970, p.358). 



QLIB 
LSAT 
LACADEM 
LLAWJUDG 
INCOME 
LIBRARY 
ENROLL 
LVALUMNI 
FTEFACUL 
ADVSTAFF 
LAWAGE 
INSTAGE 
WORKLOAD 
YRSTARG 

LIBRARY 
ENROLL 
LVALUMNI 
FTEFACUL 
ADVSTAFF 
LAWAGE 
INSTAGE 
WORKLOAD 
YRSTARG 

LAWAGE 
INSTAGE 
WORKLOAD 
YRSTARG 

TABLE 5 

DATA MATRIX 
( 41 Law Schools ) 

Coefficients of Correlation 

QLIB 
1.0 
0.75605 
0.79348 
0.68353 
0.63098 
0.71110 
0.02799 
0.32611 

-0.01065 
0.40389 
0.31706 
0.37696 
0.31800 
0.28933 

LIBRARY 
1.0 
0.67591 
0.85938 
0.46414 
0.85780 
0.46065 
0.55655 
0.42728 
0.36001 

LAWAGE 
1.0 
0.76971 
0.48134 
0.41428 

LSAT LACADEM LLAWJUDG 

1.0 
0.89053 1.0 
0.86824 0.92076 1.0 
0.84524 0.85289 0.85846 
0.69347 0.80909 0.82451 
0.25241 0.35056 0.47945 
0.48630 0.62847 0.70307 
0.24699 0.24287 0.35504 
0.50066 0.63280 0.72851 
0.39299 0.41213 0.46709 
0.44908 0.49734 0.58322 
0.42802 0.43560 0.51832 
0.40386 0.43992 0.49202 

ENROLL LVALUMNI FTEFACUL 

1.0 
0.86116 1.0 
0.77674 0.59498 1.0 
0.71516 0.87007 0.44274 
0.24694 0.34990 0.04808 
0.27784 0.50580 0.09862 
0.25932 0.28010 0.10815 
0.14126 0.24764 0.09193 

INSTAGE WORKLOAD YRSTARG 

1.0 
0.47381 1.0 
0.31109 0.52477 1.0 
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INCOME 

1.0 
0.67632 
0.36424 
0.52077 
0.34886 
0.56902 
0.34375 
0.38404 
0.51249 
0.58892 

ADVSTAFF 

1.0 
0.48951 
0.63531 
0.65175 
0.43891 
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Extraction of Initial Factors 

Determination of the number of initial factors to be 

extracted for rotation was based on the following criteria: 

(1) Those initial factors with eigenvalues greater than or 

equal to one were selected for rotation. 

(2) The last initial factor extracted contributed 

appreciably more to the explanation of the variance of the 

data matrix than the next un-extracted factor (this is 

similar to a "scree" or "step" test). 

(3) The extracted factors, when rotated, were 

interpretable. 

The eigenvalues of the initial factors are shown in 

Table 6. The distribution of eigenvalues indicates a very 

large value for Factor 1, eigenvalues greater than one for 

the first three factors and an eigenvalue very close to one 

(.944) for Factor 4. There is a sharp drop off in 

eigenvalues and proportion of variance explained between 

Factor 4 and Factor 5, suggesting that a fifth factor not 

be selected. A visual display of the distribution of 

eigenvalues of the initial factors is shown in the "Scree 

Plot" in Figure 4. As a later section of this chapter 

shows, each of the first four factors seems interpretable 

and makes reasonable sense with respect to the existing 

literature. Based on this analysis, four factors were 

chosen for extraction. 
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TABLE 6 

EIGENVALUES OF THE CORRELATION MATRIX 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

( Total = 14 Average = 1 ) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Eigenvalue 7.783604 2.059495 1. 397651 0.944183 0.534903 
Difference 5.724109 0.661844 0.453468 0.409280 0.093932 
Proportion 0.5560 0.1471 0.0998 0.0674 0.0382 
Cumulative 0.5560 0.7031 0.8029 0.8704 0.9086 

6 7 8 9 10 
Eigenvalue 0.440971 0.298213 0.215077 0.105681 0.081155 
Difference 0.142758 0.083136 0.109396 0.024526 0.016594 
Proportion 0.0315 0.0213 0.0154 0.0075 0.0058 
Cumulative 0.9401 0.9614 0.9767 0.9843 0.9901 

11 12 13 14 
Eigenvalue 0.064560 0.049075 0.019112 0.006322 
Difference 0.015485 0.029963 0.012790 
Proportion 0.0046 0.0035 0.0014 0.0005 
Cumulative 0.9947 0.9982 0.9995 1.0000 
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FIGURE 4 

SCREE PLOT OF EIGENVALUES 
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Initially Extracted Factor Pattern 

The factor pattern for the unrotated initial factors 

is shown in Table 7. only the first four initial factors 

were extracted for later analysis; Factor 5 is displayed 

for comparison purposes only. Each factor loading shown in 

Table 7 indicates the degree of correlation between a 

variable and a particular factor. Analysis of the factor 

pattern reveals that most of the fourteen variables load 

heavily on the first factor. There are also some 

relatively high factor loadings (above .50) for some of the 

variables on Factors 2, 3 and 4. While Factor 4 has at 

least one high factor loading (YRSTARG=.609), there are no 

high factor loadings for Factor 5. (The highest factor 

loading for Factor 5 is WORKLOAD=.399:) This suggests 

that no variables are strongly correlated with Factor 5. 

Thus, it was determined that the first four factors 

adequately captured the variance in the correlations among 

the fourteen variables and little explanatory power would 

be added by including a fifth factor. 



QLIB 
LSAT 
LACADEM 
LLAWJUDG 
INCOME 
LIBRARY 
ENROLL 
LVALUMNI 
FTEFACUL 
ADVSTAFF 
LAWAGE 
INSTAGE 
WORKLOAD 
YRSTARG 

TABLE 7 

INITIAL UNROTATED FACTOR PATTERN 

( 41 Law Schools 
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Initial Factor Method: Principal Components 

FACTOR 1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 * FACTOR5 
0.67346 -0.47552 -0.35035 -0.24908 -0.14974 
0.82062 -0.31605 -0.32543 -0.01786 0.12684 
0.89130 -0.23990 -0.28955 -0.06979 0.01445 
0.93886 -0.11482 -0.15690 0.00199 0.04681 
0.83866 -0.20681 -0.26415 0.28214 0.13061 
0.92312 0.15494 -0.11165 -0.18338 -0.12900 
0.61048 0.75582 0.03809 0.04282 -0.00179 
0.80504 0.50243 -0.01853 -0.15385 -0.05513 
0.44420 0.71886 -0.18193 0.20376 0.25755 
0.86687 0.26866 0.24130 0.00710 -0.28510 
0.58471 -0.20367 0.61266 -0.22533 0.31348 
0.66762 -0.12973 0.52080 -0.37210 0.13050 
0.61090 -0.20094 0.42503 0.37005 -0.39944 
0.54307 -0.29095 0.24070 0.60867 0.18651 

variance explained by each factor 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 * FACTOR5 
7.783604 2.059495 1.397651 0.944183 0.534903 

* Note: Only Factors 1, 2, 3 and 4 were extracted for 
rotation. 
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Analysis of Communalities 

The final communality estimate for each variable 

(Table 8) equals the sum of the squared factor loadings for 

that variable on each of the four extracted initial 

factors. Thus, the communality represents the percentage 

of variance in a variable accounted for by the four 

extracted factors (Kim & Mueller, 1978). A factor 

structure where all variables have high communalities 

(communality values approaching 1.0) does a good job of 

translating the set of variables into a smaller set of 

factors. That is the "essential qualities" of the 

variables have been captured by the set of factors. The 

average communality for the fourteen variables with respect 

to the four extracted factors is .870; the lowest 

communality is for WORKLOAD (.731). This suggests that 

there is a good fit between the variables and the extracted 

factors. 



TABLE 8 

COMMUNALITIES OF THE FACTOR PATTERN 

(41 Law Schools) 

Final communality Estimates: 
Total = 12.184933 

QLIB LSAT LACADEM LLAWJUDG INCOME 
.864449 .879529 .940681 .919255 .895509 

LIBRARY ENROLL LVALUMNI FTEFACUL ADVSTAFF 
.922253 .947233 .924541 .788691 .881912 

LAWAGE INSTAGE WORKLOAD YRSTARG 
.809499 .872228 .731166 .807988 
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Measure of Sampling Adequacy 

The appropriateness of employing factor analysis to 

analyze the data in this study was assessed through 

Kaiser's Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA). Kaiser & 

Cerny (1977) have suggested that any correlation matrix is 

suitable for factor analysis "provided bad data can be 

detected" (p. 43). To this end, Kaiser developed the 

Measure of Sampling Adequacy (Kaiser and Rice 1974). 

Kaiser's MSA is a summary of how small the partial 

correlations of the variables in a factor analyzed set are 

relative to their ordinary correlations. Kaiser proposed 

that values of MSA increase under the following conditions: 

(1) The number of variables increases. 

(2) The effective number of factors decreases. 

(3) The overall level of correlation increases. 

(4) The sample size of observations increases. 

MSA values approaching .80 are considered to be good, 

while values below .50 require remedial action (Kaiser & 

Cerny, 1977; p.44). Remedial actions include the removal 

of a variable with a low individual MSA, or the addition of 

another variable that is highly correlated to that 
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variable. For the data in this study, the overall MSA is 

.738 (see Table 9). This value is well within the 

acceptable range. 

TABLE 9 

Kaiser's Measure of Sampling Adequacy: 

Over-all MSA = 0.73845720 

QLIB LSAT LACADEM LLAWJUDG INCOME 
0.648093 0.878296 0.885373 0.931971 0.902265 

LIBRARY ENROLL LVALUMNI FTEFACUL ADVSTAFF 
0.717598 0.521851 0.694719 0.771624 0.653491 

LAWAGE INSTAGE WORKLOAD YRSTARG 
0.747500 0.785797 0.491742 0.775474 
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Orthogonal (Varimax) Rotation 

The factor rotation shown in Table 10 represents one 

of the three key pieces of information in this study (along 

with the rotated factor structures shown in Table 17 and 

Table 20). The four extracted initial factors (Table 7) 

were rotated using an orthogonal factor rotation (Varimax). 

Factor rotation typically aids in the analysis of the 

extracted initial factors by converting them into a more 

easily interpretable structure. In the orthogonal factor 

structure shown in Table 10, the four rotated "common" 

factors are constrained to be uncorrelated with each other. 

The goal of factor rotation is to produce a "simple 

structure". An ideal simple structure is achieved when 

there are some high factor loadings on each factor and when 

each variable has high loadings on only one factor. Thus, 

each rotated factor uniquely defines a distinct cluster of 

intercorrelated variables. 

The factor structure shown in Table 10 meets these 

standards relatively well. Each factor appears to 

represent a relatively distinct set of variables. Each 

factor has a set of variables that load highly on that 

factor and relatively weakly on the other three factors. 

The factor that each variables loads on most highly is 

indicated by the underlining of that factor loading. 



QLIB 
LSAT 
LACADEM 
LLAWJUDG 
INCOME 
LIBRARY 
ENROLL 
LVALUMNI 
FTEFACUL 
ADVSTAFF 
LAWAGE 
INSTAGE 
WORKLOAD 
YRSTARG 

* 
* 
* 

TABLE 10 

ROTATED FACTOR PATTERN 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

Rotation Method: Varimax 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 

.90319 -0.07185 0.20770 

.88283 0.15473 0.14697 

.88738 0.24915 0.21894 

FACTOR4 

0.01980 
0.23365 
0.20793 

* .77909 0.37741 0.28347 0.29914 

* 
* 

.76294 0.27678 0.03181 0.48560 

.66039 0.58508 0.36906 0.08728 
0.06938 * .95551 0.15533 0.07281 
0.37500 * .82226 0.32785 0.01776 
0.06965 * .86781 -0.15370 0.08436 
0.33984 * .64665 0.49545 0.32061 
0.17361 0.05724 * .83788 0.27211 
0.27660 0.15696 * .86876 0.12783 
0.19604 0.13036 0.40450 * .71563 
0.25229 0.04939 0.12984 * .85149 

Variance explained by each factor 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 
4.482263 3.460253 2.368222 1.874195 
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Interpretation of Factor structure 

The four factors created by the factor rotation 

(Table 10) appear to represent the following concepts: 

Factor 1 - Law school quality. 
Factor 2 - Law school size. 
Factor 3 - Age of law school and its parent institution. 
Factor 4 - Level of relative advancement effort. 

Factor 1- Quality 
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The first factor has high loadings for variables that 

represent aspects of academic quality or prestige for law 

schools. High loadings for variables representing the 

average LSAT scores of accepted students (LSAT), 

reputational rating of law school quality, among faculty at 

other law schools (LACADEM), and reputational rating of 

graduate quality, among judges and practicing lawyers 

(LLAWJUDG), are indicators of stUdent quality, faculty 

quality and the quality of new law school graduates. High 

loadings for both total volumes in a school's law library 

(LIBRARY) and number of volumes per FTE enrollment (QLIB) 

are indicators of high levels of library resources. These 

resources are necessary for performing research by faculty 

and for effective teaching of students and are thus also 

related to academic quality. A high loading for the 

variable representing starting salaries of new graduates 

(INCOME) on Factor 1 suggests that high starting salaries 

are strongly correlated with variables representing 



125 

academic quality, and may indicate that high law school 

quality contributes to, or ucauses" high starting salaries 

and subsequent high alumni incomes. 

Factor 2- Size 

The second factor has high loadings for variables that 

represent the number of current and former students at a 

law school and for variables that are directly related to 

the number of current and former students. The number of 

current FTE students (ENROLL) and the number of living 

alumni of a law school (LVALUMNI) are functionally related 

to each other. The number of full time equivalent faculty 

(FTEFACUL) is also related to the law school's size. The 

number of volumes in a law library (LIBRARY) loads highly 

on Factor 2 (although highest on Factor 1), suggesting that 

the size of a law library is greatly influenced by FTE 

enrollment. 

It is interesting to note that the number of 

advancE~ment staff people at a law school (ADVSTAFF) is 

strongly correlated with the law school's size. An 

examination of the correlations of ADVSTAFF with other 

variables (Table 5) shows that the number of advancement 

staff people at a law school is most strongly correlated 

with the law school's number of living alumni (r=.870), 

although ADVSTAFF also is strongly correlated with other 
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size variables such as ENROLL (r=.715) and variables 

related to size, such as LIBRARY (r=.858). Because much of 

the time of a law school's advancement staff is spent 

contacting the law school's alumni, it is reasonable to 

expect that law schools with more alumni will employ larger 

staffs to carry out advancement activities. 

Factor 3- Age 

The third factor has high loadings for variables that 

represent the age of the law school (LAWAGE) and the law 

school's parent institution (INSTAGE). Alumni annual fund 

revenue is more strongly correlated with the age of the 

parent institution (INSTAGE, r=.682), than it is with the 

age of the law school (LAWAGE, r=.453). This suggests 

that the age related attributes of the whole institution 

are more influential than the specific characteristics of a 

single college unit. The total number of advancement staff 

people (ADVSTAFF) and the number of advancement staff 

people per living alumnus (WORKLOAD) both load highly on 

Factor 3 (although they have higher loadings on other 

factors). This suggests that older law schools tend to 

have larger advancement staffs when measured in both 

absolute and relative terms. 
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Factor 4- Relative Advancement Effort 

The fourth factor has high loadings for variables that 

represent the relative advancement effort of a law school 

(that is the total advancement effort of the law school 

adjusted for the law school's number of living alumni). 

The relative number of advancement staff people (WORKLOAD) 

as well as the number of reunion year classes solicited for 

special gifts (YRSTARG) load highly on Factor 4. This 

suggests that increased advancement effort (such as reunion 

solicitation) requires larger advancement staffs. 

The average starting salary of new law school 

graduates (INCOME) loads highly on Factor 4 (although 

highest on Factor 1). The cause and effect nature of 

INCOME with variables representing relative advancement 

effort is not entirely clear. Possibly, law schools with 

alumni possessing high incomes find it more profitable to 

expend high levels of advancement effort to capture some of 

this income, than law schools with less wealthy alumni. 

However, when groups of private and public law schools are 

examined separately, the factor loadings for INCOME on 

factors representing quality increase (see Table 17 and 

Table 20), while the factor loadings for INCOME on factors 

representing relative advancement decrease. This suggests 

that part of the strength of the factor loading of INCOME 

on Factor 4 (Table 10) is due to relative advancement 
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effort differences between private and public law schools. 

Elimination of "Average Tuition" From Factor Analysis 

Factor analysis employing the same fourteen variables 

analyzed above, plus the variable AVGTUITN (average cost of 

law school tuition), produced the same results as those 

shown in Table 10 except that AVGTUITN loaded highly on 

Factor 4 (relative advancement effort) . (Results of the 

factor analysis using AVGTUITN is shown in Appendix G.) 

The high loading of AVGTUITN on Factor 4 (Appendix G) 

is misleading. In actuality, AVGTUITN is not very closely 

related to relative advancement effort. Relative 

advancement effort and average tuitions are both typically 

higher at private law schools than public law schools. The 

average value of WORKLOAD is 8.6 advancement staff people 

per 10,000 alumni at private law schools, compared to 5.6 

staff people per 10,000 alumni at public law schools (see 

Appendix H). The average full time tuition (AVGTUITN) is 

$12,111 per year at private law schools in this study and 

$5,193 per year at public law schools (see Appendix H). 

As a later section of this paper will show, when the 

41 law schools in this study are split into groups of 

private and public schools, it becomes apparent that within 

the same type of institution, AVGTUITN is most strongly 

correlated with other quality variables, not to variables 
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measuring relative advancement effort (see Table 20). 

Thus, the high loading of AVGTUITN on Factor 4 probably 

reflects differences in levels of relative advancement 

effort between groups of public and private law schools. 

The variable AVGRJITN was eliminated because its presence 

erroneously affected later correlation analyses using 

factor scores. 

Factor Intercorrelation 

Although the previously employed orthogonal factor 

rotation (Varimax) constrains each of the factors to be 

uncorrelated with the others, in actuality there may be 

strong intercorrelation among the factors. To investigate 

this possibility, an oblique factor rotation (Promax) was 

performed on the same fourteen variables. The results of 

this oblique factor analysis are shown in Appendix I. 

Conclusions about the adequacy of the factor structure 

based on the oblique rotation are the same as those based 

on the earlier orthogonal rotation. However, because 

oblique factor rotation allows factors to be correlated 

with each other in order to create the best fit with the 

data, it was possible to determine the true 

interrelatedness of the four previously defined factors. 

The intercorrelation of these four factors is shown in 

Table 11, which shows the correlation coefficients 



with the p-values underneath them. 

TABLE 11 

FACTOR INTERCORRELATION 
(41 Law Schools) 

(Coefficients of Correlation) 

--------------------------------------------------
"Relative 
Advancement 

"Quality" "Size" "Age" Effort" 
FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 

FACTOR1 1.0 

FACTOR2 0.45454 1.0 
.0028 

FACTOR3 0.49904 0.39463 1.0 
.0009 .0107 

FACTOR4 0.44927 0.30269 0.37212 1.0 
.0032 .0544 .0166 
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Table 11 indicates that there is a sUbstantial level 

of intercorrelation among the four factors. In short, high 

quality law schools tend to have a large number of current 

and former students, tend to be old and tend to have a high 

relative level of advancement effort. 

Relationship of Four Factors 

to Alumni Annual Fund Revenue 

At this point, an obvious question of interest is, 

"Of the four factors just described, which has the 
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strongest relationship to alumni annual fund revenue?" The 

unique contribution of each of these four factors in 

explaining differences in alumni annual fund revenue was 

assessed by developing orthogonal factor scores for each of 

the 41 observations and then regressing these factor scores 

against alumni annual fund revenue. 

The development of "factor scores" reduces the data 

from fourteen entries for each observation (one for each 

variable), to 4 entries for each observation (one for each 

factor). In order to condense the data, a kind of 

"standard unit" of measurement is developed for each 

factor. The value of each variable is converted from its 

original unit of measurement into "standard units" for each 

factor according to how closely the variable is correlated 

with that factor. This process is illustrated below using 

the variable LSAT and the scoring coefficient for LSAT with 

respect to Factor 1, for a hypothetical observation. 

41 x 

LSAT score 
(value of 
variable) 

.27299 = 

LSAT unit conversion 
into "standard units" 
for Factor 1 
(scoring coefficient) 

11.19 

partial 
factor 
score 

In the example above, the "partial factor score" for 

LSAT with respect to Factor 1 would be added to the partial 

factor scores for each of the other thirteen variables with 

respect to Factor 1 to create the total factor score for 
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Factor 1, for the hypothetical observation. The same 

process is repeated for each of the other three factors. 

Appendix J shows the scoring coefficients for each variable 

with respect to each of the four factors. The value of the 

scoring coefficient for a variable with respect to a 

particular factor corresponds to the size of the factor 

loading of the variable on that factor. The data were 

standardized prior to computing factor scores. Scores were 

estimated using regression that incorporated all variables 

for each factor. 

The result of multiple regression using the four 

factors as independent variables and alumni annual fund 

revenue as the dependent variable indicates that the four 

factors taken together (quality, size, age and relative 

advancement effort) account for approximately 

81 percent (R-squared=.815) of the variance in alumni 

annual fund revenue (see Table 12). Multiple regression 

employing the logarithm of alumni annual fund revenue as 

the dependent variable produced a somewhat better fit. In 

this case, the four factors together (quality, size, age 

and relative advancement effort) account for approximately 

87 percent (R-squared=.870) of the variance in alumni 

annual fund revenue. The percentage of explained variance 

in alumni annual fund revenue attributable to each of the 

four factor is shown in Table 12. Because coefficients of 
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determination based on orthogonal factor scores are 

uncorrelated with each other, each percentage in Table 12 

represents the unique portion of variance in the dependent 

variable accounted for by the presence of each factor. 

Dep. 
Var. 

TABLE 12 

PERCENTAGE OF UNIQUE VARIANCE IN ALUMNI REVENUE 
ACCOUNTED FOR BY THE PRESENCE OF EACH FACTOR 

( 41 Law Schools) 

(Coefficients of Determination) 

"Relative 
Advancement 

"Quality" "Size" "Age" Effort" Total 
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 Variance 

Revenue 24.4 29.5 24.4 3.2* 81.5 

Log 43.4 16.9 10.9 15.8 87.0 
Revenue . . . . . . . . . . 
* Significant at p<.05, all other coefficients significant 
at p<.0001 

The values for total alumni annual fund revenue tend 

to be somewhat exponentially distributed for the 41 law 

schools in this study (see Appendix D), with a few law 

schools raising gift revenue greatly in excess of the 

others. Most of the independent variables used in this 

study appear to be normally distributed, while a few appear 

to be somewhat exponentially distributed. ThUS, the 

particular mix of independent variables loading highly on 
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each factor determines whether an untransformed (nearly 

exponential) or log-transformed (linear) representation of 

the dependent variable (Table 12) produces the best fit 

with the data. Since the overall explanatory power of the 

four factors (R-squared) with respect to alumni annual fund 

revenue was greatest with a log-transformed dependent 

variable, these figures were used as the basis for 

interpretation of results. 

It appears that law school quality (Factor 1) has the 

greatest impact on differences in alumni annual fund 

revenue (explaining about 43 percent of the total 

variance); the size of a law school (Factor 2) makes the 

second largest contribution (about 17 percent); the age of 

the law school and its parent institution (Factor 3) 

accounts for about 11 percent; and the relative advancement 

effort of a law school (Factor 4) appears to account for 

about 16 percent of total variance. Approximately 13 

percent of the variance in alumni annual fund revenue 

appears to be explained by factors others than quality, 

size, age, and relative advancement effort, or is due to 

random variance. 



Relationship of Four Factors 

to Other Variables 
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Several variables examined in past higher education 

fund-raising studies were not selected for factor analysis 

either because the number of observations for the variables 

was small (thus, less reliable) or because the variables 

were not significantly correlated with alumni annual fund 

revenue. Table 13 shows the correlation coefficients for 

these variables with respect to each previously identified 

factor. P-values are displayed beneath each correlation 

coefficient. 
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TABLE 13 

RELATIONSHIP OF OTHER VARIABLES 
TO IDENTIFIED FACTORS 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

(Coefficients of Correlation) 

"Relative 
Advancement 

"Quality" "Size" "Age" Effort" 
FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 

PUBPRIV -0.17303 0.14219 0.00515 0.42166 
.0060 

STAPPROP 0.30116 0.00622 -0.03758 -0.35405 
.0231 

DSPCAPIN 0.21449 0.24231 -0.00491 0.01905 

ME DHOUSE 0.24038 0.09745 0.11975 -0.12777 

ENDOW 0.71317 0.02299 0.72523 0.20767 
(n=17) .0013 .0010 

STRAT 0.04334 0.13387 0.06920 0.53132 
(n=22) .0109 

TEXPEND -0.01725 0.48166 -0.35086 0.64297 
(n=10) .0449 

REXPEND -0.06731 0.11658 -0.36098 0.71142 
(n=10) .0210 

Indicates that the coefficient is not significant at 
the .05 percent level. 
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PUBPRIV was coded so that private law schools=1, while 

public law schools=O; thus, a positive correlation between 

PUBPRIV and another variable indicates a positive 

correlation with private law schools. The results shown in 

Table 13 indicate that among the four factors, the type of 

governance (PUBPRIV) is most strongly correlated with the 

relative advancement effort of a law school (Factor 4). 

This is to be expected since privately controlled law 

schools tend to have more advancement staff people per 

living alumnus of a law school (see Appendix H) than do 

publicly controlled schools. 

STAPPROP equals the average level of state 

appropriations to higher education per FTE enrolled student 

within a state for both private and public colleges and 

universities. The level of state appropriations per FTE 

student for public and private law schools (STAPPROP) is 

most strongly correlated with Factor 4 (relative 

advancement effort). The negative sign of the correlation 

indicates that the lower the state appropriation, the 

higher is the level of relative advancement effort. In a 

manner similar to that encountered with average tuitions 

(AVGTUITN), the relationship between STAPPROP and Factor 4 

probably reflects the fact that private law schools have a 

higher level of relative advancement effort than public law 

schools. 
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Neither disposable per capita income in the state 

where each law school is located (DSPCAPIN), nor median 

household income in the state where each law school is 

located (MEDHOUSE) were strongly correlated with any of the 

four factors (see Table 13). 

The amount of a law school's endowment (ENDOW) is 

strongly correlated with both law school quality and law 

school age (Table 13)0 This may suggest that the revenue 

generated by large endowments helps to foster law school 

quality and that older law schools have had more years in 

which to create large endowments. 

The variable STRAT represents the number of each of 

four fund-raising strategy elements (annual funds, capital 

campaigns, major gifts and planned giving) present within a 

law school's advancement program and is most strongly 

correlated with Factor 4 (relative advancement effort) (see 

Table 13). This suggests that schools with large relative 

advancement staffs use some of this additional manpower to 

expand the variety of fund-raising activities in which they 

engage. 

The total level of advancement expenditures at a law 

school (TEXPEND) is strongly correlated with Factor 4 

(relative advancement effort). TEXPEND is also strongly 

correlated with Factor 2 (size) although not at a 

significant level (see Table 13). This suggests that in a 
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manner similar to total advancement staff sizes (ADVSTAFF), 

law schools with more living alumni tend to spend more on 

advancement activities. The level of advancement 

expenditures, adjusted for number of living alumni 

(REXPEND), is most strongly correlated with Factor 4 

(relative advancement effort). As might be expected, the 

number of law school advancement staff people, adjusted for 

the number of living alumni (WORKLOAD), is highly 

correlated with REXPEND (r=.738, n=10, p<.Ol). 

Despite some relatively high coefficients of 

correlation for TEXPEND and REXPEND with other variables, 

none of these correlations were found to be significant 

because of the small number of observations (n=10) for 

these two variables. 

Note that measures of total advancement staff size 

(ADVSTAFF), relative advancement staff size (WORKLOAD), 

total advancement expenditures (TEXPEND) and relative 

advancement expenditures (REXPEND) are for the entire 

advancement operations of a law school, while the revenue 

figure used as a dependent variable in this study (alumni 

annual fund revenue) represents only one of multiple 

sources of gift revenue for law schools. The correlation 

between any of these variables (ADVSTAFF, WORKLOAD, TEXPEND 

and REXPEND) and alumni annual fund revenue will only 

reflect the relationship between advancement effort 
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intended solely to raise alumni gift revenue and alumni 

gift revenue, to the extent that advancement effort 

intended solely to raise alumni gift revenue is a constant 

proportion of total advancement effort across law schools. 

Because this is not likely to be the case, the actual 

correlations between measures of advancement effort 

intended solely to raise alumni gift revenue and alumni 

annual fund revenue would probably be somewhat stronger 

than the correlations shown in this study. 

Relationship of Four Factors 

to Average Gift Size, participation Rates, 

and Revenue Per Alumnus 

Perhaps because the variables selected for factor 

analysis were chosen based on their relationship to alumni 

annual fund revenue, the four factors developed in the 

factor analysis are less successful in explaining variances 

in average gift sizes, participation rates and revenue per 

alumnus among law schools. (However, the four factors were 

left the same to make comparisons easier). "Average gift 

size" is equal to total alumni annual fund revenue divided 

by the number of alumni donors. "Participation rate" is 

equal to the number of alumni donors divided by the number 

of living alumni. "Revenue per alumnus" is equal to total 

alumni annual fund revenue divided by the number of living 
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alumni (or "average gift size" multiplied by "participation 

rate"). Table 14 shows the percentage of unique variance 

in average gift size, participation rate and revenue per 

alumnus attributable to the previously identified factors 

(quality, size, age and relative advancement effort). 

TABLE 14 

PERCENTAGE OF UNIQUE VARIANCE IN 
AVERAGE GIFT SIZE, PARTICIPATION RATE 

AND REVENUE PER ALUMNUS 
ACCOUNTED FOR BY THE PRESENCE OF EACH FACTOR 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

(Coefficients of Determination) 

"Relative 
Advancement 

Dep. 
Var. 

"Quality" 
FACTOR 1 

"Size" 
FACTOR 2 

"Age" Effort" Total 
FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 Variance 

Average 
Gift 
Size 

Partic
ipation 
Rate 

Revenue 
per 

Alumnus 

40.8 

23.0 

49.7 

4.4 

0.1* 

1.5* 

12.4 8.1 

7.9 15.6 

14.7 11.7 

* Not significant at 5 percent level, all other 
coefficients significant at p<.05 level or better. 

65.7 

46.6 

77.6 

The results indicate that law school quality (Factor 

1) has the strongest relationship to the size of average 

alumni gifts to a law school's annual fund drive (AVGGIFT), 
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accounting for 40.8 percent of total variance; the age of a 

law school and its parent institution (Factor 3) contribute 

12.4 percent; relative advancement effort (Factor 4) 

contributes about 8 percent; and the number of current and 

former students (Factor 2) explains only 4 percent. 

Approximately, one third of the variance in average gift 

size (34.3 percent of the variance) appears to be explained 

by factors others than quality, size, age, and relative 

advancement effort or is due to random variance. 

In contrast, law school quality (Factor 1) accounts 

for 23.0 percent of the variance in participation rates 

(PARTRATE); relative advancement effort (Factor 4) accounts 

for 15.6 percent; law school and parent institutional age 

(Factor 3) add only 7.9 percent; and law school size 

(Factor 2) contributes almost nothing to the variance in 

participation rates. Over half (53.4 percent) of the 

variance in participation rates appears to be explained by 

factors others than quality, size, age, and relative 

advancement effort or is due to random variance. 

Law school quality (Factor 1) explains 49.7 percent of 

the variance in revenue per alumnus; age (Factor 3) 

explains 14.7 percent of the variance; relative advancement 

effort explains 11.7 percent; and size (Factor 2) explains 

only 1.5 percent. Approximately one fourth (22.4 percent) 

of the variance in revenue per alumnus is explained by 



factors other than quality, size, age, and relative 

advancement effort. 

Differences Between Average Gift Sizes 

and Participation Rates 

143 

It is interesting to observe the difference in 

patterns of factor influence between participation rates 

and average gift sizes. The results suggest that average 

gift sizes may be influenced by factors chiefly outside the 

control of the advancement office (specifically, law school 

quality and age). Participation rates, however, appear to 

be slightly more influenced by advancement office efforts. 

A possible explanation for this finding is that differences 

in alumni income (due to differences in law school quality) 

may have the greatest effect on average gift size. That 

is, rich alumni can give bigger gifts. Advancement offices 

can do nothing to increase alumni incomes (although they 

can encourage alumni to give at the full extent of their 

income potentials). On the other hand, there is a great 

deal that advancement offices can do to encourage alumni of 

all income levels to make at least token gifts to their 

alma maters. Participation may be much less dependent on 

alumni incomes than on creation of favorable alumni 

attitudes. 

In the cases of both participation rates and average 
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gift sizes, law school size appears to have little 

influence. This is particularly interesting when 

contrasted with the large impact that law school size has 

on total alumni annual fund revenue (Table 12). Although 

law school size may indirectly influence quality 

differences (larger law libraries) and advancement effort 

differences (larger advancement staffs), the results 

suggest that law school size affects alumni annual fund 

revenue almost entirely through the simple presence of more 

alumni available for solicitation. 

Cost of Fund Raising 

While increases in relative advancement effort may 

typically increase amounts of gift revenue, the overall 

profitability of increased advancement effort may be 

determined by other factors such "quality", "age" and 

"size". The cost of fund raising is measured by two 

variables in this study. The first measure is the total 

amount of alumni annual fund revenue divided by the total 

amount of advancement expenditures of a law school. Total 

amount of advancement expenditures (TEXPEND) is used as a 

proxy for total amount of advancement expenditures intended 

solely to raise alumni gift revenue (a figure that is 

extremely difficult to calculate for most advancement 

offices). The second measure is the total amount of alumni 
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annual fund revenue divided by the total number of 

advancement staff people (ADVSTAFF) at a law school. The 

second measure has the advantage of being based on more 

observations (41) than the first measure (10), but it has 

the disadvantage of being a less direct measure of 

advancement effort. Table 15 shows the amount of unique 

variance in the two measures of cost of fund raising 

attributable to the presence of each of the four factors. 

TABLE 15 

PERCENTAGE OF UNIQUE VARIANCE IN 
COST OF FUND RAISING 

ACCOUNTED FOR BY THE PRESENCE OF EACH FACTOR 

(Coefficients of Determination) 

"Relative 

Dep. "Quality" 
Var. FACTOR 1 
Variance 

Alumni 
Revenue/ 
Total 
Advanc. 
Expend. 57.0 
(n=10) 

Alumni 
Revenue/ 
Advancmnt 70.3 
Staff 
(n=41) 

"Size" 
FACTOR 2 

4.6* 

.9* 

Advancement 
"Age" Effort" Total 
FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 

26.1 .3* 88.0 

4.3 1.2* 76.7 

* Not significant at 5 percent level, all other 
coefficients significant at p<.05 level or better. 
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The results indicate that "quality" (Factor 1) and 

"age" (Factor 3) significantly impact the cost of fund 

raising, while "size ll (Factor 2) and "relative advancement 

effort" (Factor 4) have almost no effect. 

Factor 1 (quality) (Table 15) explains 57 percent and 

70.3 percent of the variance in th.e two cost of fund

raising measures; Factor 2 (size) explains (4.6 percent and 

0.9 percent); Factor 3 (age) explains 26.1 percent of the 

variance in alumni annual fund revenue divided by total 

advancement expenditures, and a smaller amount of variance 

(4.3 percent) in measure 2; and Factor 4 (relative 

advancement effort) explains only 0.3 percent and 

1.2 percent of the variance. 

The use of orthogonal factor scores to analyze the 

cost of fund raising has distinct advantages over the use 

of variables intended to represent certain factors (such as 

number of living alumni (LVALUMNI) used to represent the 

factor "size". Because orthogonal factors are uncorrelated 

with each other, factors represent "cleaner" sources of 

variance than do individual variables. For example, the 

correlation of measure 2 in Table 15 (total alumni annual 

fund revenue divided by total advancement staff size) with 

the number of living alumni of a school (LVALUMNI) is 

fairly strong (r=.443). This correlation would suggest 

that the "size" of a law school explains 19.6 percent of 



the variance in costs of fund raising (compared to 4.6 

percent attributable to the factor "size" shown in Table 

15). Yet, this strong correlation actually reflects the 

fact that variables, such as LVALUMNI, used to represent 

"size" are strongly correlated with variables used to 

represent "quality" (see Table 5). Thus the strong 

correlation between LVALUMNI and cost of fund raising is 

actually misleading. 

Quality, Age and the cost of Fund Raising 
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The results of Table 15 suggest that each dollar spent 

on advancement at a high quality or old law school produces 

a higher average return (more gift revenue) than each 

dollar spent on advancement at a low quality or young law 

school. High quality law schools appear to possess alumni 

with high average incomes (Table 10), and perhaps, with 

favorable attitudes toward their alma maters. As a result, 

at old high quality schools, each dollar of gift revenue 

may be easier to raise because each dollar represents a 

smaller proportion of a donor's personal income and perhaps 

because alumni of old law schools have a stronger sense of 

loyalty to their institutions. 
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Size and the Cost of Fund Raising 

The cost of fund raising might be affected by Factor 2 

(number of current and former students of a law school) if 

there are economies or diseconomies of scale associated 

with different levels of total advancement effort, that is, 

if marginal returns on advancement expenditures change with 

the number of alumni who are solicited. The results in 

Table 15 indicate that neither economies nor diseconomies 

of scale are present to any great extent at the levels of 

expenditure being examined. 

Relative Advancement Effort and the Cost of Fund Raising 

The lack of correlation (Table 15) between measures of 

cost of fund raising and Factor 4 (relative advancement 

effort) indicates that there are no changes in the 

effectiveness of relative advancement expenditures (that 

is, no change in the marginal returns on each dollar per 

alumnus) associated with different levels of relative 

advancement effort. Relative advancement effort is clearly 

related to increases in average gift sizes, participation 

rates (Table 14) and total amounts of alumni annual fund 

revenue raised by law schools (Table 12); however, there 

appear to be no economies of scale associated with 

increased levels of relative advancement effort. 

Note that the analysis involving Factor 2 (size) 
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examined economies of scale associated with the number of 

alumni solicited, while the analysis involving Factor 4 

(relative advancement effort) examined economies of scale 

associated with the intensity of solicitation per alumnus. 

Differences Between Public and Private Law Schools 

Although it is simplest to discuss law schools as a 

single homogeneous group of institutions, further data 

analysis indicates that there may be some important 

differences in fund-raising patterns between private and 

public law schools. The methods used in analyzing these 

differences were very similar to those employed for the 

entire group of 41 law schools. Stepwise regression for 

the groups of private and public schools showed that an 

untransformed dependent variable provided a slightly better 

fit with the data (higher values of R-squared) for both 

groups. For both groups of schools, because the number of 

observations was fairly small, caution should be used in 

interpreting the results. 

Factors Influencing Alumni Annual Fund Revenue 

At Public Law Schools 

The correlations between the group of independent 

variables shown in Table 4 and alumni annual fund revenue 

were examined for the set of 15 public law schools. 
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(TEXPEND, REXPEND, STRAT and ENDOW were not examined 

because of the small number of observations for these 

variables.) The complete set of correlations with alumni 

annual fund revenue for public law schools is shown in 

Appendix K. Eleven variables were correlated with alumni 

annual fund revenue at the 5 percent level of significance. 

These variables are shown in Table 16. 



TABLE 16 

VARIABLES SIGNIFICANTLY CORRELATED WITH 
TOTAL ALUMNI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 

FOR 15 PUBLIC LAW SCHOOLS 

151 

ADVSTAFF - Total Number of Advancement Staff People at Law 
School (.949, p<.OOOl). 

ENROLL - FTE Enrollment of Law School (.672, p<.0061). 

INCOME - Average Starting Salary of Law School Graduates 
(.824, p<.0002). 

LACADEM - Logarithm of Reputational Rating of Law School 
Among Other Faculty (.714, p<.0028). 

LIBRARY - Number of Volumes in Law Library (.785, p<.0005). 

LLAWJUDG - Logarithm of Reputational Rating of Law School 
Among Judges and Practicing Lawyers(.854, 

p<.OOOl). 

LSAT - Average LSAT Scores of Accepted Law Students 
(.681, p< .0052). 

LVALUMNI - Number of Living Alumni (.691, p<.0043). 

MAGSPUB - Number of issues of a law school's alumni 
magazine 

each year (.684, p<.0049). 

VOLMAIL - Presence of direct mail campaign staffed by 
volunteers (.557, p<.0308). 

WORKLOAD - Number of Law School Advancement Staff People 
Divided by Number of Living Alumni (.520, 

p<.0005). 
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with the exception of MAGSPUB and VOLMAIL, each 

independent variable that is significantly correlated with 

alumni annual fund revenue for the group of 15 public law 

schools, is also significantly correlated with alumni 

annual fund revenue when the entire group of 41 law schools 

is considered as a whole. 

Orthogonal factor analysis using principal components 

analysis for the creation of the initial factors and a 

Varimax final rotation was performed with the eleven 

variables shown above. The results of this analysis are 

shown in Appendix L. Analysis of the results showed low 

factor loadings for the variable representing the presence 

of a direct mail campaign staffed by volunteers (VOLMAIL) 

(Factor 1=.357, Factor 2=.405) as well as a very low 

communality estimate for VOLMAIL (.292) (see Appendix L). 

This suggested that either VOLMAIL should be represented as 

a third distinct factor, or that it should be eliminated 

from the factor structure in order not to affect later 

correlation analysis involving factor scores. Since the 

correlation between VOLMAIL and alumni annual fund revenue 

was not exceptionally strong (r=.557, p<.0308), and since 

there was little evidence to suggest that voluntary direct 

mail campaigns merited consideration as a separate factor, 

VOLMAIL was eliminated. 
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Orthogonal factor analysis (Varimax) using the 

remaining ten variables was performed (see Appendix M). An 

analysis of the eigenvalues suggested that two factors 

should be extracted for rotation. Kaiser's MSA has a value 

of .71 for this model. There appears to be an adequate 

simple factor structure. The rotated factor pattern for 

public law schools is shown in Table 17. 



TABLE 17 

ROTATED FACTOR PATTERN 

( 15 Public Law Schools ) 

Rotation Method: Varimax 

LACADEM 
LLAWJUDG 
LVALUMNI 
ENROLL 
LIBRARY 
LSAT 
INCOME 
WORKLOAD 
MAGS PUB 
ADVSTAFF 

FACTOR 1 

*.93184 
*.90249 
*.85258 
*.82250 
*.85563 
*.84602 
*.86272 
0.07297 
0.31947 
0.55835 

FACTOR2 

0.18098 
0.35280 
0.24963 
0.23992 
0.28838 
0.15662 
0.35337 
*.91764 
*.78800 
*.79909 

Variance explained by each factor 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 
5.697492 2.611213 

154 
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Identification of Factors 

The two factors produced by the factor rotation appear 

to represent the following concepts: 

Factor 1 - Law school quality/Size. 

Factor 2 - Relative advancement effort. 

In contrast to the original factor analysis based on all 41 

law schools (Table 10), law school quality and law school 

size form a single factor, while the age of the law school 

and the age of its parent institution do not significantly 

contribute to the explanation of total variance in alumni 

annual fund revenue for public law schools. 

Factor 1- Quality / Size 

The first factor has high loadings for variables that 

represent aspects of both academic quality and the size of 

public law schools. The first factor also has high 

loadings for variables that represent the number of current 

and former students at public law schools and for variables 

that appear to be directly related to the number of current 

and former students. As was the case with all 41 law 

schools, the number of advancement staff people at a public 

law school (ADVSTAFF) is strongly correlated with the law 

school's size. A high loading for the variable 
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representing starting salaries of new graduates (INCOME) on 

Factor 1 suggests that high starting salaries are strongly 

correlated with quality variables and size variables, and 

indicate that high law school quality (and perhaps, large 

size) contribute to high starting salaries and subsequent 

high alumni incomes. 

Factor 2- Relative Advancement Effort 

The second factor has high loadings for variables that 

represent the relative advancement effort of a public law 

school. The relative number of advancement staff people 

(WORKLOAD) as well as the number of separate issues of a 

law school's alumni magazine published each year (for 

example, a spring and a fall issue) (MAGSPUB) load highly 

on Factor 2. This suggests that the production of multiple 

magazine issues requires relatively more advancement effort 

than does the publishing of few issues, and that this 

increased effort is related to greater gift revenue. 

Factor Intercorrelation 

To assess the degree of correlation between the two 

factors, an oblique factor rotation (Promax) was performed 

using the same set of ten variables (Table 17) for public 

law schools. The analysis showed that Factor 1 

(quality/size) is moderately to highly correlated with 
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Factor 2 (advancement effort). The correlation coefficient 

for these two factors is .510, p<.0522. Although the 

degree of correlation is somewhat high, the small number of 

observations keeps these factors from being significantly 

correlated with each other at the 5 percent level. 

Relationship of Factors 

to Alumni Annual Fund Revenue 

The relationship of the two factors ("quality/size," 

"relative advancement effort") to alumni annual fund 

revenue was examined using orthogonal factor scores. 

Multiple regression indicated that both factors considered 

together account for approximately 92 percent (R

squared=.923) of the variance in alumni annual fund revenue 

at public law schools. Multiple regression employing a 

log-transformed dependent variable yielded a substantially 

worse fit with the data (R-squared=.777). Table 18 shows 

the percentage of unique variance in alumni annual fund 

revenue accounted for by the presence of each factor. This 

figure equals the square of the correlation coefficient for 

each factor with respect to alumni annual fund revenue. 

Although the relative explanatory power of each factor with 

regard to alumni annual fund revenue is somewhat affected 

by transformation of the dependent variable (see Appendix 

M), averages of log-transformed and untransformed functions 



are not used in Table 18 because the R-squared value for 

the log-transformed regression function was considered 

prohibitively small. 

TABLE 18 

PERCENTAGE OF UNIQUE VARIANCE IN ALUMNI REVENUE 
ACCOUNTED FOR BY THE PRESENCE OF EACH FACTOR 

Dependent 
Variable 

Alumni 
Annual 
Fund 
Revenue 

( 15 Public Law Schools 

"Quality/ 
Size" 

FACTOR 1 

41.3 

"Relative 
Advancement 
Effort" 
FACTOR 2 

51.0 

Total 
Explained 
Variance 

92.3 

All coefficients significant at the .0001 level. 
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Public law school quality and size (Factor 1) explain 

approximately 41 percent of the variance in the amount of 

alumni annual fund revenue raised by different public law 

schools, whereas the level of relative advancement effort 

at a public law school explains approximately 51 percent. 

Because there appears to be great variability in figures 

measuring the contribution of a particular factor to 

differences in alumni annual fund revenue (see Table 12), 

the figures in Table 18 should be regarded as very rough 

estimates. 



Factors Influencing Alumni Annual Fund Revenue 

At Private Law Schools 
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The correlations between the set of independent 

variables shown in Table 4 and alumni annual fund revenue 

also were examined for the group of 26 private law schools. 

(TEXPEND, REXPEND, STRAT and ENDOW were not examined 

because of the small number of observations for these 

variables.) The complete set of correlations with alumni 

annual fund revenue for private law schools is shown in 

Appendix K. Sixteen variables are correlated with alumni 

annual fund revenue at the 5 percent level of significance. 

These variables are shown in Table 19. 



TABLE 19 

VARIABLES SIGNIFICANTLY CORRELATED WITH 
TOTAL ALu~I ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 

FOR 26 PRIVATE LAW SCHOOLS 
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ADVSTAFF - Total Number of Advancement Staff People at Law 
School (.949, p<.OOOl). 

AVGTUITN - Average Cost of Tuition At Law School 
(.423, p<.0313). 

DSPCAPIN - Average disposable per capita income in state 
where law school is located (.398, p<.0443). 

ENROLL - FTE Enrollment of Law School (.619, p<.0007). 

INCOME - Average Starting Salary of Law School Graduates 
(.560, p<.0029). 

INSTAGE - Number of years since parent institution of law 
school was founded (.782 p<.OOOl). 

LACADEM - Logarithm of Reputational Rating of Law School 
Among Other Faculty (.745, p<.OOOl). 

LAWAGE - Number of years since law school was founded 
(.552, p<.0034). 

LIBRARY - Number of Volumes in Law Library (.955, p<.OOOl). 

LLAWJUDG - Logarithm of Reputational Rating of Law School 
Among Judges and Practicing Lawyers (.816, p<.OOOl). 

LSAT - Average LSAT Scores of Accepted Law Students 
(.637, p<.0005). 

LVALUMNI - Number of Living Alumni (.908, p<.OOOl). 

MEDHOUSE - Median household income in state where law 
school is located (.418, p<.0334). 

QLIB - Number of Volumes in Law Library Divided by 
FTE Enrollment (.655, p<.0003). 

WORKLOAD - Number of Law School Advancement Staff People 
Divided by Number of Living Alumni (.498, p<.0097). 

YRSTARG - Number of reunion classes annually asked for 
special gifts (.426, p<.0298). 
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with the exception of DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE, each 

independent variable that is significantly correlated with 

alumni annual fund revenue for the group of 26 private law 

schools is also significantly correlated with alumni annual 

fund revenue when the entire group of 41 law schools is 

considered as a whole. 

Initial Factor Analysis 

Orthogonal factor analysis was performed for the 

sixteen variables shown in Table 19. The results of this 

analysis are contained in Appendix N. The principal 

components method was used to create the initial factors. 

Examination of the eigenvalues suggested that four initial 

factors should be extracted for rotation. A Varimax final 

rotation vIas employed. 

Elimination of DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE 

The fourth factor of the rotated factor pattern 

(Appendix N) had high loadings for the variables 

representing the average disposable per capita income in 

the state where the law school was located (DSPCAPIN) and 

for the variable representing the median household income 

in the state where the law school was located (MEDHOUSE). 

AI-though these variables were significantly correlated with 

alumni annual fund revenue for private law schools, there 
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was some doubt about the appropriateness of including these 

variables in the final factor solution. As previously 

stated, these variables were used as proxies for two 

variables originally used by Drachman (1983). In 

Drachman's study the variables ulevel of dividend and 

interest income in the state" and "percentage of federal 

income tax returns itemized in the state" were used to 

represent the general level of wealth of the inhabitants of 

the state in which a college was located. Drachman 

speculated that colleges located in rich states would raise 

more money than colleges in poor states. In order for the 

wealth of state inhabitants to affect the giving of law 

school alumni, this wealth would either have to affect 

alumni incomes, alumni attitudes or the number of alumni 

that could be solicited by each school. Yet, DSPCAPIN and 

MEDHOUSE are not strongly correlated with the variable 

representing alumni incomes (INCOME) (r=.336 for DSPCAPINi 

r=.194 for MEDHOUSE; see Appendix 0). In fact, the 

correlations for DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE with most other 

influential variables for private law schools are quite 

modest (see Appendix 0). This raised the possibility that 

the correlations of DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE with alumni 

annual fund revenue were spurious. 

On the other hand, the total number of volumes in a 

law library (LIBRARY) and the number of volumes controlled 
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for FTE enrollment (QLIB) were moderately correlated with 

DSPCAPIN (for LIBRARY r=.433i for QLIB r=.442) and 

moderately correlated with MEDHOUSE (for LIBRARY r=.388i 

for QLIB r=.411). 

When the orthogonal factor scores for the four factors 

shown in Appendix 0 are regressed on alumni annual fund 

revenue they produce a regression function that explains 

approximately 91 percent (R-squared=.911) of the variance 

in alumni annual fund revenue. When the factor scores for 

the three factors in Appendix P (essentially identical to 

Factors 1, 2 and 3 in Appendix N, but without DSPCAPIN and 

MEDHOUSE) are regressed against alumni annual fund revenue 

they produce a regression function that explains 

approximately 90 percent (R-squared=.904) of the variance 

in alumni annual fund revenue. Thus, including a fourth 

factor created by DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE increases the 

explanatory power of the regression function by less than 1 

percent. Unfortunately, it is not possible to state with 

certainty that DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE do not form a valid 

factor, but it appears that if such a factor exists, it has 

very marginal explanatory power with regard to alumni 

annual fund revenue. For these reasons, the variables 

DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE were eliminated from the factor 

analysis. 
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Second Factor Analysis 

A second factor analysis using fourteen variables 

(without DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE) was performed. The results 

of this analysis are shown in Appendix P. The principal 

components method was used to create the initial factors. 

Unfortunately, it was difficult to determine whether to 

extract three or four initial factors for rotation. 

The arguments for extracting only three factors were 

the following: 

(1) Examination of the eigenvalues (see Appendix P) 

indicated that the first three factors had values greater 

than one, while the fourth factor had a value less than one 

(Factor1= 8.62; Factor2= 2.19; Factor3= 1.12; 

Factor4= .83). (2) Although, the inclusion of a fourth 

factor explained an additional 5.9 percent of the variance 

in the data matrix (see Appendix P), a fourth factor 

explained only an additional 1.4 percent of the variance in 

alumni annual fund revenue. 

The arguments for extracting four factors were the 

following: 

(1) An analysis of the communalities indicated somewhat low 

values for two variables (YRSTARG=.543 and WORKLOAD=.644). 

An analysis of the unrotated initial factors (see Appendix 

P) indicated that there was a somewhat high factor loading 

for one variable (YRSTARG=.544) on the fourth initial 
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factor. 

(2) The four factor model is somewhat easier to interpret 

than the three factor model. 

In the end, it was determined that a three factor 

model should be used. Although some sources (for example, 

Rummel, 1970) suggest that eigenvalues slightly under one 

may be extracted under certain circumstances, no sources 

advocate extracting a factor with an eigenvalue as low 

(.83) as Factor 4. Further, the highest factor loading on 

the fourth factor of the initial factor matrix (.544) is 

probably not high enough to justify the inclusion of a 

fourth factor. However, because the rotated factor 

structure produced by extracting four initial factors has 

some interesting implications for the three factor 

solution, the four factor solution is discussed in Appendix 

Q. The rotated factor pattern for private law schools 

employing three factors is shown in Table 20. 



LSAT 
INCOME 
AVGTUITN 
LACADEM 
QLIB 
LLAWJUDG 
YRSTARG 
ENROLL 
LVALUMNI 
ADVSTAFF 
LIBRARY 
LAWAGE 
INSTAGE 
WORKLOAD 

TABLE 20 

ROTATED FACTOR PATTERN 

( 26 Private Law Schools ) 

Rotation Method: Varimax 

Rotated Factor Pattern 

FACTOR1 

* .91537 
* .91095 
* .88113 
* .87383 
* .81668 
* .80824 
* .63193 
-0.03982 

0.25529 
0.33782 
0.52272 
0.13764 
0.29999 
0.44852 

FACTOR2 

0.17616 
0.25227 
0.03767 
0.30464 
0.12722 
0.42735 
0.02276 

* .94626 
* .93164 
* .78614 
* .73121 

0.20960 
0.43254 
0.12573 

FACTOR3 

0.19741 
0.05837 
0.13885 
0.29387 
0.35873 
0.29167 
0.37875 
0.04329 
0.21555 
0.46738 
0.39255 

* .90535 
* .72427 
* .65321 

variance explained by each factor 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 
5.691469 3.551089 2.697011 
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Identification of Factors 

The three factors produced by the factor analysis 

appear to represent the following concepts: 

Factor 1 - Law school quality. 

Factor 2 - Law school size. 

Factor 3 - Relative advancement effort/Age. 
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In contrast to the original factor analysis based on all 41 

law schools (Table 10), law school age and relative 

advancement effort form a single factor. In contrast to 

the factor pattern for public law schools (Table 17), law 

school size and quality are separate factors and the factor 

liage" is included as part of the factor structure. 

Factor 1- Quality 

The first factor has high loadings for variables that 

represent aspects of academic quality of private law 

schools. A high loading for the variable representing 

tuition differences among private law schools (AVGTUITN) on 

Factor 1 suggests that when tuition is examined within a 

type of institution, there is a tendency for high quality 

law schools also to charge high tuitions. As was the case 

with public law schools, a high loading for starting 

salaries of new law school graduates (INCOME) on Factor 1 

suggests that high starting salaries are strongly 
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correlated with variables representing the overall quality 

of a law school. 

The high loading of the variable representing the 

number of reunion classes asked for special gifts each year 

(YRSTARG) on Factor 1, suggests that high quality private 

law schools tend to engage in extensive reunion fund 

raising. The number of advancement staff people, 

controlled for the number of living alumni (WORKLOAD), has 

a somewhat high loading on Factor 1 (although highest of 

Factor 3). Thus, variables associated with "relative 

advancement effort" in previous models (Table 10 and Table 

17) have fairly high loadings on the factor representing 

"quality" for private law schools. 

Factor 2- Size 

The second factor has high loadings for variables that 

represent the number of current and former students at a 

law school and for variables that are directly related to 

the number of current and former students. The number of 

advancement staff people at private law schools (ADVSTAFF) 

loads highly on Factor 2. This suggests that law schools 

with many alumni require large advancement staffs. 

Factor 3- Relative Advancement Effort/Age 

The third factor has high loadings for variables that 
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represent the age of the law school (LAWAGE), the age of 

its parent institution (INSTAGE) and the relative staff 

size of a law school's advancement office (WORKLOAD). 

Because relative staff size (WORKLOAD) is considered a more 

essential part of the factor "relative advancement effort" 

than is the number of reunion classes asked for special 

gifts each year (YRSTARG), Factor 3 is labeled "relative 

advancement effortj age". In actuality, the factor 

"relative advancement effort" appears to be split between 

Factor 1 and Factor 3 for private law schools (Table 20). 

The total number of advancement staff people (ADVSTAFF) 

also has a somewhat high loading on Factor 3. This 

suggests that old, private law schools tend to have high 

levels of total and relative advancement effort. This 

relationship may exist because old law schools have had a 

longer period of time during which to incrementally build 

large advancement staffs. The correlation analysis shown 

in Table 13 suggests that old law schools also tend to have 

large endowments. Law schools with large endowments may 

find it easier to justify the maintenance of large 

advancement staffs. 

Factor Intercorrelation 

An oblique factor rotation (Promax) was performed 

using the set of fourteen variables shown in Table 19 



(excluding DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE). This afforded the 

assessment of the degree of intercorrelation between the 

three factors. The results of this correlation analysis 

are shown in Table 21. 

TABLE 21 

FACTOR INTERCORRELATION 

( 26 Private Law Schools ) 

(Coefficients of Correlation) 

"Quality" 
FACTOR1 

"Size" 
FACTOR2 

"Relative 
Advancement 
Effort / Age" 

FACTOR3 

FACTOR1 1.0 

FACTOR2 

FACTOR3 

0.0 

0.43673 
0.0257 

0.52346 
0.0061 

1.0 
0.0 

0.48453 
0.0121 

1.0 
0.0 
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The results show that there is a large degree of 

intercorrelation among the three factors. This suggests 

that high quality private law schools tend to have a large 

number of students, tend to be old and tend to have high 

levels of relative advancement effort. 
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Relationship of Factors 

to Alumni Annual Fund Revenue 

In order to examine the relationship of each factor to 

alumni annual fund revenue, orthogonal factor scores were 

developed for each observation for the 26 private law 

schools. Multiple regression using alumni annual fund 

revenue as the dependent variable and the three factors 

(shown in Table 20) as the independent variables indicated 

that all three factors taken together ("quality", "size" 

and "relative advancement effort/age") account for 

approximately 90 percent (R-squared=.904) of the variance 

in alumni annual fund revenue at private law schools. 

Multiple regression employing a log-transformed dependent 

variable yielded a marginally better fit with the data 

(R-squared=.916). Table 22 shows the percentage of unique 

variance in alumni annual fund revenue accounted for by the 

presence of each of these three factors employing both a 

log transformed and an untransformed dependent variable. 

(Because the transformation of the dependent variable 

greatly affects the relative explanatory contribution of 

each factor with respect to alumni annual fund revenue, 

average variance figures are provided in Table 22.) These 

figures equal the square of the correlation coefficients 

for each factor, with respect to alumni annual fund 

revenue. 
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TABLE 22 

PERCENTAGE OF UNIQUE VARIANCE IN ALUMNI REVENUE 
ACCOUNTED FOR BY THE PRESENCE OF EACH FACTOR 

( 26 Private Law Schools 

"Relative 
Advancement 

Dep. "Quality" "Size" Effort / Age" 
Var. Total 

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 Variance 
Alumni 
Annual 
Fund 
Revenue 19.6 54.2 16.6 90.4 

log of 
Revenue 56.7 23.1 11.8 91.6 

average 38.2 38.6 14.2 91.0 

All coefficients significant at the .0001 level. 

Law school quality (Factor 1) explains approximately 

38 percent of the variance in the amount of alumni annual 

fund revenue raised by different private law schools; the 

size of a private law school (Factor 2) explains 

approximately 39 percent; and the level of relative 

advancement effort at a private law school combined with 

the age of the law school and its parent institution 

explain approximately 14 percent of the variance. 



Comparison Of The Factor structures 

Of Public And Private Law Schools 

173 

The factor structures of public and private law 

schools consist of different combinations of the four basic 

factors identified for all 41 law schools. These four 

factors can be thought of as basic "building blocks", or 

modules that are put together in different ways in each 

factor structure. In each factor structure these building 

blocks remain relatively intact; that is, generally the 

same variables form groups representing "quality", "size", 

"agel! and "relative advancement effort" in each factor 

structure. (The factor "relative advancement effort" 

appears to be the least stable of these factors). 

The Factor "Age" and Private Law Schools 

Perhaps the most interesting difference between the 

factor structures for public and private law schools is the 

importance of the factor "age" in explaining differences in 

the amount of alumni annual fund revenue raised by private 

law schools and the relative unimportance of this factor 

for public law schools. The correlations between the age 

of a law school (LAWAGE) and the age of its parent 

institution (INSTAGE) examined separately for groups of 

public and private law schools are shown in Appendix R. 

For private law schools, both age variables are strongly 
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correlated with alumni annual fund revenue (coefficient of 

correlation for LAWAGE=.552i for INSTAGE=.782). For public 

law schools, neither age variables is strongly correlated 

with alumni annual fund revenue (coefficient of correlation 

for LAWAGE=.433; for INSTAGE=.278). Also for private law 

schools, both age variables are strongly correlated with a 

wide range of variables representing "relative advancement 

effort", institutional "quality" and "size". These 

correlations are much weaker for public law schools. The 

average coefficient of correlation between the two age 

variables (LAWAGE and INSTAGE) and the twelve other 

variables (shown in Table 10) that represent "quality", 

"size" and "relative advancement effort" is .472 for 

private law schools, and .268 for public law schools. 

(Because the number of observations is smaller for public 

law schools, p-values are not really comparable between the 

two groups of schools). Thus, it appears that "tradition" 

is a more important variable for private law school alumni 

than for alumni of public law schools. 

The Relationship of "Quality" and "Size" 

For Public Law Schools 

As the factor structures in Table 17 and Table 20 

show, the factors "quality" and "size" are separate factors 

for private law schools, while they are part of the same 
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common factor for public law schools. Appendix S shows the 

correlations among the number of living alumni (LVALUMNI) 

and FTE enrollment (ENROLL) with four variables 

representing different aspects of law school quality (LSAT, 

LACADEM, LLAWJUDG, INCOME), for public and private law 

schools. The average correlation between LVALUMNI and the 

four "quality" variables is .730 for public;: law schools, 

and .542 for private law schools. The average correlation 

between ENROLL and the four "quality" variables is .678 for 

public law schools, and .230 for private law schools. 

These differences indicate that the average correlations 

between the two "size" variables and the four "quality" 

variables are significantly higher for public law schools 

than they are for private law schools. In particular, the 

average correlation between FTE enrollment and the four 

"quality" variables is much larger for public law schools 

than it is for private law schools. 

Differences in the Impact of Relative Advancement Effort 

For Private and Public Law Schools 

An examination of the portion of unique variance in 

alumni annual fund revenue attributable to the factor 

"relative advancement effort" (see Table 18, Table 22) 

shows that for public law schools, "relative advancement 

effort" (Factor 2) explains a much larger percentage of 
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variance (51 percent) than for private law schools (16.6 

percent). The contribution of the factor "relative 

advancement effort" to the variance in alumni annual fund 

revenue is difficult to determine for the following three 

reasons: 

(1) It is important to note that in the three factor model 

for private law schools (Table 20), the factor "relative 

advancement effort" is split between two other factors 

(quality and age); thus, the actual portion of unique 

variance attributable to relative advancement effort is 

difficult to ascertain. 

(2) The factor "relative advancement effort" for public 

law schools (Table 17) is not actually equivalent to the 

factor "relative advancement effort" in the four factor 

model for private law schools (Appendix Q) because a 

different set of variables load highly on "relative 

advancement effort" in each model. 

(3) The figures in Tables 12, 13, 18, and 22 show the 

percentage of unique variance, not the percentage of total 

variance in alumni annual fund revenue attributable to the 

presence of each factor. Unique variance is the amount of 

change in one variable exclusively attributable to the 

change in another. Thus in order for an independent 

variable to explain a large amount of unique variance in a 

dependent variable, there must be a strong correlation 
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between the two variables, and the independent variable 

must be largely uncorrelated with other independent 

variables in the regression function. When considered 

independently from other variables, the variable 

representing relative advancement staff size (WORKLOAD) 

has similarly strong correlations with alumni annual fund 

revenue for both private and public law schools (for 

public law schools r-squared=.561; for private law schools 

r-squared=.248; for private laws schools, employing the 

logarithm of alumni annual fund revenue as a dependent 

variable, r-squared=.483). 

Yet, because variables representing "relative 

advancement effort" (WORKLOAD and YRSTARG) load highly on 

Factor 1 (quality) and Factor 3 (age) (see Table 20) for 

private law schools, the amount of unique explanatory 

power for "relative advancement effort" is somewhat 

lessened. Thus, "relative advancement effort" may be 

quite influential for private law schools, but because 

there is a great degree of intercorrelation among the 

variables representing "relative advancement effort" and 

other independent variables representing "quality" and 

"age", the actual importance of "relative advancement 

effort" is difficult to determine. Although it is 

important to ask, "Why does relative advancement effort 

seem to have such little importance for private law 
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schools?" an equally important question is, "Why are 

variables representing relative advancement effort so 

strongly correlated with quality and age variables for 

private law schools?" An answer to the second question is 

proposed in the next section. 

Forces Affecting Patterns of Advancement Effort 

As noted earlier, variables representing the number of 

reunion classes asked for special gifts each year (YRSTARG) 

and the number of advancement staff people controlled for 

the number of living alumni (WORKLOAD) both have high 

factor loadings on Factor 1, "quality" (see Table 20). 

Also, WORKLOAD loads highly on Factor 3 "age" (see Table 

20). These examples raise the question of whether 

advancement activities should be considered only as causes 

of change (specifically, changes in amounts of gift 

revenue), or whether it is also possible that patterns of 

advancement activity are, in turn, influenced by other 

factors. For example, the data indicate (Table 15) that 

old, high quality private law schools (which possess alumni 

with high incomes and perhaps favorable attitudes toward 

giving) have lower costs of fund raising than young, low 

quality private law schools. Thus, there may be a greater 

incentive to expend high relative levels of advancement 

effort and engage in intense reunion fund raising at old, 
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high quality private law schools than at young, low quality 

private law schools. This close correspondence between 

cost of fund raising (as determined by quality and age 

factors) and amount of relative advancement effort expended 

by private law schools could explain the high factor 

loadings of WORKLOAD and YRSTARG on Factor 1 (quality) and 

Factor 3 (age) (see Table 20). 

Because private law schools have received less revenue 

from government sources in the past than public law 

schools, private law schools have typically been raising 

funds longer and more intensely than public law schools. 

Thus for private law schools, there has been more 

opportunity for market incentives to create a close 

correspondence between costs of fund raising and relative 

amounts of advancement effort expended. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this study was to create an aggregate 

model of donor behavior for alumni of colleges of law. The 

model is presented at the end of this chapter. The model 

shows how the characteristics of a law school (quality, 

size, age, and relative advancement effort) are related to 

the characteristics of the law school's alumni 

(specifically, average alumni income) and how both sets of 

characteristics (institutional and individual) are related 

to differences in the amount of annual fund revenue raised 

by various law schools. The study indicates how research 

findings from past fund-raising studies are related to this 

model. 

Answers to Research Questions 

1. Which basic factors are related to differences in 
the total amount of alumni annual fund revenue raised 
by law schools? 

Four basic factors account for approximately 87 

percent of the variance in amounts of alumni annual fund 

revenue raised by the 41 private and public law schools in 

this study (R-squared=.870). 



The four basic factors are the following: 

Factor 1 - Law school quality. 
Factor 2 - Law school size. 
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Factor 3 - Age of the law school and its parent institution 
Factor 4 - Level of relative advancement effort. 

"Relative advancement effort" (Factor 4) refers to the 

number of law school advancement staff people (and 

advancement expenditures) divided by the number of living 

alumni of the law school. All four of these factors are 

strongly correlated with each other (see Table 11). That 

is, high quality law schools tend to have many current and 

former students, tend to be old and tend to have many 

advancement staff people per each living alumnus of the 

school. 

Private Law Schools 

Differences in the factor structures for the 26 

private law schools and the 15 public law schools in this 

study become evident when these two groups of schools are 

analyzed separately. For private law schools, the three 

factors that account for most of the difference in amounts 

of alumni annual fund revenue raised are the following: 

(1) Law school quality. 
(2) Law school size. 
(3) Relative advancement effort / Age. 

Taken together these three factors explain approximately 90 



percent of the variance in amounts of alumni annual fund 

revenue raised by private law schools. For private law 

schools, the factors "relative advancement effort" and 

"age" form a single factor (see Table 20). 

Public Law Schools 
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For publicly controlled law schools, the factors 

institutional "quality" and "size" are very strongly 

correlated with each other and should be thought of as a 

single factor. For public law schools, the factor "age" 

appears to be largely unimportant (see Table 17). For 

public law schools, the two factors that account for most 

of the difference in amounts of alumni annual fund revenue 

raised are the following: 

(1) Law school quality / Size. 
(2) Relative advancement effort. 

When considered together these two factors explain 

approximately 92 percent of the variance in amounts of 

alumni annual fund revenue raised by public law schools. 

Differences Between Private and Public Law Schools 

There appear to be two important differences between 

the factor structures for private and public law schools. 
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They are as follows: 

(1) For private law schools the factor "age" is important 
in explaining differences in the amount of alumni annual 
fund revenue raised by each school, while for public law 
schools it is relatively unimportant. 

(2) For public law schools the factors "qUality" and 
"size" combine to form a single factor. 

These two differences between private and public law 

schools can perhaps best be explained by differences in the 

historical development of these types of institutions. 

The Importance of Age For Private Law Schools 

Institutional age is of great importance for private 

law schools. Although age differences also exist among 

public law schools, they seem to be much less important. 

The age of a private law school and particularly the age of 

its parent institution are strongly correlated with the law 

school's level of relative advancement effort, its size and 

its academic qUality (see Table 21 and Appendix R). Old 

law schools also tend to have larger endowments than young 

schools (see Table 13). 

In the early part of this century, charitable 

foundations, such as the Rockefeller Foundation and 

Carnegie Foundation, granted most of their awards to a 

small group of the oldest and most financially sound 

private institutions (Scott, 1983). Because voluntary 
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support composed a sUbstantial part of institutional 

revenue, these grants had a powerful impact. Public 

institutions and recently-established private institutions 

received little of this money. Consequently during this 

era, differences between old private schools and young 

private schools may have become magnified. 

Age of Private Law Schools and Relative Advancement Effort 

The age of a private law school and its parent 

institution may be related to its level of relative 

advancement effort for several reasons. Because old 

private law schools have a longer fund-raising history, 

they have had more years during which to gradually increase 

the relative size of their advancement staffs. Also, old 

law schools typically have larger endowments; large 

endowment incomes may make the maintenance of large 

advancement staffs easier to justify as a budgetary item. 

Finally, old private law schools tend to be high quality 

schools and high alumni incomes may result, making 

increased advancement efforts more profitable than they 

would be at young low quality law schools, thus providing a 

greater incentive to increase levels of relative 

advancement effort. 



Age of Private Law Schools and Academic Quality 

The age of a private law school may be strongly 

related to its academic quality because the large 

endowments possessed by old private schools (and their 

parent institutions) make high levels of institutional 

quality easier to support. Perhaps, because endowments 

constitute a smaller share of revenue for public 

institutions, the link between age and quality is weaker 

for these schools. 

The Relationship Between Size and Quality 

For Public Law Schools 
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Historically, public law schools have developed in 

large research institutions or "flagship" universities. 

Typically, these universities have larger enrollments and 

are of higher academic quality than other state 

institutions. If it can be assumed that quality and size 

differences for public universities are reflected in the 

character of their individual college divisions, then this 

pattern of historical development may explain the strong 

correlation of variables representing institutional quality 

with variables measuring institutional size for public law 

schools. 
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2. How are institutional variables identified in past 
fund-raisin9 studies related to the basic factors 
identified ln the present study? 

Variables that were identified as being significantly 

correlated with charitable giving in previous fund-raising 

studies and that also were found to be significantly 

correlated with alumni annual fund revenue for law schools 

can be placed in groups (see Table 23) according to their 

relationship with the four basic factors identified in this 

study. 



TABLE 23 

RELATIONSHIP OF VARIABLES EXAMINED 
IN PAST FUND-RAISING STUDIES 
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TO THE BASIC FACTORS IDENTIFIED IN THIS STUDY 

Factor 1 

"Quality" 

(41 Law Schools) 

Factor 2 Factor 3 

"Size" "Age" 

* * * 

Factor 4 
"Relative 
Advancement 

"Effort" 

Quality Rating * Number of * Number of * Presence 
(Astin * Living Alumni* Years Since * of Four 
Selectivity * * Institution's* Fund-Raising 
Index) * FTE Student * Founding * components 

Cost of 
Attendance 
(Tuition) ++ 

Size of 
Endowment @@ 

* Enrollment * * 
* * Size of * Governance 
* Total Number * Endowment @@ * (Publici 
* of * * Private) 
* Advancement * * 
* Staff People * * State 
* * * A~prop-
* * * r1ations 
* * * for 
* * * Higher 
* * * Education 
* * * * Total 

* Advancement 
* Expenditures 

* 

++ Tuition differences are considered separately for 
groups of private and public law schools. 

@@ The size of a law school's endowment is correlated 
strongly with Factor 1 (quality) and Factor 3 (age). 
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Factor 1 (quality) has high loadings for the "Astin 

Selectivity Index" (average LSAT scores), "cost of 

attendance" and "size of endowment"; Factor 2 (size) has 

high loadings for the "number of living alumni", "FTE 

student enrollment" and "total size of advancement staff"; 

Factor 3 (age) has high loadings for the "age of the parent 

institution" and also for the "size of the law school's 

endowment" and Factor 4 (relative advancement effort) has 

high loadings for "presence of four fund raising 

components", "type of governance", "level of state 

appropriations to higher education" and "total advancement 

expenditures". Clearly, several variables examined in past 

fund-raising studies are closely related to each other. 

Thus it appears that taken as a whole, past studies have 

not identified a myriad of influential factors, but instead 

they have looked at a small number of common factors 

operationalized in slightly different ways in each study. 

The variables "Presence of Four Fund-Raising 

Components", "Governance(Public/Private)", "state 

Appropriations for Higher Education" and "Total Advancement 

Expenditures" are significantly correlated with Factor 4 

(relative advancement effort), but are not significantly 

correlated with alum.ni annual fund revenue for law schools. 

The strong correlations of the variables "Governance 

(Public/Private)" and "State Appropriations for Higher 
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Education" with Factor 4 appear to be solely the result of 

higher average levels of relative advancement effort at 

private law schools (see Chapter 4 for a fuller discussion 

of this issue). 

The variables "disposable per capita income" 

(DSPCAPIN) and "median household income" (MEDHOUSE) were 

identified as being significantly correlated with 

charitable giving in previous fund-raising studies, but 

they are not significantly correlated with either alumni 

annual fund revenue (for all 41 schools) or any of the four 

basic factors in this study; thus, they are not included in 

Table 23. 

"Total advancement expenditures" (TEXPEND) has a 

moderately strong correlation with alumni annual fund 

revenue for law schools (see Table 4) as well as a 

moderately strong correlation with Factor 2 "size" (see 

Table 13). These correlations probably were not found to 

be significant because of the small number of observations 

(n=10) for this particular variable. 

It should be remembered that the organization of the 

variables in Table 23 is based on data from alumni of law 

schools. It is unclear how the relationship among these 

variables might change when considering different higher 

education populations. 



other Variables Significantly Correlated 

with Alumni Annual Fund Revenue 
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This study also examined a set of independent 

variables that had not been previously examined. A subset 

of these variables was found to be significantly correlated 

with alumni annual fund revenue for law schools. The 

relationship of these variables to the four basic factors 

identified in this study is shown in Table 24. Factor 1 

(quality) has high loadings for variables representing 

"average starting salary of new graduates", "reputation of 

law school among deans and professors of other law 

schools", "reputation of law school graduates among judges 

and practicing lawyers", "total number of volumes in law 

library" and "number of volumes in law library per FTE law 

student"; Factor 2 (size) has a high loading for "number of 

FTE faculty", Factor 3 (age) has a high loading for "number 

of years since law school's founding"; and Factor 4 

(relative advancement effort) has high loadings for "number 

of advancement staff people per living alumnus", "level of 

advancement expenditures per living alumnus" and "number of 

reunion classes asked for gifts annually". As was the case 

with previous studies, these variables appear to be related 

to only four common factors, rather than many different 

influential factors. 
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TABLE 24 

RELATIONSHIP OF VARIABLES EXAMINED 
FOR THE FIRST TIME IN THIS STUDY 

TO THE FOUR BASIC FACTORS 

(41 Law Schools) 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
"Relative 
Advancement 

"Quality" "Size" "Age" "Effort" 

* * * Avg. Starting * Number of * Number of * Number of 
Salary of New * FTE Faculty * Years Since * Advancement 
Graduates * * Law School's * Staff People 

* * Founding * Per Living 
Reputation * * * Alumnus 
of Law School * * * Among Deans & * * * Level of 
Professors * * * Advancement 

* * * Expenditures 
Repu.tation * * * Per Living 
of Law School * * * Alumnus @@ 
Among Judges * * * & Lawyers * * * Number of 

* * * Reunion 
Total Number * * * Classes Asked 
of Volumes In * * * For Gifts 
Law Library * * * Annually 

* * * Number of * * * Volumes In * * * Law Library * * * Per FTE * * * Law Student * * * 
* * * 

@@ "Level of Advancement Expenditures Per Living Alumnus" 
is significantly correlated with Factor 4 (Relative 
Advancement Effort), but probably because of the small 
number of observations for this variable (n=10), it is not 
significantly correlated with alumni annual fund revenue. 
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3. How are variables representing characteristics of 
alumni related to the basic factors identified in 
Research Question I? 

since the data analysis suggests that factors 

representing institutional characteristics (quality, size, 

age, and relative advancement effort) are strongly 

correlated with levels of alumni annual fund revenue, it is 

reasonable to ask, "Exactly how do these institutional 

characteristics influence the amounts of alumni annual fund 

revenue raised by law schools?" 

It is assumed that two variables that load on the same 

factor may be causally related to each other (Rummel, 1970, 

p.384). As a hypothetical example, two variables 

representing something that causes a change in something 

else (such as, "number of hours of sunshine" and "average 

daily temperature") might load on the same factor in a 

factor analysis. However, factor analysis does not 

identify a causal ordering among variables; it merely 

groups variables that are correlated with the same 

underlying common factor. The determination of causal 

order, if such order exists, must be based on theory. 

The consumer behavior literature suggests that if 

institutional characteristics of law schools do indeed 

affect alumni giving, they must do so by affecting the 

decision making processes of individual alumni, or by 
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determining the number of alumni that can be solicited by 

each law school. Unfortunately, the exact mechanisms 

through which institutional characteristics influence 

individual decision making is only partially suggested by 

the results. The inability to measure the attitudes of 

individual alumni toward giving to their alma maters 

remains a weakness of this study. Yet, based on an 

analysis of the available data, some conclusions seem 

defensible. 

Alumni Income and Law School Quality 

The average income of alumni of a law school (as 

represented by their average starting salaries) is strongly 

correlated with variables representing academic quality 

(see Table 10). This suggests that alumni who have 

graduated from high quality law schools earn large average 

incomes. Alumni with high incomes may find it easier to 

give large amounts to their alma maters than alumni with 

lower incomes. Individuals with high incomes may also 

consider charitable acts to be an appropriate ritual 

associated with their socio-economic status. 

Alumni Attitudes and Advancement Office Efforts 

The proposition that changes in alumni attitudes are 

created by advancement office efforts and that this 
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attitude change, in turn, influences alumni annual fund 

revenue, cannot be tested by this study. The data clearly 

suggest that law schools that exert more relative effort in 

raising funds also raise more alumni annual fund revenue. 

Yet, the data do not suggest the mechanism through which 

this influence occurs. The marketing literature suggests 

that advancement activities may influence individual 

decision making in a number of ways. Among these, are the 

following: 

(1) Changing Individual Attitudes Toward Giving. 

Advancement activities resulting in alumni 

attitude change are most likely to be effective in 

producing increased charitable giving when the 

required amount of attitude change is small. Even 

the most intense advancement efforts cannot induce 

individuals to donate to their alma maters if the 

individuals are completely opposed to the idea. On 

the other hand, individual's who are already somewhat 

favorably disposed to the idea of giving to their 

alma m~ter might be induced to make a donation as a 

result of advancement efforts. 

(2) Influencing Attitude Moderating Factors. 

Individuals with favorable attitudes toward 
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donating to their alma maters do not always give. 

Changing attitude-moderating factors, such as 

attitude accessibility, can increase the chances that 

existing favorable attitudes will be activated at the 

time that alumni solicitation takes place. Law 

school alumni publications, homecoming barbecues and 

other similar activities may change alumni attitudes 

toward their schools, but the chief benefit may be in 

making existing alumni attitudes more accessible. 

Accessibility could be increased by creating 

situations that require alumni to think about their 

feelings toward their alma mater, thus strengthening 

the connection between existing alumni attitudes and 

stimuli created by the advancement office (see 

Chapter 2, specifically, Fazio, et al., 1982). 

(3) Increasing The Frequency of Solicitations. 

Advancement activities may increase alumni 

giving by presenting increased opportunities for the 

exercise of favorable alumni attitudes. For example, 

requesting a special reunion year gift, in addition 

to a law school's regular annual fund solicitation, 

may not influence alumni attitudes, but it may 

increase charitable revenue simply by increasing the 

number of times an alumnus is solicited in a given 
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(4) Matching Development Offerings To pre-existing 

Alumni Needs. 
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Advancement activities may also increase alumni 

giving by tailoring giving opportunities to the n.eeds 

of alumni. This kind of activity is in accordance 

with the most central tenet of marketing, known as 

"the marketing concept." Paraphrased for alumni 

development, the concept is as follows: 

"Assess and satisfy the needs of each alumnus in 

order to further the goals of the institution." 

Thus, some law schools may raise large amounts 

of gift revenue during special solicitations for 25th 

year and 50th year reunion classes because alumni 

have already decided (prior to any development 

activity) that these are significant years and that 

making a larger than average gift is an appropriate 

way to commemorate the occasion. The advancement 

office does not create these alumni feelings, it 

merely discovers their existence and designs giving 

opportunities to capitalize upon them. 

Alumni Attitudes and Law School Quality 

Since this study did not measure alumni attitudes 
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toward giving, the relationship between alumni attitudes 

and other variables cannot be stated with certainty. The 

data clearly suggest that high quality law schools raise 

more alumni gift revenue than low quality schools. To a 

large extent, these effects could be explained by the 

correlation of law school quality with average alumni 

income. It is also possible that high alumni incomes and 

favorable attitudes toward ones alma mater are both 

consequences of attending a high quality law school. Thus, 

the relationship among law school quality (and resulting 

alumni income) and alumni attitudes may be either a 

positive correlation, essentially no relationship, or a 

negative correlation. 

The first proposition--Iaw school quality (resulting 

alumni income) and alumni attitudes are positively 

correlated with each other--seems the most reasonable and 

is consistent with the data. Although this study did not 

measure the attitudes of alumni toward their alma maters, 

past studies (Spaeth & Greeley, 1970) have found a positive 

correlation between college quality and alumni feelings of 

"emotional attachment" toward their alma mater. Also, the 

organizational behavior literature (Masland, 1985) suggests 

that members of high quality organizations tend to be 

highly committed to those organizations. 

The second proposition--no relationship among law 
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school quality (resulting alumni income) and alumni 

attitudes--is also consistent with the data of this study; 

however, the proposition is less satisfactory because it 

requires that no relationship exists between law school 

quality and alumni attitudes, thus contradicting the 

previously mentioned studies. 

The third proposition--a negative correlation among 

law school quality (resulting alumni income) and alumni 

attitudes--would appear to be the least likely because it 

contradicts previous studies and because it suggests that 

alumni with unfavorable attitudes toward their alma maters 

give more than alumni with favorable attitudes toward their 

alma maters. 

Number of Alumni Solicited and Law School Size 

Law schools with a large number of living alumni tend 

to raise more alumni annual fund revenue than law schools 

with few alumni. The size of a law school (as measured by 

FTE enrollment and number of living alumni) may influence 

alumni annual fund revenue indirectly through the effect of 

size on law school quality and total advancement effort. 

For example, the size of a law school is strongly 

correlated with variables related to law school quality 

(such as total number of volumes in a law school library) 

and size is strongly correlated with variables measuring 
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total advancement effort (such as total size of advancement 

staff). The data analysis in this study (see Table 14 and 

Table 15), however, suggests that the major impact of law 

school size on alumni annual fund revenue is due simply to 

differences in the number of living alumni who can be 

solicited by each school. 

Alumni Characteristics and Law School Age 

Institutional age is a much more important factor for 

alumni of private law schools than for alumni of public law 

schools. Although the data do not suggest unambiguously 

how alumni decision making could be affected by 

institutional age, some conclusions are possible. For 

example, there is a strong correlation between variables 

representing the level of relative advancement effort at a 

private law school and its age. Old, private law schools 

with high levels of relative advancement effort may be able 

to affect alumni giving by influencing alumni attitudes, 

influencing attitude-moderating factors, and facilitating 

or increasing giving opportunities. The organizational 

behavior literature suggests that old institutions engender 

more alumni commitment to the institution than young 

institutions (Masland, 1985). Thus, alumni attitudes 

toward their alma maters may be more favorable at old 

(private) law schools, even without advancement activities. 
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The factor "age" is strongly correlated with the 

amount of a law school's endowment (Table 13). Because 

large endowments are also related to high law school 

quality (and high alumni incomes), the factor "age" may 

indirectly be related to large incomes of alumni of private 

law schools. 
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THE MODEL 

The analysis presented above and in Chapter 4 serves 

as the basis for the creation of a model of aggregate 

behavior for law school alumni who give to their school's 

annual funds. Because there are slight differences between 

the factor structures for private and public law schools, 

this model possesses modifications that encompass both 

types of institutions. In the model shown in Figure 5, the 

solid boxes represent various factors that influence the 

total amount of alumni annual fund revenue raised by a 

particular law school. Total alumni annual fund revenue is 

represented by the oval at the bottom of the model labeled 

"alumni revenue". Question marks are placed behind the 

terms "attitude", "attitude moderators" and "giving 

decision" because the position of these elements within the 

model is theorized rather than being based on the results 

of this study. The lines between the boxes indicate strong 

correlations between factors. The arrows indicate the 

proposed direction of influence between two factors. The 

line between "relative advancement effort" and "age" 

indicates that for private law schools, a strong 

correlation exists between these factors, while this 

correlation is much weaker for public law schools. 

Likewise, the line between "quality" and "size" indicates 
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that for public law schools, there is a strong correlation 

between these factors, while the correlation between these 

factors is much weaker for private law schools. Some of 

the weaker correlations between factors are not included in 

the model. 

Individual Factors 

The large dashed box in the center of the model 

represents the boundary between external (institutional) 

factors and internal (individual) factors that influence 

the charitable giving decision process of a single typical, 

or "average" alumnus of a particular law school. The 

elements within the dashed box ("attitude", "income", 

"attitude moderators") represent individual factors that 

are proposed to influence the outcome of a giving decision. 

The result of the giving decision is an addition to "alumni 

revenue" (in the event of a positive outcome to the 

decision process) or no addition to "alumni revenue" (in 

the event of a negative outcome to the decision process). 

The aggregate donor behavior of a particular law 

school is represented by the summation of the series of 

dashed boxes (one dashed box for each alumnus solicited by 

the school). The total amount of alumni annual fund 

revenue raised by a particular law school is the summation 

of the outcomes of these individual giving decisions. 
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The institutional factors ("relative advancement 

effort", "age", "quality", and "size") all have the same 

values for every alumnus of the same law school. (The 

values of the institutional factors would, of course, be 

different for the alumni of another law school.) Because 

the values of the institutional factors are the same for 

each alumnus of the same law school, the values of the 

individual factors ("attitude", "income", "attitude 

moderators") are constrained to be the same for each 

alumnus of the same law school. In this sense, the values 

of these individual factors represent average values for 

alumni of a particular law school. In actuality, the 

values of individual factors are different for each alumnus 

of the same law school; this is because there are also 

other "unique" individual factors, such as family 

upbringing, personal experiences while attending school, 

etc., that affect every alumnus differently and that affect 

the strength of attitudes towards giving and other relevant 

individual factors. These "unique" individual factors are 

not included in the model in Figure 5. 

The value of "giving decision" is the same for all 

alumni of the same law school whether or not a particular 

alumnus makes a gift. Thus, the value of "giving decision" 

for any single average alumnus can be considered an 

expected value of giving that is determined by multiplying 
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the probability of alumni giving (participation rate) times 

the average amount that is given in the event that a gift 

is made (average gift size). 

Institutional Factors 

The solid boxes outside of the large dashed box 

represent the institutional characteristics of a law 

school. The variables that constitute a particular 

institutional factor are slightly different for private and 

public law schools. Thus, the variables that represent the 

same factor for both groups of schools will be indicated, 

then the variables that represent different factors for 

private and public schools will be indicated. 

Quality 

The factor "quality" represents those aspects of a law 

school that may also be termed academic quality, or 

prestige. "Quality" is embodied by variables measuring the 

average LSAT scores of accepted students and the law 

school's reputation among scholars at other law schools and 

the reputation of law school graduates among judges and 

practicing lawyers. The average starting salary of new law 

school graduates is also strongly correlated with the 

factor "quality". For private law schools, the number of 

volumes in a law school's law library divided by the law 
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school's FTE enrollment, the average cost of law school 

tuition and the number of reunion classes annually 

solicited for gifts are strongly correlated with "quality". 

The factor "quality" is proposed to influence alumni annual 

fund giving mainly through its effect on alumni income. 

"Quality" may also influence alumni attitudes. 

In this model, the factor "size" is embodied by the 

number of living alumni of a law school and the FTE 

enrollment of the school. The larger the number of living 

alumni, the greater the number of dashed boxes for a 

particular school. Variables measuring the number of 

volumes in a law library and the total size of a law 

school's advancement staff are also strongly correlated 

with "size". 

For public law schools, the institutional factors 

"quality" and "size" are very strongly correlated with each 

other and may be regarded as a single factor. For both 

private and public law schools, the factor "size" is 

proposed to influence alumni giving mostly by determining 

the number of living alumni who can be solicited by a law 

school's advancement office. 
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The factor "age" is embodied by variables measuring 

the number of years since the founding of a law school and 

its parent institution. For private law schools, "age" is 

strongly correlated with the relative number of advancement 

staff people. For public law schools, the factor "age" is 

not closely related to alumni giving. For private law 

schools the factor "age" is proposed to influence alumni 

giving mainly through its effect on relative advancement 

effort. "Age" may also indirectly influence alumni annual 

fund revenue through its strong correlation with law school 

endowments, which in turn may influence institutional 

quality and alumni incomes. Age may also influence alumni 

attitudes towards their alma maters through its effect on 

the "organizational culture" of private law schools. 

Relative Advancement Effort 

The factor "relative advancement effort" represents 

the resources and activities of a law school's advancement 

office relative to its number of living alumni. "Relative 

advancement effort." is mainly embodied by the number of 

advancement staff people of a law school divided by its 

number of living alumni. In addition to the relative 

resources of a law school's advancement office, "relative 

advancement effort" is embodied in variables measuring the 
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extent and intensity of advancement activities produced by 

varying levels of resources. For private law schools, the 

number of classes that are solicited for reunion gifts each 

year (25th, 50th, etc.) is strongly correlated with 

"relative advancement effort" (Table 20). For public law 

schools, the number of magazine issues published annually 

and the total size of the advancement staff are strongly 

correlated with the factor "relative advancement effort ... 

Relative advancement effort is proposed to influence alumni 

annual fund revenue by influencing alumni attitudes, by 

influencing alumni attitude moderating factors, by matching 

development offerings to alumni needs and by increasing the 

frequency of alumni solicitations. 

Minor Factors 

The high explanatory power of the factors examined in 

this study with respect to alumni annual fund revenue (as 

evidenced by high values of R-squared) suggests that most 

of the important factors influencing alumni gift revenue 

are included in this model. Yet because the explanatory 

power is less than absolute, there are probably other minor 

factors influencing alumni gift revenue that are not 

included in the model in Figure 5. 
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other Findings: 

Participation Rates and Average Gift Sizes 

Total alumni annual fund revenue is more strongly 

correlated with average gift sizes than it is with alumni 

participation rates. Yet, the data suggest that relative 

advancement effort explains a somewhat smaller percentage 

of the variance in average gift sizes than in participation 

rates (see Table 14). Thus, the most influential component 

of alumni annual fund revenue may be less directly under 

the control of advancement offices. 

Managerial Implications 

The results of this study indicate that advancement 

effort has a significant effect on the total amount of 

alumni annual fund revenue raised by a law school. 

(Relative advancement effort appears to be a more useful 

predictor of fund-raising differences than is total 

advancement effort.) Schools with high levels of relative 

advancement effort (other factors being equal) have higher 

alumni participation rates, higher average alumni gift 

sizes and raise more alumni revenue than schools with low 

levels of relative advancement effort. Yet, the overall 

profitability of advancement effort (see Table 15) may be 

determined largely by factors (quality and age) beyond the 

control of the advancement office. 
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Because factors not under this control account for a 

very large portion of the variance in costs of fund

raising, it can be expected that unit costs of fund-raising 

(cost of raising each dollar of gift revenue) will vary 

widely among law schools. Private and public law schools 

that possess high academic quality (other factors being 

equal) appear to have much lower unit costs of fund

raising than low quality law schools. Old, private law 

schools (other factors being equal) appear to have lower 

unit costs of fund-raising than young private law schools. 

(The factor "age" seems to be relatively unimportant for 

public law schools.) Law schools with many living alumni 

appear both to spend more on advancement activities and to 

raise more gift revenue than law schools with small alumni 

bodies; however, the unit cost of fund-raising appears to 

be largely unaffected by size. Any future research 

investigating fund-raising costs for law schools should 

take all of these factors into consideration. 



APPENDIX A 

GATHERING SURVEY DATA 

Survey data for this study were gathered using the 
following steps. 
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(1) An initial letter requesting alumni giving information 
was sent to 175 ABA-approved law schools. Schools that did 
not respond were sent a second query letter. 

(2) The first questionnaire was sent to 46 law schools out 
of the original 175 that provided useable information. Law 
schools that did not respond within ten days were sent a 
second letter. 41 useable questionnaires were obtained 
from these 46 law schools. Each of the 41 questionnaires 
was complete. 

(3) The second questionnaire was sent to the 41 law schools 
that ~rovided useable information on the first 
quest10nnaire. 22 useable questionnaires were obtained 
from these 41 law schools. 10 questionnaires were 
complete. 12 questionnaires had some missing data. 



APPENDIX A (cont.) 

INITIAL INFORMATION REQUilST LETTER 

The initial information request letter is shown below. 

March 20, 1992 

xxxxxx University 
School of Law 
Development Office 

Dear sir, 
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I am conducting a national survey of law school fund 
raising activities as part of my doctoral dissertation at 
the University of Arizona. Among other things, I hope to 
learn how alumni giving differs for younger and older 
graduating classes within the same institution. It is my 
hope that in addition to aiding my research, this kind of 
information will be of value to you. I would very much 
appreciate your sending me: 

(1) the latest issue of your alumni magazine in which 
records of alumni giving are displayed (provided that such 
a magazine is published). This will most likely be for the 
giving year ending some time in 1991. 

(2) Also if you still have extra copies, I would appreciate 
you sending me your alumni magazine in which alumni giving 
records are displayed for the calendar year ending in 
January 1990 or spring 1990 (depending on the accounting 
system used at your institution. 

Please send these to: Stephen Grunig 
P.O. Box 41471 
Tucson, AZ 85717-1471 

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to 
contact me. I would enjoy hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen D. Grunig 
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APPENDIX A (cont.) 

FIRST SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

An introductory letter and the survey instrument shown 
below were sent along with a stamped self-addressed return 
envelope. 

The following questionnaire should take about 10 minutes to 
complete. 

Purpose of the Study 

The answers to this questionnaire are needed to 
describe some of the general marketing characteristics of 
development programs at a wide variety of law schools. This 
kind of information will help determine what sorts of 
marketing techniques and strategies are more successful 
than others, and perhaps why they are successful. 

I will be hapP¥ to share the results of this survey 
with anyone who is ~nterested in them. However, I will be 
unable to disclose specific information about other 
individual law schools participating in the survey. Your 
answers will remain confidential. When you have completed 
the ~estionnaire, please return it in the envelope I have 
prov~ded. 

Thank you. 



(code number) QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Do you have an annual alumni fund drive at your law 
school? 

yes no 

If you said "yes", 
would you please answer the following questions. 
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(note: Indicate each solicitation method you use. This may 
be more than one method.) 

2. Do you use a phonathon for your annual fund? 
yes__ no 

3. Are your telephone solicitors volunteers? 
yes__ no 

4. Are your telephone solicitors paid? 
yes__ no __ 

5. Do you use direct mail for your annual fund? 
yes__ no __ 

6. Are your mailings done by volunteers? 
yes no 

7. Are your mailings done by paid personnel? 
yes__ no __ 

8. Do you use another solicitation technique for your 
annual fund? 

yes__ no 

If you answered "yes", please briefly describe what it is. 

9. Have you ever used the services of a fund raising 
consultant? 

yes no 

10. Do you have a giving program aimed at senior law 
students? (note: This may be a program that asks for 
gifts, or pledges.) 

yes__ no __ 

11. If yes, approximately how many years have you had this 
kind of program? 
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12. Do you have a g1v1ng program aimed at other law 
students? (first year, second year students, or both) 

yes__ no __ 

13. How many paid employees are there on your law school's 
development office staff, including the law school's 
chief development officer? 

14. Does your law school plan class year reunions for law 
school alumni? yes___ no __ _ 

15. If yes, a~proximately how much of the cost of these 
reunions 1S paid for by the law school? 

16. Does your law school solicit special gifts from reunion 
year classes? yes___ no __ 

17. If yes, how many years are involved in each reunion 
gift effort? (for example: one year or two years). 

18. Which classes does your law school solicit reunion year 
gifts from? 

19. Does your law school plan alumni events other than 
reunions? 

yes no 

20. If yes, what kind of additional events did you conduct 
during the past year? 

21. How many issues of your alumni magazine are published 
each year? 

Comments: 

* Readers of this dissertation should note the following: 
Some of these questions (such as #8, #19, #20, "optional 
9llestion", "comments") were included to insure that no 
1mportant aspects of law school development operations were 
overlooked. The¥ were not intended to provide data for 
analysis. Quest10n #13 was replaced by Question #1 on the 
second questionnaire. 



APPENDIX A (cont.) 

REMINDER POSTCARD 

The postcard shown below was sent to individuals who had 
not returned a questionnaire within ten days. 
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"Dear Ms. James (or appropriate name of development 
officer), 

If you have not already returned the law school 
fund raising questionnaire, would you please take a 
few moments to complete it. If you have already 
returned this questionnaire, 

thank you. 
Steve Grunig 
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APPENDIX B 

SECOND SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

A second introductory letter and the survey instrument 
shown below were sent along with a stamped self-addressed 
return envelope. 

This questionnaire should take about 10 minutes to 
complete. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to clarify the 
relationship between the staff size of a law school's 
advancement office (fund raising, alumni relations, 
pUblications) and a law school's fund raising 
effectiveness. Also, this study will examine the 
relationship between the degree of centralization of an 
institution's development efforts and the fund raising 
effectiveness of law schools. 

I cannot disclose specific information about other 
individual institutions ~articipating in this survey. Your 
answers will remain confldential. When you have completed 
the ~estionnaire, please return it in the envelope I have 
provlded. 

Thank you. 
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100 ADVANCEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

Terms sometimes differ. In this study: 

"Development" is defined as activities specifically 
intended to raise funds for an institution. T¥pical 
development act1v1ties include annual fund dr1ves, planned 
giving, corporate and foundation gifts, major gifts and 
capital campaigns. 

"Advancement" is a more general term that includes 
development activities, but also includes alumni relations, 
public relations and publications (such as alumni 
magazines). 

Answers to the following questions should be for the 
fiscal year 1990/1991, (or the calendar year 1990 if this 
matches the accounting cycle used at your institution). 
Please do not include figures for other fiscal years. 

ADVANCEMENT EXPENDITURES AND STAFFING 

1. How many paid employees were there on your law school's 
advancement staff during the fiscal year 1990/1991 (or 
calendar year 1990) ? 

Within this total, please include: 

(a) all of the law school's development professionals (fund 
raisers) 

(b) other law school advancement personnel (such as 
magazine publishing, or law school alumni relations 
staff) 
(c) all clerical employees or full time e~ivalent staff 

used for law school advancement activ1ties 
(d) the law school's chief development and advancement 

officers 

law school advancement staff people 

2. What was your law school's total budget for advancement 
activities during the fiscal year 1990/1991 (or calendar 
year 1990)1 Please list the combined total for all law 
school development activities, law school alumni 
relations, magazine publishing and other advancement 
activities. 

$ 



3. At the end of the fiscal year 1990/1991 (or calendar 
year 1990), what was the amount of your law school's 

endowment? 

$ 
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For the following questions: "parent institution" means the 
larger encompassing institution (university or college) to 
which the law school belongs. For example, Reddington 
University would be the parent institution of Reddington 
Law School. 

4. Do the advancement personnel of your law school 
primarily 

report to the law college dean, or do they primarily 
report to another administrator (such as the parent 
institution's chief development officer)? 

Law school advancement personnel primarily report to 
the dean of the law school 

Law school advancement personnel primarily report to 
the parent institution's chief development officer 

Other (please specify) 

5. What advancement or development activities are conducted 
by the parent institution on behalf of your law school? 

(A) Does the parent institution conduct all or part of your 
law school's annual fund drives? yes___ no __ _ 

(B) Does the parent institution conduct all or part of 
major gift solicitations of law school alumni? yes __ _ 
no __ 

(C) Does the parent institution perform other advancement 
or development tasks on behalf of the law school? 

yes___ no __ 

(If your answer to any of the above questions was "yes", 
please specify which activities) 
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6. Has your law school conducted a capital campaign within 
the past three years? yes___ no __ ·_ 

7. Does your law school have development personnel whose 
sole responsibility is to administer planned giving 
programs? 

yes no __ _ 

8. Does your law school have development personnel whose 
sole responsibility is to solicit major gifts from law 
school alumni, non-alumni individuals and organizations? 

yes___ no __ _ 

** Note to dissertation readers: Questions #4 and #5 were not 
intended to provide data for analysis. They were included 
to assess the true de~ree of decentralization among the 41 
law schools examined ln this study. 
** 
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APPENDIX C 

PARTICIPATING LAW SCHOOLS 

The following law schools graciously provided information 
for this study. 

University of Akron 
Albany Law School 
American University 
University of Arizona 
University of California-Berkeley 
Case Western Reserve University 
University of Chicago 
Columbia University 
University of Connecticut 
Cornell Law School 
Dickinson School of Law 
Duke University 
Emory University 
University of Florida 
Fordham University 
Golden Gate University 
Harvard University 
University of Iowa 
John Marshall Law School 
Lo¥ola University-Chicago 
un1versity of Maryland 
McGeorge School of Law, U. of Pacific 
University of Michigan 
University of Minnesota 
New York Law School 
University of Pennsylvania 
University of Richmond 
Rutgers University-Camden 
Cumberland School of Law, Samford U. 
University of San Francisco 
South Texas College of Law 
Syracuse University 
Universit¥ of Tennessee 
Tulane Un1versity 
Vanderbilt Universit¥ 
University of Virgin1a 
Washburn University 
University of Washington 
Willamette University 
College of William and Mary 
Yale Law School 
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APPENDIX D 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

(Means and Standard Deviations) 

Variable Mean Std Dev 
PUBPRIV .63 .49 
LVALUMNI 7006 4306 living alumni 
ENROLL 755.3 277.4 FTE enrollment 

LIBRARY 380,000 246,742 volumes 
QLIB 500.74 231. 87 vol per student 
FTEFACUL 53.7 17.3 FTE professors 
STFRATIO .073 .014 prof per student 
INCOME $ 49,024 $ 12,378 
LSAT 39.49 3.56 
ABAAGE 57.4 12.9 years 
LAWAGE 109.3 40.5 years 
INSTAGE 154.5 61.1 years 
ACADMREP 56.9 49.8 
LWJDGREP 56.5 46.7 
LACADEM 1.46 .66 
LLAWJUDG 1.53 .54 
AVGTUITN $ 9,580 $ 4,019 per year 
STAPPROP $ 2,994 $ 599 per FTE student 
DSPCAPIN $ 16,632 $ 2,188 
MEDHOUSE $ 31,015 $ 4,282 
VOLPHONE .56 .50 
PAY PHONE .63 .49 
PHONATHN .90 .30 
VOLMAIL .41 .50 
PAYM..l\IL .93 .26 
DIRMAIL .98 .16 
CONSULT .61 .49 
SENIORGV .34 .48 
YRSENGIV 1.22 1.97 years 
OTHERGIV .20 .40 
COSTREU 14.5 20.2 percent 
REUGIVPR .66 .48 
YRSREUEF 1.02 1.31 years 
YRSTARG 5.0 4.84 classes targeted 
MAGS PUB 2.68 1.08 annual issues 
WORKLOAD .756 .372 staff per 1,000 alum 
ADVSTAFF 5.74 6.30 staff people 



Variable 
AVGGIFT 
PARTRATE 
TOTALREV 

ENDOW 
(n=J.7) 

STRAT 
(n=22) 

TEXPEND 
(n=10) 
REXPEND 
(n=10) 

APPENDIX D (cant.) 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

(Means and Standard Deviations) 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR VARIABLES 
EXAMINED IN THIS STUDY 

(Means and Standard Deviations) 

Mean std Dev 
$ 403.22 $ 314.89 

27.3 11.1 percent 
$ 1,114,000 $ 2,083,000 

$ 15,195,000 $ 27,336,000 

1.9 1.21 

$ 456,790 $ 279,9449 

$ 64.25 $ 39.89 

223 

** Note: Advancement expenditure figures are for all law 
school advancement operations, whereas, gift revenue 
figures are only for alumni givin~. Therefore, the cost of 
fund raising appears higher than 1t really is because not 
all revenue sources are included. 



Variable 

PUBPRIV 
LVALUMNI 
ENROLL 
LIBRARY 
QLIB 
FTEFACUL 
STFRATIO 
INCOME 
LSAT 
ABAAGE 
LAWAGE 
INSTAGE 
ACADMREP 
LWJDGREP 
LACADEM 
LLAWJUDG 
AVGTUITN 
STAPPROP 
DSPCAPIN 
MEDHOUSE 
VOLPHONE 
PAYPHONE 
PHONATHN 
VOLMAIL 
PAYMAIL 
DIRMAIL 
CONSULT 
SENIORGV 
YRSENGIV 
OTHERGIV 
COSTREU 
REUGIVPR 
YRSREUEF 
YRSTARG 
MAGS PUB 
WORKLOAD 
ADVSTAFF 
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APPENDIX D (cont.) 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

(Minimum and Maximum Values) 

Minimum 

o 
3,136 

436 
100,000 

222.2 
29.5 
.047 

$ 29,500 
32 
21 
32 
68 

168 
151 

2.23 
2.18 

$ 1,400 
$ 1,790 

$ 12,800 
$ 22,400 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 

.233 
1 

Maximum 

1 
27,987 

1,773 
1,400,000 

1,223.5 
100.0 

.102 
$ 74,300 

46 
67 

212 
355 

1 
1 
o 
o 

living alumni 
FTE enrollment 
volumes 
vol per student 
FTE professors 
prf per student 

years 
years 
years 

( 1 is highest 
rating 

$ 16,200 per year 
$ 3,800 per FTE student 
$ 21,400 
$ 38,900 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
7 years 
1 

80 percent 
1 
5 years 

12 classes targeted 
6 annual issues 

1.456 per 1000 alumni 
38 adv staff people 



Variable 

AVGGIFT 
PARTRATE 
TOTALREV 

ENDOW 
STRAT 
TEXPEND 
REX PEND 

APPENDIX D (cont.) 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

DESCRIPTIVE ST.ATISTICS 

(Minimum and Maximum Values) 

Minimum Maximum 

$ 101.60 $ 1,249.51 
6.73 53.4 

$ 39,000 $ 12,200,000 

$ 943,000 $ 110,000,000 
0 4 

$ 160,000 $ 1,063,000 
$ 24.53 $ 139.48 

percent 

DISTRIBUTION OF ALUMNI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE (TOTALREV) 

FREQUENCY 

12 + * 
1 * 

8 + *** 
1 *** 

4 +**** 
1******* *** * * * 

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

REVENUE IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS 
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* 

12 
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APPENDIX E 

SUMMARY OF DATA ANALYSIS USING REVERSED STEPS 

As mentioned previously, it is possible to analyze the 

data for all 41 law schools using the same variables shown 

in Table 4, but performing factor analysis prior to a test 

for correlation with alumni annual fund revenue. The 

results created by this "reversed steps" method are in 

essence the same as those shown in Chapter 4 of this paper. 

The "reversed steps" analysis begins with a factor 

analysis of the 36 variables shown in Table 4. The 

eigenvalues for the initial factors of this analysis are 

shown on the next page (Table E-1). Because a large number 

of variables is used in this factor analysis, the 

"eigenvalue of one" criterion is a less predictable cutoff 

point than it was for the factor analysis in Chapter 4. 

(An eigenvalue of one represents lin of the total 

covariation among the variables in the factor analysis 

where "n" is the number of variables. Thus the more 

variables there are, the less rigorous the "eigenvalue of 

one" criterion becomes.) A "scree test" suggests that the 

first four initial factors should be selected for rotation. 

A Varimax rotation of these four factors is shown in Table 

E-2. 



APPENDIX E (cont.) 

TABLE E-1 

"REVERSED STEPS METHOD" 

Prior Communality Estimates: ONE 

Eigenvalues of the Correlation Matrix: 
Total = 36 Average = 1 

1 2 3 4 
Eigenvalue 9.4491 3.6709 3.2807 2.8407 
Difference 5.7781 0.3901 0.4400 0.5536 
Proportion 0.26 0.10 0.09 0.07 
Cumulative 0.26 0.36 0.45 0.53 

7 8 9 10 
Eigenvalue 1. 6957 1. 6359 1. 4197 1. 3039 
Difference 0.0598 0.2161 0.1158 0.2896 
Proportion 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 
Cumulative 0.70 0.74 0.78 0.82 

13 14 15 16 
Eigenvalue 0.7853 0.6926 0.4514 0.4035 
Difference 0.0927 0.2412 0.0478 0.0374 
Proportion 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Cumulative 0.89 0.91 0.92 0.93 

19 20 21 22 
Eigenvalue 0.2824 0.2508 0.1998 0.1564 
Difference 0.0315 0.0510 0.0434 0.0199 
Proportion 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Cumulative 0.96 0.97 0.97 0.98 

25 26 27 28 
Eigenvalue 0.0866 0.0789 0.0465 0.0387 
Difference 0.0076 0.0323 0.0078 0.0099 
Proportion 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Cumulative 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 

31 32 33 34 
Eigenvalue 0.0177 0.0108 0.0051 0.0039 
Difference 0.0069 0.0057 0.0011 0.0026 
Proportion 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Cumulative 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 
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5 6 
2.2870 2.0161 
0.2709 0.3203 

0.06 0.05 
0.59 0.65 

11 12 
1. 0142 0.8808 
0.1334 0.0954 

0.02 0.02 
0.85 0.87 

17 18 
0.3661 0.3184 
0.0477 0.0359 

0.01 0.00 
0.94 0.95 

23 24 
0.1364 0.1172 
0.0192 0.0305 

0.00 0.00 
0.98 0.99 

29 30 
0.0287 0.0240 
0.0047 0.0062 

0.00 0.00 
0.99 0.99 

35 36 
0.0012 0.0010 
0.0002 

0.00 0.00 
1.00 1.00 
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APPENDIX E (cont. ) 

TABLE E-2 

"REVERSED STEPS METHOD" 

Rotated Factor Pattern 

FACTORI FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 

LVALUMNI 0.47810 0.75486 -0.01061 0.18125 
DIRMAIL 0.14314 0.07349 0.15251 0.04001 
PHONATHN 0.05334 0.04841 0.28869 -0.14379 
OTHERGIV 0.16195 -0.02630 -0.27727 -0.02393 
ENROLL 0.17553 0.91178 0.04876 0.07225 
LIBRARY 0.72130 0.54900 -0.08908 0.23336 
FTEFACUL 0.12725 0.84822 0.09110 -0.06055 
DSPCAPIN 0.14516 0.20204 0.08551 -0.04903 
ME DHOUSE 0.15120 0.02692 -0.14636 0.11968 
AVGTUITN 0.34482 0.08715 0.87487 0.02283 
LSAT 0.91280 0.08987 -0.00254 0.10417 
ABAAGE 0.53996 -0.09828 -0.14126 0.19707 
STAPPROP 0.20466 0.03388 -0.83166 -0.08553 
PUBPRIV -0.03526 0.08149 0.94338 0.00148 
INCOME 0.83747 0.18948 0.18561 -0.01844 
VOLPHONE 0.04698 -0.02576 -0.05400 0.05012 
PAY PHONE -0.17177 0.15642 0.14787 0.10617 
VOLMAIL 0.10491 0.11719 -0.11187 -0.08732 
PAYMAIL 0.00570 -0.00338 0.13826 0.09739 
CONSULT 0.06214 0.01839 0.11711 0.09946 
SENIORGV 0.01831 -0.17539 0.00553 0.07035 
YRSENGIV -0.02621 -0.08341 -0.06216 0.06288 
WORKLOAD 0.34919 0.14082 0.39841 0.33330 
COSTREU -0.09371 0.02638 0.11709 0.05286 
REUGIVPR 0.29119 -0.12831 0.31123 0.15733 
YRSREUEF 0.19401 -0.00502 0.07811 0.13309 
YRSTARG 0.34825 0.06883 0.17818 0.12305 
CONTRIB 0.45373 0.13603 0.20253 0.38157 
MAGS PUB -0.00768 0.26619 0.01628 0.06070 
ADVSTAFF 0.48744 0.61251 0.17812 0.34625 
LAWAGE 0.28164 0.07902 0.00700 0.77909 
INSTAGE 0.37946 0.18614 0.08160 0.83855 
STFRATIO -0.02239 -0.14441 0.00798 -0.18046 
QLIB 0.86634 -0.09453 -0.16472 0.11693 
LACADEM 0.94172 0.17931 0.01818 0.10558 
LLAWJUDG 0.86305 0.30813 0.15358 0.21317 
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"REVERSED STEPS METHOD" 
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The factors shown in Table E-2 appear to represent 

"quality" (Factor 1), "size" (Factor 2), "type of 

governance public/private" (Factor 3) and "age" (Factor 4). 

Relative advancement effort (a factor identified in 

Chapter 4) appears to be spread among Factors 1, 3 and 4. 

The relationship of these four factors to alumni annual 

fund revenue (using orthogonal factor scores) is shown in 

Table E-3. These results show that the factors "quality", 

"size" and "age" are strongly correlated with alumni annual 

fund revenue, while Factor 3 "type of governance" is 

correlated less strongly. 

The main conclusions to be drawn from this analysis are 

that the factors "quality", "size" and "age" strongly 

influence alumni annual fund revenue. The factor "type of 

governance" does not strongly influence the amount of 

alumni annual fund revenue raised by law schools, but it 

does appear to affect other institutional characteristics. 

This suggests that analyses examining public and private 

law schools as separate groups would be useful. 



APPENDIX E (cont.) 

TABLE E-3 

"REVERSED STEPS METHOD" 

PERCENTAGE OF UNIQUE VARIANCE IN ALUMNI REVENUE 
ACCOUNTED FOR BY THE PRESENCE OF EACH FACTOR 

( 41 Law Schools) 

(Coefficients of Determination) 

"Type of 
"Size" Govern." "Age" 
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Total Dep. 
Var. 

"Quality" 
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 Variance 

Alumni 
Annual 
Fund 
Revenue 

36.8 24.9 2.1 12.7 76.5 

The main difference between the analysis in Chapter 4 

and the "reversed steps" analysis, is the apparent lessened 

importance of relative advancement effort under the latter 

method. Other analyses (particularly that of private law 

schools at the end of Chapter 4) confirms that the exact 

nature of the contribution of relative advancement effort 

to differences in alumni annual fund revenue is difficult 

to state with unwavering certainty. 



Analysis 

Source 

Model 
Error 
C Total 

Root MSE 
Dep Mean 
C.V. 

Variable 

INTERCEPT 
ADVSTAFF 
WORKLOAD 
QLIB 
PUBPRIV 
INSTAGE 
VOLPHONE 
PAYMAIL 
LIBRARY 
COSTREU 
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APPENDIX F 

BEST FIT REGRESSION 
USING STANDARDIZED REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

Dependent Variable= 
TOTAL ALUMNI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 

of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
OF Squares Square F Value 

9 39.229 4.359 175.468 
31 0.770 0.025 
40 40.000 

0.15761 R-square 0.9807 
0.00000 Adj R-sq 0.9752 

6.4672546E17 

Parameter Standard T for HO: 
Estimate Error Parameter=O 

0.00 0 0.02461483 0.000 
1.154737 0.10213724 11. 306 
0.409975 0.04671417 8.776 
0.379101 0.05545298 6.836 
0.157993 0.03372246 4.685 
0.138213 0.03405877 4.058 

-0.112319 0.03149141 -3.567 
0.065719 0.02560039 2.567 
0.272132 0.10805381 2.518 

-0.058307 0.02708150 -2.153 

Prob>F 

0.0001 

Prob > ITI 

1. 0000 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0001 
0.0003 
0.0012 
0.0153 
0.0172 
0.0392 
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APPENDIX F (cont.) 

BEST FIT REGRESSION 
USING STANDARDIZED REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

Dependent Variable= 
LOGARITHM OF TOTAL ALUMNI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Source DF Squares Square F Value Prob>F 

Model 10 38.59854 3.85985 82.625 0.0001 
Error 30 1.40146 0.04672 
C Total 40 40.00000 

Root MSE 0.21614 R-square 0.9650 
Dep Mean 0.00000 Adj R-sq 0.9533 
C.V. 4.9886553E17 

Parameter Standard T for HO: 
Variable Estimate Error Parameter=O Prob > ITI 
INTERCEPT 0.00 0 0.02461483 0.000 1. 0000 
WORKLOAD 0.560123 0.08346745 6.711 0.0001 
LVALUMNI 0.798253 0.13211327 6.042 0.0001 
LLAWJUDG 0.452428 0.07802896 5.798 0.0001 
ADVSTAFF 0.793082 0.15072522 5.262 0.0001 
QLIB 0.226252 0.05841828 3.873 0.0005 
DIRMAIL 0.138829 0.03770927 3.682 0.0009 
CONSULT 0.134787 0.03949496 3.413 0.0019 
OTHERGIV -0.114539 0.03705062 -3.091 0.0043 
VOLPHONE 0.109635 0.04127572 2.656 0.0125 
PAY PHONE -0.092910 0.04385039 -2.119 0.0425 



QLIB 
LSAT 
LACADEM 
LLAWJUDG 
INCOME 
LIBRARY 
ENROLL 
LVALUMNI 
FTEFACUL 
ADVSTAFF 
LAWAGE 
INSTAGE 

*****AVGTUITN 
WORKLOAD 
YRSTARG 

APPENDIX G 

ROTATED FACTOR PATTERN 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

(15 Variables including AVGTUITN) 

Rotation Method: Varimax 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 

* .91184 -0.06490 0.20873 -0.00341 

* .87390 0.15286 0.14264 0.26647 

* .87848 0.24893 0.21174 0.24603 
* .76434 0.37371 0.27612 0.35251 
* .74821 0.26249 0.04845 0.52156 
* .66944 0.58884 0.37839 0.05469 
0.06600 * .95382 0.15560 0.08865 
0.37599 * .82665 0.32246 0.02429 
0.05732 * .86261 -0.16028 0.13958 
0.33930 * .64079 0.51368 0.30087 
0.17811 0.05700 * .85132 0.22264 
0.26993 0.16409 * .84847 0.14355 
0.12503 0.15375 0.00320 * .85417 
0.18303 0.10788 0.44321 * .70350 
0.27665 0.01624 0.24856 * .66851 
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APPENDIX G (cont.) 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

(15 Variables including AVGTUITN) 

Initial Factor Method: Principal Components 

Prior communality Estimates: ONE 

Eigenvalues of the Correlation Matrix: 
Total = 15 Average = 1 

1 2 3 4 5 
Eigenvalue 8.000670 2.071819 1.448398 1.232969 0.597154 
Difference 5.928851 0.623420 0.215429 0.635815 0.062368 
Proportion 0.5334 0.1381 0.0966 0.0822 0.0398 
Cumulative 0.5334 0.6715 0.7681 0.8503 0.8901 

6 7 8 9 10 
Eigenvalue 0.534787 0.356444 0.231777 0.215009 0.100773 
Difference 0.178342 0.124667 0.016768 0.114236 0.027098 
Proportion 0.0357 0.0238 0.0155 0.0143 0.0067 
Cumulative 0.9257 0.9495 0.9649 0.9793 0.9860 

11 12 13 14 15 
Eigenvalue 0.073675 0.064141 0.047348 0.019036 0.005999 
Difference 0.009534 0.016793 0.028312 0.013037 
Proportion 0.0049 0.0043 0.0032 0.0013 0.0004 
Cumulative 0.9909 0.9952 0.9983 0.9996 1. 0000 

Final Communality Estimates: Total = 12.753856 

QLIB LSAT LACADEM LLAWJUDG INCOME 
0.879248 0.878414 0.939055 0.924376 0.903083 

LIBRARY ENROLL LVALUMNI FTEF'ACUL ADVSTAFF 
0.941048 0.946193 0.929293 0.792554 0.880130 

LAWAGE INSTAGE AVGTUITN WORKLOAD YRSTARG 
0.809295 0.840299 0.768890 0.736492 0.585486 
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APPENDIX H 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

PRIVATE LAW SCHOOLS 
(N=26) 

(Means and Standard Deviations) 

Variable Mean Std Dev 

I,VALUMNI 7,090 4,780 living alumni 
'I'OTALREV $ 1,363,000 $ 2,535,000 
DIRMAIL 1 0 
PHONATHN .96 .20 
OTHERGIV .08 .27 
ENROLL 781 289 FTE enrollment 
LIBRARY 367,615 275,956 volumes 
FTEFACUL 56 18.4 FTE professors 
DSPCAPIN $ 16,708 $ 2,158 
MEDHOUSE $ 30,477 $ 3,963 
AVGTUITN $ 12,112 $ 2,345 per year 
LSAT 39.4 3.7 
ABAAGE 55.8 13.7 years 
STAPPROP $ 2,642 $ 395 per FTE student 
INCOME $ 50,635 $ 13,536 
VOLPHONE .54 .51 
PAYPHONE .69 .47 
VOLMAIL .38 .50 
PAYMAIL .96 .20 
CONSULT .69 .47 
SENIORGV .35 .49 
YRSENGIV 1.1 1.8 years 
WORKLOAD .862 .374 per 1,000 alumni 
COSTREU 17.0 22.8 percent 
REUGIVPR .77 .43 
YRSREUEF 1.1 1.3 years 
YRSTARG 5.7 4.8 classes targeted 
MAGS PUB 2.8 1.1 annual issues 
ADVSTAFF 6.7 7.3 staff people 
LAWAGE 111.2 36.3 years 
INSTAGE 157.6 66.3 years 
STFRATIO .073 .012 prof. per student 
QLIB 466.5 253.5 vol. per student 
LACADEM 1.48 .74 
LLAWJUDG 1.48 .57 
AVGGIFT $ 438.44 $ 339.75 
PARTRATE 29.1 11.1 percent 
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APPENDIX H (cont.) 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
PRIVATE LAW SCHOOLS 

(n=26) 

(Minimum and Maximum Values) 

Variable Minimum Maximum 

LVALUMNI 3,136 27;987 living alumni 
TOTALREV $ 80,000 $ 12,200,000 
DIRMAIL 1 1 
PHONATHN ° 1 
OTHERGIV 0 1 
ENROLL 450 1,773 FTE enrollment 
LIBRARY 100,000 1,400,000 volumes 
FTEFACUL 31 100 FTE professors 
DSPCAPIN $ 12,800 $ 21,400 
MEDHOUSE $ 22,400 $ 38,900 
AVGTUITN $ 6,300 $ 16,200 per year 
LSAT 35 46 
ABAAGE 21 67 years 
STAPPROP $ 1,790 $ 3,410 per FTE student 
INCOME $ 30,000 $ 74,300 
VOLPHONE ° 1 
PAY PHONE ° 1 
VOLMAIL ° 1 
PAYMAIL ° 1 
CONSULT ° 1 
SENIORGV 0 1 
YRSENGIV a 6 years 
WORKLOAD .255 1.46 per 1000 alumni 

COSTREU 0 80 percent 
REUGIVPR a 1 
YRSREUEF 0 5 years 
YRSTARG a 12 classes 
MAGS PUB 1 6 annual issues 
ADVSTAFF 1 38 staff people 
LAWAGE 61 198 years 
INSTAGE 68 355 years 
STFRATIO .049 .099 prf per student 
QLIB 222 1,223 vol per stdnt 
LACADEM 2.23 0 
LLAWJUDG 2.18 0 
AVGGIFT $ 118.77 $ 1,249.51 
PARTRATE 7.0 53.4 percent 
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APPENDIX H (cont.) 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
PUBLIC LAW SCHOOLS 

(n=15) 

(Means and Standard Deviations) 

Variable Mean std Dev 

LVALUMNI 6,862 3,484 living alumni 
TOTALREV $ 684,200 $ 781,556 
DIRMAIL .93 .26 
PHONATHN .80 .41 
OTHERGIV .40 .51 
ENROLL 710 259.4 FTE enrollment 
LIBRARY 401,467 192,830 volumes 
FTEFACUL 49.7 14.9 FTE professors 
DSPCAPIN $ 16,500 $ 2,310 
ME DHOUSE $ 31,947 $ 4,784 
AVGTUITN $ 5,193 $ 1,956 per year 
LSAT 39.6 3.5 
ABAAGE 60.1 11.2 years 
STAPPROP $ 3,603 $ 347 per FTE student 
INCOME $ 46,233 $ 9,870 
VOLPHONE .60 .51 
PAY PHONE .53 .52 
VOLMAIL .47 .52 
PAYMAIL .87 .35 
CONSULT .47 .52 
SENIORGV .33 .49 
YRSENGIV 1.4 2.3 years 
WORKLOAD .572 .297 per 1,000 alumni 
COSTREU 10.2 14.3 percent 
REUGIVPR .47 .52 
YRSREUEF .87 1.41 years 
YRSTARG 3.80 4.74 classes targeted 
MAGS PUB 2.53 1.06 annual issues 
ADVSTAFF 4.1 3.7 staff people 
LAWAGE 105.9 48.2 years 
INSTAGE 149.1 52.5 years 
STFRATIO .073 .017 prof per student 
QLIB 560.09 181.33 vol per student 
LACADEM 1.43 .53 
LLAWJUDG 1.60 .49 
AVGGIFT $ 342.18 $ 266.26 
PARTRATE 24.3 10.7 percent 
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APPENDIX H (cont.) 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
PUBLIC LAW SCHOOLS 

(n=15) 

(Minimum and Maximum Values) 

Variable Minimum Maximum 

LVALUMNI 3,401 15,584 living alumni 
TOTALREV $ 39,000 $ 2,852,000 
DIRMAIL 0 1 
PHONATHN 0 1 
OTHERGIV 0 1 
ENROLL 436 1,163 FTE enrollment 
LIBRARY 132,000 800,000 volumes 
FTEFACUL 29.5 83 FTE professors 
DSPCAPIN $ 13,800 $ 21,400 
MEDHOUSE $ 22,600 $ 38,900 
AVGTUITN $ 1,400 $ 10,500 per year 
LSAT 32 44 
ABAAGE 29 67 years 
STAPPROP $ 2,360 $ 3,800 per FTE student 
INCOME $ 29,500 $ 64,000 
VOLPHONE 0 1 
PAY PHONE 0 1 
VOLMAIL 0 1 
PAYMAIL 0 1 
CONSULT 0 1 
SENIORGV ° 1 
YRSENGIV 0 7 years 
WORKLOAD .233 1.34 per 1000 alumni 
COSTREU 0 50 percent 
REUGIVPR 0 1 
YRSREUEF 0 5 years 
YRSTARG 0 12 classes 
MAGS PUB 1 5 annual issues 
ADVSTAFF 1 15 staff people 
LAWAGE 32 212 years 
INSTAGE 73 298 years 
STFRATIO .047 .102 prf per student 
QLIB 302.8 906.8 vol per student 
LACADEM 2.14 0 
LLAWJUDG 2.18 .60 
AVGGIFT $ 101.60 $ 1,095.40 
PARTRATE 6.7 41.7 percent 
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APPENDIX I 

OBLIQUE FACTOR ANALYSIS 
(41 Law Schools) 

PRIMARY OBLIQUE FACTOR PATTERN 

( Rotation Method: Promax ) 

Rotated Factor Pattern (Std Reg Coefs) 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 

QLIB 1. 05358 -0.29278 0.06351 -0.16395 
LSAT 0.94996 -0.04094 -0.05744 0.07018 
LACADEM 0.92389 0.05546 0.01615 0.02400 
LLAWJUDG 0.73000 0.20456 0.08664 0.12772 
INCOME 0.75224 0.11839 -0.21192 0.38010 
LIBRARY 0.56920 0.46483 0.20764 -0.11479 
ENROLL -0.16700 1.03198 0.03248 -0.02328 
LVALUMNI 0.20019 0.79967 0.19487 -0.15316 
FTEFACUL -0.07444 0.97898 -0.31847 0.03681 
ADVSTAFF 0.08481 0.56096 0.38704 0.18354 
LAWAGE -0.06988 -0.11687 0.90511 0.15874 
INSTAGE 0.05883 -0.01889 0.92304 -0.03311 
WORKLOAD -0.04849 -0.00737 0.33412 0.70278 
YRSTARG 0.07441 -0.07851 -0.00315 0.88688 



APPENDIX I (cont.) 

PRIMARY FACTOR STRUCTURE 
( 41 Law Schools ) 

( Rotation Method: Promax 

Reference Structure (Semipartial Correlations) 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 

QLIB 0.82712 -0.25361 0.05295 -0.14324 
LSAT 0.74578 -0.03547 -0.04789 0.06132 
LACADEM 0.72531 0.04804 0.01346 0.02097 
LLAWJUDG 0.57309 0.17720 0.07222 0.11159 
INCOME 0.59055 0.10255 -0.17666 0.33209 
LIBRARY 0.44685 0.40264 0.17310 -0.10030 
ENROLL -0.13111 0.89393 0.02708 -0.02034 
LVALUMNI 0.15716 0.69269 0.16245 -0.13381 
FTEFACUL -0.05844 0.84801 -0.26548 0.03216 
ADVSTAFF 0.06658 0.48592 0.32264 0.16036 
LAWAGE -0.05486 -0.10124 0.75451 0.13869 
INSTAGE 0.04618 -0.01636 0.76946 -0.02893 
WORKLOAD -0.03807 -0.00638 0.27853 0.61402 
YRSTARG 0.05841 -0.06801 -0.00262 0.77487 

Variance explained by each factor 
eliminating other factors 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 
2.703005 2.521273 1. 512316 1. 200110 
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APPENDIX I (cont.) 

FACTOR STRUCTURE (CORRELATIONS) 
( 41 Law Schools ) 

( Rotation Method: Promax ) 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 

QLIB * .87853 0.16155 0.41274 0.24440 
LSAT * .93422 0.38943 0.42659 0.46320 
LACADEM * .96794 0.48904 0.50803 0.46187 
LLAWJUDG * .92360 0.60922 0.57919 0.54984 
INCOME * .87106 0.49173 0.35164 0.67503 
LIBRARY * .83253 0.77075 0.63241 0.35889 
ENROLL 0.30783 * .96185 0.34772 0.22615 
LVALUMNI 0.59211 * .92121 0.55336 0.25135 
FTEFACUL 0.22815 * .83061 0.04441 0.18118 
ADVSTAFF 0.61540 * .80780 0.71903 0.53547 
LAWAGE 0.40000 0.25659 * .88318 0.42878 
INSTAGE 0.49600 0.36209 * .93262 0.33109 
WORKLOAD 0.43064 0.31517 0.56854 * .80310 
YRSTARG 0.43560 0.22252 0.33303 * .89538 

Variance explained by each factor ignoring other factors 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 
6.543701 5.085934 4.499519 3.548417 
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APPENDIX J 

SCORING COEFFICIENTS ESTIMATED BY REGRESSION 

( 41 Law Schools ) 

STANDARDIZED SCORING COEFFICIENTS 

FACTOR 1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 

QLIB 0.34467 -0.15988 0.01528 -0.22053 
LSAT 0.27299 -0.06619 -0.09933 -0.02156 
LACADEM 0.25832 -0.03569 -0.05339 -0.06490 
LLAWJUDG 0.16969 0.01931 -0.02743 0.01854 
INCOME 0.17298 0.00210 -0.23539 0.24773 
LIBRARY 0.12808 0.11413 0.07853 -0.16803 
ENROLL -0.12442 0.35706 -0.02016 -0.01602 
LVALUMNI 0.00318 0.25011 0.08308 -0.16574 
FTEFACUL -0.07056 0.35431 -0.23060 0.07011 
ADVSTAFF -0.07885 0.15703 0.15258 0.07162 
LAWAGE -0.11680 -0.09493 0.49181 0.00014 
INSTAGE -0.06059 -0.06626 0.52199 -0.15795 
WORKLOAD -0.14587 -0.03516 0.07091 0.48397 
YRSTARG -0.10113 -0.04922 -0.15396 0.65856 
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APPENDIX K 

PUBLIC LAW SCHOOLS (N=15) 

CORRELATION OF VARIABLES WITH 
ALUMNI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 

Coefficient 
Variable of Correlation :Q-value 

LVALUMNI 0.69096 *.0043 
DIRMAIL 0.22838 .4130 
PHONATHN 0.22274 .4249 
OTHERGIV 0.31371 .2549 
ENROLL 0.67190 *.0061 
LIBRARY 0.78484 *.0005 
FTEFACUL 0.47880 .0710 
DSPCAPIN -0.03318 .9066 
MEDHOUSE 0.11502 .6831 
AVGTUITN 0.47346 .0746 
LSAT 0.68070 *.0052 
ABAAGE 0.43459 .1055 
STAPPROP 0.13086 .6420 
INCOME 0.82370 *.0002 
VOLPHONE 0.11992 .6703 
PAY PHONE -0.11498 .6832 
VOLMAIL 0.55749 *.0308 
PAYMAIL 0.18813 .5019 
CONSULT 0.17426 .5345 
SENIORGV -0.37080 .1736 
YRSENGIV -0.32136 .2428 
WORKLOAD 0.74897 *.0013 
COSTREU -0.24585 .3771 
REUGIVPR 0.45088 .0916 
YRSREUEF 0.22117 .4283 
YRSTARG 0.33450 .2230 
MAGS PUB 0.68388 *.0049 
ADVSTAFF 0.94909 *.0001 
LAWAGE 0.43278 .1071 
INSTAGE 0.22924 .4112 
STFRATIO -0.36444 .1817 
QLIB 0.38874 .1521 
LACADEM 0.71383 *.0028 
LLAWJUDG 0.85388 *.0001 
AVGGIFT 0.58998 *.0206 
PARTRATE 0.67100 *.0062 

* Indicates a significant correlation at p<.05. 



* 
@@ 

Variable 

LVALUMNI 
DIRMAIL 
PHONATHN 
OTHERGIV 
ENROLL 
LIBRARY 
FTEFACUL 
DSPCAPIN 
MEDHOUSE 
AVGTUITN 
LSAT 
ABAAGE 
STAPPROP 
INCOME 
VOLPHONE 
PAY PHONE 
VOLMAIL 
PAYMAIL 
CONSULT 
SENIORGV 
YRSENGIV 
WORKLOAD 
COSTREU 
REUGIVPR 
YRSREUEF 
YRSTARG 
MAGS PUB 
ADVSTAFF 
LAWAGE 
INSTAGE 
STFRATIO 
QLIB 
LACADEM 
LLAWJUDG 
AVGGIFT 
PARTRATE 

APPENDIX K (cont.) 

PRIVATE LAW SCHOOLS (N=26) 

CORRELATION OF VARIABLES WITH 
ALUMNI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 

Coefficient 
of Correlation 

0.90800 
@@ 

0.08772 
-0.07792 

0.61944 
0.95465 
0.36426 
0.39757 
0.41849 
0.42294 
0.63692 
0.33412 
0.15567 
0.55980 
0.25729 

-0.01935 
0.16904 

-0.04830 
0.11355 

-0.03917 
~·o. 02773 

0.49771 
0.06792 
0.21749 
0.12506 
0.42646 

-0.00773 
0.94928 
0.55214 
0.78185 

-0.26688 
0.65531 
0.74527 
0.81578 
0.82074 
0.35864 

E-value 

*.0001 

.6700 

.7052 
*.0007 
*.0001 

.0673 
*.0443 
*.0334 
*.0313 
*.0005 

.0953 

.4476 
*.0029 

.2045 

.9253 

.4091 

.8148 
5807 

.8493 

.8930 
*.0097 

.7417 

.2859 

.5427 
*.0298 

.9701 
*.0001 
*.0034 
*.0001 

.1875 
*.0003 
*.0001 
*.0001 
-J..'.0001 

.0720 

Indicates a significant correlation at p<.05. 
All 26 private law schools used direct mail. 
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APPENDIX L 

FACTOR ANALYSIS 
(15 Public Law Schools) 

Eleven Variables including VOLMAIL 

ROTATED FACTOR PATTERN 

Rotation Method: Varimax 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 

LACADEM 0.92809 0.20247 
LLAWJUDG 0.89592 0.36049 
LVALUMNI 0.84287 0.29218 
ENROLL 0.81370 0.26250 
LIBRARY 0.84995 0.29499 
LSAT 0.84599 0.16623 
INCOME 0.85768 0.35269 
WORKLOAD 0.05573 0.90643 
MAGS PUB 0.30025 0.78570 
ADVSTAFF 0.53999 0.81603 
VOLMAIL 0.35722 0.40493 

Variance explained by each factor 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 
5.722723 2.833070 
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APPENDIX L (cont.) 

FACTOR ANALYSIS 
(15 Public Law Schools) 

Eleven Variables including VOLMAIL 

Initial Factor Method: Principal Components 

Eigenvalues of the Correlation Matrix: 
Total = 11 Average = 1 

1 2 3 4 
Eigenvalue 7.196858 1.358935 0.908405 0.750551 
Difference 5.837924 0.450529 0.157854 0.416257 
Proportion 0.6543 0.1235 0.0826 0.0682 
Cumulative 0.6543 0.7778 0.8604 0.9286 

5 6 7 8 
Eigenvalue 0.334294 0.181162 0.154856 0.062792 
Difference 0.153132 0.026306 0.092064 0.032525 
Proportion 0.0304 0.0165 0.0141 0.0057 
Cumulative 0.9590 0.9755 0.9896 0.9953 

9 10 11 
Eigenvalue 0.030267 0.013626 0.008254 
Difference 0.016641 0.005373 0.0 
Proportion 0.0028 0.0012 0.0008 
Cumulative 0.9980 0.9992 1. 0000 

Final Communality Estimates: Total = 8.555793 
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LACADEM LLAWJUDG LVALUMNI ENROLL LIBRARY LSAT 
0.902342 0.932620 0.795793 0.731019 0.809431 0.743328 

INCOME WORKLOAD MAGS PUB ADVSTAFF VOLMAIL 
0.860000 0.824723 0.707474 0.957483 0.291578 
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APPENDIX M 

FACTOR ANALYSIS 

CORRELATION MATRIX 

15 Public Law Schools 

does 
(10 Variables, 

not include VOLMAIL) 

Coefficients of Correlation 

LACADEM LLAWJUDG LVALUMNI ENROLL LIBRARY 

LACADEM 1. 00000 
LLAWJUDG 0.92331 1.00000 
LVALUMNI 0.83351 0.80294 1. 00000 
ENROLL 0.69787 0.76611 0.91246 1.00000 
LIBRARY 0.79633 0.84441 0.74545 0.78387 1. 00000 
LSAT 0.82327 0.85795 0.58964 0.59248 0.74017 
INCOME 0.89967 0.94890 0.69527 0.65657 0.82249 
WORKLOAD 0.23145 0.44250 0.17316 0.18594 0.33922 
MAGS PUB 0.46373 0.50438 0.58540 0.53265 0.45225 
ADVSTAFF 0.65363 0.77312 0.72118 0.68920 0.72794 

LSAT INCOME WORKLOAD MAGS PUB ADVSTAFF 

LSAT 1. 00000 
INCOME 0.88553 1.00000 
WORKLOAD 0.35425 0.44530 1.00000 
MAGS PUB 0.27489 0.50266 0.56202 1. 00000 
ADVSTAFF 0.53584 0.73108 0.76380 0.77156 1.00000 

( 15 Public Law Schools ) 

Kaiser's Measure of 
Sampling Adequacy: Over-all MSA = 0.71477156 

LACADEM LLAWJUDG LVALUMNI ENROLL LIBRARY 
0.733284 0.771646 0.762443 0.677130 0.874834 

LSAT INCOME WORKLOAD MAGS PUB ADVSTAFF 
0.660818 0.762357 0.393854 0.760373 0.681990 



APPENDIX M (cont.) 

FACTOR ANALYSIS 

( 15 Public law Schools 

(10 variables) 
(Does not include VOLMAIL) 

Initial Factor Method: Principal Components 

Eigenvalues of the Correlation Matrix: 
Total = 10 Average = 1 

1 2 3 4 
Eigenvalue 6.962530 1. 346174 0.862326 0.335068 
Difference 5.616356 0.483848 0.527258 0.140897 
Proportion 0.6963 0.1346 0.0862 0.0335 
Cumulative 0.6963 0.8309 0.9171 0.9506 

6 7 8 9 
Eigenvalue 0.166033 0.075406 0.035237 0.013975 
Difference 0.090626 0.040170 0.021262 0.004896 
Proportion 0.0166 0.0075 0.0035 0.0014 
Cumulative 0.9866 0.9942 0.9977 0.9991 
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5 
0.194171 
0.028139 
0.0194 
0.9700 

10 
0.009079 

0.0009 
1. 0000 



APPENDIX M (cont.) 

FACTOR ANALYSIS 

( 15 Public law Schools 

(10 variables) 
(Does not include VOLMAIL) 

Final Communality Estimates: Total = 8.308705 

LACADEM LLAWJUDG LVALUMNI ENROLL LIBRARY 
0.901084 0.938949 0.789207 0.734074 0.815255 

LSAT INCOME WORKLOAD MAGS PUB ADVSTAFF 
0.740275 0.869165 0.847396 0.723000 0.950299 

PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE IN DEPENDENT VARIABLE 
EXPLAINED BY EACH FACTOR 

Dependent 
Variable 

Log of 
Annual 
Fund 
Revenue 

"Quality/ 
Size" 

FACTOR 1 

55.4 

"Relative 
Advancement 
Effort" 
FACTOR 2 

22.37 

Total 
Explained 
Variance 

77.7 
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APPENDIX N 

FACTOR ANALYSIS 
Private Law Schools (N=26) 

Including DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE 

LVALUMNI 
ENROLL 
LIBRARY 
DSPCAPIN 
MEDHOUSE 
AVGTUITN 
LSAT 
INCOME 
WORKLOAD 
YRSTARG 
ADVSTAFF 
LAWAGE 
INSTAGE 
QLIB 
LACADEM 
LLAWJUDG 

Rotated Factor Pattern 

Rotated Factor Pattern 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 

0.25576 0.89551 0.24003 0.21943 
-0.01419 0.96812 0.04312 0.04149 

0.51917 0.67407 0.40690 0.27545 
0.18728 0.17382 0.03664 0.86697 
0.05311 0.12362 0.06949 0.94555 
0.88764 0.02918 0.08787 0.09358 
0.90588 0.12921 0.18979 0.15611 
0.91392 0.24242 0.01590 0.11922 
0.52467 0.18728 0.57077 -0.20170 
0.69941 0.09930 0.27658 -0.20818 
0.36480 0.77362 0.46185 0.11546 
0.17037 0.16925 0.91487 0.05499 
0.30197 0.35873 0.75761 0.22472 
0.77986 0.02905 0.36982 0.38825 
0.86528 0.24908 0.28980 0.20904 
0.81111 0.38515 0.29418 0.12655 

variance explained by each factor 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 
5.849374 3.327360 2.609036 2.180099 
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APPENDIX N (cont.) 

FACTOR ANALYSIS 
Private Law Schools (N=26) 

Including DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE 

Eigenvalues of the Correlation Matrix: 
Total = 16 Average = 1 

Eigenvalue 
Difference 
Proportion 
Cumulative 

Eigenvalue 
Difference 
Proportion 
Cumulative 

Eigenvalue 
Difference 
Proportion 
Cumulative 

1 
8.886883 
6.614929 
0.5554 
0.5554 

6 
0.367368 
0.076387 

0.0230 
0.9402 

11 
.078784 
.027701 

.0049 

.9924 

2 
2.271954 
0.539661 
0.1420 
0.6974 

7 
0.290981 
0.037550 

0.0182 
0.9584 

3 
1. 732293 
0.657555 
0.1083 
0.8057 

8 
0.253432 
0.126802 

0.0158 
0.9742 

12 
.05108 
.01658 
.0032 
.9956 

13 
.03450 
.00746 
.0022 
.9977 

14 
.02703 
.01958 
.0017 
.9994 

4 
1.074738 
0.365166 
0.0672 
0.8729 

9 
0.126629 
0.040925 

0.0079 
0.9821 

15 
.00744 
.00585 
.0005 
.9999 
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5 
0.709573 
0.342205 
0.0443 
0.9172 

10 
0.085704 
0.006920 

0.0054 
0.9875 

16 
.00159 

.0001 
1.0000 

Final Communality Estimates: Total = 13.965869 

LVALUMNI ENROLL LIBRARY DSPCAPIN ME DHOUSE AVGTUITN 
0.973116 0.941029 0.965354 0.818258 0.916990 0.805239 

LSAT INCOME WORKLOAD YRSTARG ADVSTAFF LAWAGE 
0.897708 0.908492 0.676818 0.618871 0.958207 0.897677 

INSTAGE QLIB LACADEM LLAWJUDG 
0.844349 0.896527 0.938432 0.908801 
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APPENDIX 0 

PRIVATE LAW SCHOOLS (N=26) 
Correlations of Variables with DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE 

DSPCAPIN MEDHOUSE 

LVALUMNI 0.36611 0.34766 
.0658 .0818 

ENROLL 0.26407 0.14287 
.1924 .4863 

LIBRARY 0.43258 0.38825 
.0273 * .0500 * 

AVGTUITN 0.31846 0.11958 
.1128 .5607 

LSAT 0.26139 0.22059 
.1971 .2789 

STAPPROP 0.09470 0.14342 
.6454 .4846 

INCOME 0.33592 0.19363 
.0934 .3432 

WORKLOAD 0.10255 -0.04530 
.6181 .8261 

YRSTARG 0.10196 -0.04765 
.6202 .8172 

ADVSTAFF 0.31879 0.28758 
.1124 .1543 

LAWAGE 0.17726 0.09469 
.3863 .6454 

INSTAGE 0.26750 0.33206 
.1865 .0975 

QLIB 0.44152 0.41072 
.0239 * 0.0371 * 

LACADEM 0.34881 0.27038 
.0807 .1816 

LLAWJUDG 0.26803 0.21273 
.1856 .2968 
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APPENDIX P 

CORRELATION MATRIX 

( 26 Private Law Schools ) 
Not including DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE 

LVALUMNI ENROLL LIBRARY AVGTUITN LSAT INCOME WORKLOAD 

LVALUMNI 1.0 
ENROLL .852 1.0 
LIBRARY .897 0.664 1.0 
AVGTUITN .278 0.070 0.519 1.0 
LSAT .452 0.098 0.685 0.793 1.0 
INCOME .473 0.240 0.665 0.800 0.862 1.0 
WORKLOAD .331 0.248 0.538 0.545 0.525 0.505 1.0 
YRSTARG .278 0.093 0.451 0.587 0.572 0.668 .635 
ADVSTAFF .926 0.739 0.931 0.382 0.532 0.523 .618 
LAWAGE .433 0.229 0.598 0.262 0.344 0.251 .558 
INSTAGE .645 0.358 0.750 0.389 0.537 0.405 .527 
QLIB .402 0.042 0.729 0.697 0.856 0.752 .504 
LACADEM .570 0.237 0.812 0.795 0.925 0.864 .565 
LLAWJUDG .672 0.345 0.841 0.738 0.886 0.828 .547 

YRSTARG ADVSTAFF LAWAGE INSTAGE QLIB LACADEM LLAWJUDG 

YRSTARG 1.0 
ADVSTAFF.474 1.0 
LAWAGE .372 0.588 1.0 
INSTAGE .352 0.744 0.763 1.0 
QLIB .487 0.511 0.502 0.581 1.0 
LACADEM .583 0.659 0.485 0.608 0.908 1.0 
LLAWJUDG.582 0.734 0.462 0.690 0.835 0.936 1.0 



APPENDIX P (cont.) 

26 Private Law Schools 

Not including DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE 

1 
Eigenvalue 8.623697 
Difference 6.423865 
Proportion 0.6160 
Cumulative 0.6160 

6 
Eigenvalue 0.258473 
Difference 0.027687 
Proportion 0.0185 
Cumulative 0.9559 

11 
Eigenvalue 0.051225 
Difference 0.023005 
Proportion 0.0037 
Cumulative 0.9971 

EIGENVALUES 

2 
2.199832 
1. 083792 
0.1571 
0.7731 

7 
0.230786 
0.102327 
0.0165 
0.9724 

12 
0.028220 
0.017481 
0.0020 
0.9991 

3 
1.116040 
0.287622 
0.0797 
0.8528 

8 
0.128459 
0.030916 
0.0092 
0.9816 

13 
0.010739 
0.008881 
0.0008 
0.9999 

4 
0.828418 
0.472356 
0.0592 
0.9120 

9 
0.097543 
0.028894 
0.0070 
0.9885 

14 
0.001858 

0.0001 
1.0000 
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5 
0.356062 
0.097589 
0.0254 
0.9374 

10 
0.068648 
0.017423 
0.0049 
0.9934 
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APPENDIX P (cont.) 

( 26 Private Law Schools 

Not including DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE 

INITIAL UNROTATED FACTOR PATTERN 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 * FACTOR4 

LSAT 0.85804 -0.38799 -0.14538 -0.13681 
INCOME 0.82866 -0.34974 -0.29644 0.11236 
AVGTUITN 0.73838 -0.48431 -0.13163 0.09628 
LACADEM 0.93353 -0.24689 -0.10149 -0.14591 
QLIB 0.83390 -0.33862 0.04208 -0.31186 
LLAWJUDG 0.94346 -0.11222 -0.13507 -0.12062 
YRSTARG 0.65434 -0.30363 0.15150 0.54429 
ENROLL 0.45130 0.76477 -0.33215 0.22149 
LVALUMNI 0.74247 0.60263 -0.25527 -0.02833 
ADVSTAFF 0.84750 0.48200 0.00128 0.11419 
LIBRARY 0.92457 0.31419 -0.09200 -0.09778 
LAWAGE 0.61620 0.23097 0.67044 -0.14550 
INSTAGE 0.76365 0.27431 0.37849 -0.25788 
WORKLOAD 0.69251 -0.06588 0.39968 0.44534 

* Note only the first three factors were extracted. 
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APPENDIX P (cont.) 

26 Private Law Schools 

Not including DSPCAPIN and MEDHOUSE 

COMMUNALITI:ES 

Final Communality Estimates: Total = 11.939569 

LVALUMNI ENROLL LIBRARY AVGTUITN LSAT INCOME WORKLOAD 
.979585 .898867 .962004 .797092 .907898 .896876 .643657 

YRSTARG ADVSTAFF LAWAGE INSTAGE QLIB LACADEM LLAWJUDG 
.543300 .950579 .882532 .801658 .811834 .942737 .920950 

Kaiser's Measure of Sampling Adequacy: 
Over-all MSA = 0.68137856 

LVALUMNI ENROLL LIBRARY AVGTUITN LSAT INCOME 
0.582178 .360081 .656672 .870900 .739449 .875548 

WORKLOAD YRSTARG ADVSTAFF LAWAGE INSTAGE 
0.453715 0.760996 0.561780 0.595469 0.860656 

QLIB LACADEM LLAWJUDG 
0.630356 0.843511 0.921378 



APPENDIX Q 

Comparison of The Th~~e Factor Model 

with a Four Factor Model 
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Although there is strong evidence supporting the 

appropriateness of a factor structure based on three 

factors for private law schools, a factor structure based 

on four factors reveals some interesting relationships 

among the variables being analyzed. A rotated four factor 

solution for private law schools is shown in the following 

table. 
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FOUR FACTOR SOLUTION FOR PRIVATE LAW SCHOOLS 

Rotation Method: Varimax 

FACTOR1 FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 

LSAT s .91372 0.13497 0.19104 0.19242 
INCOME s .85436 0.24875 -0.02904 0.34183 
AVGTUITN s .81283 0.03412 0.03854 0.37818 
LACADEM s .87830 0.26062 0.29384 0.19583 
QLIB s .85438 0.06091 0.41029 0.08414 
LLAWJUDG s .81589 0.38694 0.29391 0.18361 
YRSTARG .43734 0.08926 0.09546 N .79449 
ENROLL -0.04522 s .96897 0.01718 0.08177 
LVALUMNI 0.29473 s .91019 0.25448 0.01802 
ADVSTAFF 0.31193 s .78417 0.41411 0.28270 
LIBRARY 0.54792 s .69525 0.41443 0.12735 
LAWAGE 0.13114 0.17557 s .89105 0.24843 
INSTAGE 0.34099 0.37753 s .77464 0.09642 
WORKLOAD 0.27844 0.17744 .40334 N .75517 

Variance explained by each factor 
FACTORl FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 

5.281247 3.381042 2.354007 1. 751692 

s - Indicates that a variable has its highest factor 
loading on the same factor that it did in the three factor 
model (see Table 20). 

N - Indicates that a variable has its highest factor 
loading on a new factor. 

The four factor structure looks very much like the 

factor structure for all 41 law schools (Table 10). The 

four factors appear to represent the following concepts: 

Factor l- l qualitY"i Factor 2-lsize"; Factor 3-l age"; and 

Factor 4-"relative advancement effort". The variables 
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representing relative advancement effort (YRSTARG and 

WORKLOAD) have shifted their highest loadings from Factor 1 

(quality) and Factor 3 (age), in the three factor model 

(Table 20), to Factor 4 in the four factor model. (In the 

four factor model, YRSTARG still loads somewhat highly on 

Factor 1 "quality" and WORKLOAD still loads somewhat highly 

on Factor 3 "age"). 

The four factor solution suggests that even though the 

factor "relative advancement effort" is split between two 

other factors in the three factor model (Table 20) there is 

some justification for considering it to be a distinct 

fourth factor. 

orthogonal factor scores were developed for the four 

factor model. Regression analysis using alumni annual fund 

revenue as a dependent variable indicated that the four 

factors ("quality", "size", "age" and "relative advancement 

effort") considered together explain approximately 92 

percent of the variance (R-squared=.917) in alumni annual 

fund revenue. The regression function employing the log

transformed dependent variable also explains about 92 

percent of the variance (R-squared=.916). The amount of 

unique variance in alumni annual fund revenue attributable 

to the presence of each factor is shown in the following 
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table. Because the results indicate that the relative 

contribution of each factor is greatly influenced by the 

nature of the dependent variable, average variance figures 

are provided. 

RELATIONSHIP OF FOUR FACTORS TO ALUMNI ANNUAL FUND REVENUE 

"Relative 
Advancement 

Dep. "Quality" "Size" "Age" Effort" Total 
Var. FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 
Variance 

Revenue 22.63 48.87 19.37 0.88 91.75 

Log 53.80 20.85 9.38 7.60 91. 63 
Revenue 

Average 38.2 34.9 14.4 4.2 91.7 

Factor 1 (quality) explains about 38 percent of the 

variance in amounts of alumni annual fund revenue raised by 

private law schools; Factor 2 (size) explains about 35 

percent; Factor 3 (age) explains about 14 percent; while 

Factor 4 (relative advancement effort) explains only 4 

percent of the variance. Despite the fact that the four 

factor model produces a plausible factor structure, as 

stated earlier, there is probably greater 

support for the acceptance of the three factor model. 



TOTALREV 

LVALUMNI 

ENROLL 

LIBRARY 

FTEFACUL 

LSAT 

INCOME 

WORKLOAD 

YRSTARG 

ADVSTAFF 

QLIB 

LACADEM 

LLAWJUDG 

AVGGIFT 

APPENDIX R 
PRIVATE LAW SCHOOLS (N=26) 

Correlations with age variables. 

LAWAGE 
0.55214 

.0034 * 
0.43337 

.0270 * 
0.22956 

.2593 

0.59807 
.0013 * 

0.09219 
.6542 

0.34466 
.0847 

0.25147 
.2153 

0.55847 
.0030 * 

0.37266 
.0608 

0.58855 
.0016 * 

0.50226 
.0089 * 

0.48566 
.0119 * 

0.46246 
.0174 * 

0.49157 
.0108 * 

INSTAGE 
0.78185 

.0001 * 
0.64583 

.0004 * 
0.35845 

.0722 

0.75012 
.0001 * 

0.21978 
.2807 

0.53793 
.0046 * 

0.40588 
.0397 * 

0.52712 
.0057 * 

0.35228 
.0776 

0.74482 
.0001 * 

0.58132 
.0018 * 

0.60823 
.0010 * 

0.69081 
.0001 * 

0.62348 
.0007 * 

PARTRATE 0.31176 0.48481 
.1210 * .0121 * * Indicates a significant correlation at p<.05. 
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APPENDIX R (cont. ) 
PUBLIC LAW SCHOOLS(N=15) 

Correlations with age variables. 

LAWAGE INSTAGE 
TOTALREV 0.43278 -0.22924 

.1071 .4112 

LVALUMNI 0.23525 0.07196 
.3987 .7988 

ENROLL 0.27023 0.05651 
.3300 .8414 

LIBRARY 0.27927 -0.03502 
.3134 .9014 

FTEFACUL -0.05024 -0.27806 
.8589 .3156 

LSAT 0.48051 0.25261 
.0698 .3637 

INCOME 0.53895 0.29626 
.0382 * .2836 

WORKLOAD 0.43061 0.36689 
.1091 .1786 

YRSTARG 0.47389 0.19868 
.0743 .4778 

ADVSTAFF 0.39095 0.20335 
.1496 .4673 

QLIB 0.06902 -0.17436 
.8069 .5343 

LACADEM 0.33559 0.16525 
.2214 .5562 

LLAWJUDG 0.49317 0.29288 
.0618 .2894 

AVGGIFT 0.30963 0.29999 
.2614 .2773 

PARTRATE 0.66119 0.35188 
.0073 * .1984 

* Indicates a significant correlation at p<.05. 
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CORRELATIONS WITH "SIZE" VARIABLES 

Public Law Schools (N=15) 

LVALUMNI ENROLL 

LSAT 0.58964 0.59248 
0.0207 * 0.0199 * 

LACADEM 0.83351 0.69787 
0.0001 * 0.0038 * 

LLAWJUDG 0.80294 0.76611 
0.0003 * 0.0009 * 

INCOME 0.69527 0.65657 
0.0040 * 0.0078 * 

Private Law Schools (N=26) 

LVALUMNI ENROLL 

LSAT 0.45230 0.09800 
0.0203 * 0.6339 

LACADEM 0.57024 0.23742 
0.0024 * 0.2429 

LLAWJUDG 0.67275 0.34532 
0.0002 * 0.0840 

INCOME 0.47356 0.24022 
0.0145 * 0.2372 

* Indicates a significant correlation at p<.05. 
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