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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the relationship between levels of state appropriations and 

voluntary support at public colleges and universities. It first describes levels of state 

appropriations and voluntary support at public institutions for the period of 1993 - 2001. 

Changes over time and differences across institution types are highlighted. Additional 

analyses breaks down the figures into the sources (alumni, other individuals, 

corporations, and foundations) and the form (restricted or unrestricted) of voluntary 

support. 

This study then investigates how changes in state appropriations are related to 

private philanthropic giving to state supported institutions of higher education. This 

study uncovers the changes in form, source, and magnitude of voluntary support to public 

higher education resulting from changes in state appropriations. The study also examines 

whether these relationships differ by institutional competitiveness or Carnegie 

classification. 

Ordinary least squares regression (OLS) analyses revealed several measures of 

voluntary support that are positively and significantly related to state appropriations: total 

voluntary support, total restricted voluntary support, total voluntary support from 

corporations, total restricted voluntary support from corporations, total voluntary support 

from other individuals, and total restricted voluntary support from other individuals. 

State appropriations were not related to voluntary support from foundations. 



12 

Controlling for time and state fixed effects as well as time invariant institutional 

factors, fixed effects regression analyses revealed that state appropriations were 

consistently, positively, and significantly related to total and total restricted voluntary 

support overall, from alumni, from corporations, and from foundations, and with total 

restricted giving from other individuals. Importantly, in none of the tests was 

unrestricted revenue significantly related to state appropriations. Moreover, with the 

exception of voluntary support from other individuals, total giving and total restricted 

giving from all donor types were influenced by state economic indicators, suggesting that 

most donors to public universities are located in the state in which the university is 

located. 

The results of this study have important implications for higher education 

policymakers, practitioners, and researchers. Most important, the results suggest that 

donations to public universities are positively related to changes in state appropriations. 

That is, donors seem to be willing to support public universities if state appropriations 

increase; however, donors do not seem to be willing to replace reductions in state 

appropriations. Additionally, the results of this study reveal that disparities in voluntary 

support to public universities are a fiinction of institutional complexity and prestige. 

Finally, the results of this study provide evidence that donations to public universities are 

typically restricted in nature. Consequently, the results herein provide no evidence that 

suggests that increases in voluntary support to public universities are replacing state 

appropriations or that public universities are "privatizing." 



13 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Beginning in the early 1980s and continuing steadily through the 1990s, 

governmental appropriations to American public higher education declined relative to 

other sources of revenues. Institutions responded to this trend by raising tuition and fees 

and pursuing other sources of revenues. One of these sources of revenues was private 

gifts, otherwise known as voluntary support. Though voluntary support had been a 

source of university funds since the beginning of public higher education in America, at 

no other time had these funds played such a vital role than during the latter part of the 

twentieth century. Moreover, before the 1980s, only research universities raised large 

amounts of revenues from voluntary support among the various types of public 

universities. By the close of the century, however, volvintary support represented an 

important share of operational revenues at every type of public college and university. 

The similar timing of these two trends suggests that some public institutions responded to 

stagnating revenues from the state by begirming or expanding formal efforts to raise 

voluntary support. As Johnstone (2002) remarked, "Alternative revenues from tuition, 

fees, research overhead, and aggressive fund-raising have already replaced tax support in 

many public institutions" (p. 29). 

Figure 1 illustrates the changes in the revenue mix to public higher education that 

occurred during the close of the twentieth century. Begirming in fiscal year 1981, 

governmental appropriations, a category that includes federal, state, and local 

appropriations, declined steadily as a relative proportion of total operational revenues. 
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Between 1981 and 2000, the share of total operating revenues from governmental 

appropriations (federal and state) declined roughly 10 percentage points from 45.6 

percent to 35.8 percent. At the same time, public colleges and universities responded to 

the decline in governmental revenues in various ways, most commonly by raising tuition 

and fees. Between 1981 and 2000, the relative proportion of tuition and fees increased 

from 12.9 percent to 18.5 percent. Finally, as a result of more sophisticated, more 

strategic, and more aggressive fund raising efforts, what Massy (1995) would describe as 

"institutional adaptive behavior" (p. 45), the total proportion of operating revenues from 

voluntary support increased dramatically. Between 1981 and 2000, the revenue category 

that includes voluntary support (private gifts, grant, and contracts) increased from 2.5 

percent to 4.8 percent of total operating revenues at public colleges and universities. 

Whereas the organizational and financial changes in state supported institutions of 

higher education during the 1980s and 1990s resulting from reductions in state 

appropriations have been the focuses of many studies (e.g., Blasdell et al, 1992; 

Froomkin, 1990; Hansen and Stampen, 1994; Hoenack and Pierro, 1990; James, 1990; 

Leslie, 1995; Leslie and Rhoades, 1995; Massy, 1995; McPherson and Shapiro, 1993; 

Slaughter and Leslie, 1997; Tuckman and Chang, 1990), the same cannot be said about 

voluntary support. That is to say, it is not known how changes in state appropriations 

affect fund raising and donor behavior at public colleges and universities. 



15 

Figure 1: Total Operating Revenues to Public Higher Education, FY 1981 - 2000 
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. 

To this author's knowledge, this study is the first attempt to examine extensively 

the relationship between levels of state appropriations and voluntary support at public 

colleges and universities. It first describes levels of state appropriations and voluntary 

support at public institutions for the period of 1993 - 2001. Changes over time and 

differences across institution types are highlighted. Additional analyses breaks down the 

voluntary support figures into the sources (alumni, non-alumni [other] individuals, 

corporations, and foundations) and the form (restricted or unrestricted) of voluntary 

support. 

The study then turns to investigating how changes in state appropriations are 

related to private philanthropic giving to state supported institutions of higher education. 

This study will uncover the changes in form, source, and magnitude of voluntary support 
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to public higher education resulting from changes in state appropriations. The study will 

also examine whether these relationships differ by institutional selectivity (Barron's 

competitiveness ranking) and Carnegie classification. 

Background 

In June, 1973 the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education completed a 

landmark study regarding the appropriate shares of funding for higher education, by type. 

In their study, the commission concluded that the total costs borne by public sources— 

about one third—compared appropriately with those borne by private sources, namely 

through tuition and fees and, to a lesser degree, endowment revenues and voluntary 

support. The commission concluded that this ratio was appropriate as about two-thirds of 

the additional income earned by college graduates is kept by the individual, and the 

remaining one third is taken publicly in the form of taxes (Breneman and Finney, 1997, p. 

30). 

At the time of the Carnegie Commission's report, public investment in higher 

education exceeded one third of total costs. Beginning in the 1980s and continuing today, 

however, the relative proportion of higher education costs borne by public sources— 

specifically state appropriations—has decreased dramatically. "This reduced state 

support..." argued Breneman and Finney, "has resulted in a significant shift from public 

to private support of higher education" (p. 30). This shift, writes the National Center for 

Postsecondary Improvement (NCPI, 2002), "has allowed markets to replace direct public 

investment as an instrument of achieving the public good" (p. 18). 
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Higher education's public sector now emulates the private sector. Public 

institutions jockey for "competitive positions in niche markets" against other 

organizations, and resemble private universities in the aggressiveness of their fundraising 

efforts; they turn to the market "to sustain the viability of their existing programs and to 

define their conceptions of what is possible"; and they focus on "short-term interests and 

gains in their financial and human resource decisions" (NCPI, 2002, p. 18). The result, 

argue many researchers and policymakers, is an increasingly limited ability on the part of 

public higher education to fulfill public higher education's public charter, that "all 

citizens who can profit from higher education will have access to it (Council for Aid to 

Education, 1997, p. 2)". 

Recent Changes in Public Higher Education Finance: 1975 - 2003 

Citing the dramatic shift in the revenue mix at public colleges and universities 

between 1975 and 1999, NCPI asked the question, "Are we privitizing public higher 

education?" While total institutional revenues increased steadily during the period, NCPI 

asserted that increases in the proportion of private revenues, specifically gifts, grants, and 

contracts, contrasted with the relative decline in state appropriations over the same 

period. According to the NCPI, this fact made public colleges appear more like private 

colleges: 

When examining revenue, it is apparent that public and private institutions are 
beginning to depend on a more similar mix of sources. Although private 
institutions continue to generate much higher levels of revenue than public 
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colleges and universities, both are beginning to depend increasingly on private 
sources of revenue (1999, p. 63). 

Since NCPFs declaration, reports from other agencies concerned about the mix of 

revenues at public colleges and universities showed that the relative decline of state 

funding witnessed during the 1980s and 1990s continued into the new millermium. 

According to a survey conducted by the Center for the Study of Education Policy 

at Illinois State University (2002), in 2002-03 state appropriations to public colleges and 

universities will increase at the lowest rate in a decade. These meager increases will not, 

in the main, keep pace with inflation. And, after adjusting for inflation, aggregate state 

appropriations for higher education are expected to decline by 1.2 percent in 2002-03 

compared to the previous year. The results of the survey illustrate public higher 

education's exposure to economic downturns and also emphasize a trend in public 

college finance that has accelerated steadily since the mid 1970s. 

Institutions of public higher education respond to reductions in state 

appropriations by increasing other sources of revenues. This has been described as a 

substitution effect. As Blasdell, McPherson, and Shapiro (1992) note: 

The single most worrying fact is that public universities rely much more on state 
and local appropriations than on any other revenue source.. .The miniscule real 
increase in the appropriations, particularly over the recent period.. .and the well-
known budgetary crises in states throughout the nation imply that these 
universities are going to have to gain an increased share of their revenues from 
other sources (p. 21). 
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The changes in current fund revenues to public higher education that occurred 

between the fiscal years of 1980-81 and 1999-2000 as reported by the National Center for 

Education Statistics (2002) are summarized in Table 1. In 1980-81, revenues from state 

governments comprised 45.6 percent of all current fund revenues. One decade later, in 

1990-91, the share of revenues from state governments declined to 40.3 percent. By 

1999-00, revenues from state governments made up 35.8 of all current fund revenues to 

public higher education, a relative reduction of roughly 10 percentage points. 

Table 1: Current Fund Revenue of Public Degree-Granting Institutions, by 
Source: 1980-81 to 1999-00. 

Source 19ml 1985-86 199^91 1995-96 199WX) 

Total arrat-finiiewtiE Total arrat-finiiewtiE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Tuiticn and fees 129 14.5 16.1 18.8 18.5 
Fetfaal gsvoniHt 128 10.5 10.3 11.1 10.8 
Stale govemrrerts 45.6 45.0 40.3 35.8 35.8 
Local govarmats 3.8 3.6 3.7 4.1 3.8 
Rivate gilts, garts, and oortrads 25 32 3.8 4.1 4.8 
EndovaiHt income 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.7 
Sales and savices 19.6 20.0 217 222 21.6 
Otha'souioes 24 26 26 3.3 3.9 

SOLRCE US.EEiBrtnrtrfB±iatioi\NWcnalO:tterfcrBicationStatistics,H îerBJucaticnQEreialIiifcmBtionSur«y(HBG[S), 
"Finatxial StatisticsofliBtitutioiBrfH^Hiucaticn" sutvtjs; andlrt£giatedR)slsecondaiyRiucationEaa^stan{IffiES), "Finance" su\t̂  

To a large degree, public colleges and universities substituted tuition and 

mandatory fees for reductions in state appropriations. In 1980-81, tuition and fees 

comprised 12.9 percent of all current fund revenues. By 1990-91, as a result of 

institutional responses to relative reductions in state appropriations, revenues from tuition 

and fees increased to 16.1 percent, and in 1999-00, tuition and fees represented 18.5 
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percent of current funds revenues. Importantly, changes in current funds revenues from 

gifts, grants, and contracts outpaced changes in tuition and fees. 

Relatively less significant compared to state appropriations or tuition and fees, 

current funds revenues fi-om private gifts, grants, and contracts, which contain voluntary 

support, comprised only 2.5 percent of total current funds revenues in 1980-81. By 1990-

91, however, the share of current fund revenues from voluntary support and its related 

subcategories collectively increased to 3.8 percent. These revenues increased again in 

1999-00 to 4.8 percent of total revenues, a 92 percent increase in the nineteen year period 

1980-81 - 1999-00. 

Voluntary Support to Public Higher Education: Trends in Donor Behavior 

Private philanthropic revenues have always been important to higher education. 

Since the creation of the American colleges at Harvard in the mid-seventeenth century, 

voluntary support has been a critical revenue source, often making the difference between 

institutional survival and demise. In addition, it has been argued that voluntary revenues 

provide the "margin of excellence that separates one institution from another, that 

distinguishes the American system of higher education from the rest of the world" (Leslie 

et al, 1983, p. 213). Maintaining and expanding these revenues is critical for public 

colleges and universities. 

Attributable to expanded institutional efforts, increasingly sophisticated methods, 

and improved technologies, voluntary support to public higher education has increased 

dramatically during the past twenty years, especially in the last ten. All sectors of public 
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postsecondary education experienced real increases in voluntary support between 1993 

and 2001, as Table 2 illustrates. 

In constant dollar terms, total average annual giving to public colleges and 

universities increased $6,746,173, or 60 percent, between 1993 and 1997; similarly, mean 

total annual giving increased $8,992,685, or 65 percent, between 1997 and 2001. 

Between 1993 and 2001, total average annual giving to public colleges and universities 

increased in constant terms by $15,738,858, or 154 percent. It is important to note that 

these aggregated statistics do not reveal changes in the donor mix, shifts in the levels of 

restriction of funds donated, or the effects of institutional type on giving. 

Table 2: Mean Annual HEPI Adjusted' Voluntary Support by Major Donor Source for 
All Public Institutions Reported in the VSE Survey, 1993-2001. 

1993 1997 2001 

Total Change in Giving, 

1993-2001 

Dollar Percentage Dollar Percentage Dollar Ftercentage Dollar ^tercentage 

Alunmi Individuals $ 2,300,021 22% $ 4,310,783 25% $ 6,451,818 25% $ 4,151,797 181% 

Non-Alumni individuals $ 2,277,641 22% $ 3,890,908 23% $ 7,073,345 27% $ 4,795,704 211% 

Corporations $ 3,461,743 34% $ 5,084,698 30% $ 6,220,045 24% $ 2,758,302 80% 

Rjundations $ 2,187,190 21% $ 3,686,379 22% $ 6,220,245 24% $ 4,033,055 184% 

Total $ 10,226,595 100% $ 16,972,768 100% $ 25,965,453 100% $ 15,738,858 154% 

^eriod to Period Change $ 6,746,173 60% $ 8,992,685 65% 

Source: Voluntary Support to Education (VSE), Council for the Advancement of Education (author's estimates). 

Among public colleges and universities, the primary sources of voluntary support 

are alunmi individuals, non-alumni individuals, corporations, and foundations. In 

' All figures are in 2002 Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) adjusted dollars. 
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constant (HEPI adjusted) dollars, between 1993 and 2001 (Table 2), all groups of donors 

to public higher education increased their average annual donations: Average annual 

donations to public higher education from all sources increased 154 percent. Donations 

from non-alumni individuals increased the most (211 percent), followed by donations 

from foundations (184 percent), and donations from alumni (181 percent). The most 

modest increase was that from corporations (80 percent). Important changes in the total 

revenue mix from these donor sources occurred during this period, however. 

Three donor groups—alumni individuals, non-alumni individuals, and 

foundations— increased their relative contributions to total average annual giving 

between 1993 and 2001, while donations from corporations decreased relatively. 

Another feature of voluntary support that is obscured by aggregated statistics is 

the differences in donor preferences for certain types of institutions. Between 1993 and 

2001, total average annual giving increased among all types of public colleges and 

universities (Table 3). Certain types of institutions fared better than others, absolutely 

and relatively. The inequitable stratification by institutional type, called by some the 

"Matthew Effect" (Trow, 1984), notes that those with the most resources will also receive 

the most support. Consistent with the Matthew Effect, total average annual voluntary 

support to Research Universities dwarfed that received by all other institutional types 

combined. Between 1993 and 2001, total average annual giving to research universities 

increased by more than $30 million. Doctoral Universities followed research universities 

in total average aimual voluntary support, increasing annual support by more than $8 
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million. Accordingly, Comprehensive Universities, baccalaureate colleges, and 

community colleges followed. 

In terms of percentage changes, Research Universities increased their voluntary 

revenues by 86 percent. Doctoral Universities increased their voluntary revenues by 83 

percent. Similarly, Comprehensive Universities increased their total voluntary revenues 

by 84 percent. Baccalaureate and 2-year colleges realized the smallest gains in voluntary 

revenues, increasing total giving by 77 percent and 61 percent, respectively. 

Table 3: Mean Total Voluntary Support in Constant (HEPI Adjusted) Dollars^, by 
Institutional Type for All Public Institutions Reported in the VSE Survey, 

1993-2001. 

Fiscal Year 

All Public Higher 

Education 2-year Baccalaureate Comprehensive Doctoral Research 

FY1993 $11,792,878 $926,107 $1,009,515 $3,224,578 $9,959,499 $46,765,004 

FY1994 $14,748,912 $986,096 $1,002,493 $3,689,342 $10,432,788 $50,053,434 

FY1995 $14,328,424 $1,048,037 $1,279,155 $3,406,589 $10,577,225 $51,046,575 

FY1996 $15,611,804 $1,365,657 $2,218,901 $3,654,907 $12,013,702 $56,401,202 

FY1997 $18,294,484 $1,587,107 $1,391,150 $4,174,466 $12,921,871 $62,289,466 

FY1998 $21,330,482 $1,200,615 $1,558,398 $5,173,219 $15,150,447 $70,055,450 

FY1999 $23,304,559 $1,509,468 $1,914,917 $5,293,962 $16,038,920 $77,494,122 

FY2000 $25,762,874 $1,329,909 $1,419,177 $5,565,435 $17,888,788 $86,634,486 

FY2001 $25,377,619 $1,488,322 $1,790,973 $5,928,701 $18,217,618 $87,032,837 

Change 115% 61% 77% 84% 83% 86% 

Source: Voluntary Support to Education Survey (VSE), Council for the Advancement of Education (2002). 

Finally, aggregated statistics of total average annual voluntary giving to public 

higher education obscure changes in the types of revenues received. For the most part, 

there are two types, or purposes, of voluntary support—current operations/funds revenues 

and capital purposes revenues. Current operations/funds revenues are applied to and 

^ All figures are in 2002 Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) adjusted dollars. 
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accounted for in an institution's current (annual) operating budget. These funds are 

reported in one of two forms: unrestricted funds, which may be used at the institution's 

discretion, and as a result are considered the most desirable form of voluntary support; 

and restricted funds, which may be used only for specific, predetermined purposes. In 

higher education, restricted funds are generally applied to and reported in the following 

accounting categories; academic divisions, faculty and staff compensation, research, 

public service and extension, library, operations and maintenance of physical plant, 

student financial aid, athletics, and other restricted purposes (Coimcil for the 

Advancement of Education [CAE], 2001). Gifts for capital purposes, on the other hand, 

are not typically included in or accounted for in an institution's current operating budget. 

Examples of gifts for capital purposes may include property, buildings, equipment, 

endowments, and loan funds. 

Table 4 illustrates the changes in total unrestricted and restricted current funds as 

a proportion of total gifts to public colleges and universities between 1993 and 2001, by 

institutional type. Unlike the statistics for total armual giving, unrestricted giving among 

institutional types was not uniformly stratified. Between 1993 and 2001, unrestricted 

giving to public colleges and universities declined as a proportion of total volimtary 

revenues. Non-research four-year colleges and universities realized the largest reductions 

in unrestricted giving, nearly 50 percent. Reductions at Research Universities and 2-year 

colleges were less severe. 
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Table 4; Mean Unrestricted Voluntary Support as a Percentage of Total Current Funds 
Revenues from Voluntary Support, by Institutional Type, 1993 - 2001. 

Fiscal Year 
All Public Higher 

Education 2-year Baccalaureate Comprehensive Doctoral Research 

FY1993 5% 15% 17% 12% 6% 4% 

FY 1994 5% 11% 11% 10% 7% 4% 

FY1995 6% 12% 12% 13% 8% 4% 

FY1996 5% 10% 5% 11% 5% 3% 

FY 1997 5% 10% 11% 9% 6% 3% 

FY1998 4% 10% 8% 7% 5% 3% 

FY1999 4% 13% 7% 8% 6% 3% 

FY2000 3% 12% 9% 7% 4% 2% 

FY2001 4% 12% 9% 7% 3% 3% 

Source: Voluntary Support to Education Survey (VSE), Council for the Advancement of Education (2002). 

Purpose Statement 

Essentially, the argument presented herein is that diminishing state appropriations 

appear to have compelled public colleges and universities to seek alternative sources of 

revenues, specifically, voluntary support. This point is vital, as state appropriations, the 

most important and least (otherwise) restricted source of revenues to colleges and 

universities, are unlikely to return to their previous levels. Moreover, few studies have 

addressed how donors react to changes in state support and whether revenues from 

voluntary support are an appropriate substitute for state appropriations. This lack of 

knowledge is problematic because the replacement of state appropriations by voluntary 

support is not a quick fix for short-term budget shortfalls; it is likely to be a permanent 

feature of the financing of public higher education. Support for this argument is found in 

several recent trends in the financing of public higher education, trends that will be 

discussed fiirther in Chapter Two. 
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The function of state appropriations—a vehicle for achieving social goals—^may 

have diminished due to reduced state investments in higher education, argues the 

National Center for Postsecondary Improvement ([NCPI] 2002). "Policymakers have 

increasingly allowed markets to replace direct public investment as an instrument of 

achieving the public good," affirmed the NCPI. Faced with few solutions to correct 

relative reductions in state support, public colleges and universities put short-term 

financial interests ahead of long-term objectives, which ultimately permit markets to 

influence "the nature and the outcome of decision-making in universities and colleges" 

(p. 25). There now exists "a growing tension between the tenets of an institutional 

mission and the forces exerted by m^kets" (p. 18). As a result, colleges and universities 

"find it increasingly difficult to be both mission-centered and market-smart" (p. 18). For 

that reason, the NCPI suggests that research should address the impact of changes in 

revenues on public colleges and universities. "Without such an understanding," suggests 

the NCPI, "colleges and universities run the risk of becoming merely businesses, paying 

only symbolic homage to the social charter that distinguishes them from the for-profit 

enterprise" (p. 19). 

Moreover, it has been argued that "the fiscal outlook for state support of higher 

education is not good firom the perspective of advocates of increased state spending for 

higher education" (Hovey, 2001, pg. 191). Given higher education's unique ability to 

adapt to changes in revenues by increasing tuition and fees and raising voluntary support, 

it is unlikely that higher education will continue to be a state funding priority in times of 
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fiscal constraint, especially since the demand for public higher education continues to be 

enormous. As a state legislator faced with this dilemma argued to Michael Mumper, 

In the context of growing pressure on state budgets, the higher education 
appropriation stood out as the logical place to cut—often not because of 
dissatisfaction with the performance of the colleges. Many policymakers were 
well aware that the cuts would be painful to campus budgets and would require 
[public colleges and universities] to...replace the funds lost in state cuts (2001, p. 
49). 

Relative to alternatives, cutting higher education appropriations is less concerning to 

policymakers. "From the perspective of the state," stated Mumper, "higher education 

could be cut without being forced to close campuses, eliminate programs, or even reduce 

staff." (2001, p. 49). Essentially, cuts to higher education are easier than cuts to agencies 

that presumably cannot raise alternative revenues. 

Consequently, examining the impacts of reductions in state appropriations on 

voluntary giving to public colleges and universities is a vital concern. "State policy 

leaders," argues the Institute for Higher Education Policy, "should examine the match 

between public subsidies and private resources across all of higher education to ensure 

that state funds are being spent consistently with public priorities" (2001, pg. 45). This 

is particularly important, as the "shift toward non-public revenue sources in the public 

sector has meant less institutional flexibility in allocation decisions" (2001, pg. 53). 

Moreover, 
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Even though the roles of revenue sources have shifted, and other revenues sources 
have been found to abate the relative decline in public resources, there are fewer 
unrestricted resources available for general institutional purposes. For instance, 
gift revenue is frequently targeted by donors for limited purposes (2001, pg. 53). 

While the replacing of state appropriations with revenues from voluntary support 

at public colleges and universities is not a quick-fix for temporary budget shortfalls, it has 

become a permanent feature in the financing of public higher education. 

The purpose of the study is to examine how changes in state appropriations 

impact revenues from voluntary sources (alumni, non-alumni [other] individuals, 

corporations, and foundations) to public universities. One of the values of such a study 

lies in improved understanding of how colleges and universities and donors react to 

changes in state funding to public higher education as well as how changes in state 

appropriations may impact institutional stratification and control. In other words, this 

research will begin to reveal which institutions can be expected to successfiilly replace 

lost state appropriations with voluntary support and which institutions caimot. This result 

has far reaching importance, as it will uncover whether reductions in state appropriations 

and resulting success in fund raising activities impact the hierarchy of public colleges and 

universities. We can also conjecture the implications for reductions in state 

appropriations for students attending different types of institutions. 

If it is found that institutions differ dramatically in their abilities to raise voluntary 

revenues to replace state appropriations, important unintended educational consequences 

could result. For example, if less competitive colleges were unable to raise enough 

voluntary revenues to replace reductions in state appropriations, this could exacerbate 
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disparities in educational quality for students enrolled at these institutions compared to 

those enrolled at more prestigious universities, such as flagship research universities. 

Moreover, this particular example has important implications for low-income and 

minority students, groups that more often enroll at low cost public colleges and 

universities than higher cost and more prestigious institutions. 

Additionally, the results of this study may provide some answers to questions 

about the effects of changes in state support for higher education: Are voluntary 

revenues an appropriate substitute for state appropriations in public higher education? 

What are the tradeoffs of reductions in state appropriations? What are the apparent 

implications of the "privatization" of public colleges and universities? Answers to these 

questions are vital as they address what resources a public university has at its disposal in 

order to fulfill its public mission. In other words, essentially, most state appropriations 

are unrestricted or discretionary funds that permit public universities to fiind activities 

important to it but those that would not likely be funded by private sources. State 

appropriations give public college administrators discretion to address particular 

educational market failures important to their institutional mission. In contrast, most gifts 

to colleges and universities are restricted. That is, these voluntary revenues typically can 

only be used to fimd activities important to the donor; by definition, state appropriations 

and voluntary revenues are not direct substitutes. Therefore, if an institution or type of 

institution is unable to raise necessary levels of unrestricted voluntary ftinds or direct 

restricted gifts to fimd activities directly impacted by reductions in state appropriations, 

the result could impact significantly an institution's ability to fund activities important to 
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its mission but removed from the market, such as to provide access, support, and diverse 

academic programming for students, particularly low-income and minority students. 

This study will attempt to reveal the relationship between changes in state 

appropriations and voluntary support at public universities over time. It is hoped that the 

results of this study can be used by legislators to take into account the financial and social 

repercussions of decisions to reduce relatively state support, by institutional officials to 

learn how to procure funds for their institutions more effectively, and by researchers to 

recognize, appreciate, and study the increasingly important role voluntary revenues play 

in maintaining the vitality of public colleges and universities. 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THEORIES AND LITERATURE 

This chapter will introduce and discuss the theories and literature salient to this 

study. Importantly, no single or uniform theory explains the complexity and variety of 

policies, practices, and behaviors impacting governments, institutions, and donors. 

Instead, a combination of theoretical models from a variety of academic disciplines must 

be used. 

Kermeth Mortimer (2003) illustrates the complexity of public higher education 

finance in his "flow of fiinds" model presented below (Figure 2). This model concisely 

explains the multifaceted—and often volatile—flow of revenues to public higher 

education. Briefly, the flow begins in the upper left-hand section of the model with the 

economy, from which income is generated for students and their families and tax 

revenues flow to state and local governments. Thereafter, illustrated at the center of the 

model, state and local governments appropriate funds to higher education; these funds 

impact directly student aid and institution level revenues. At the institution level, 

voluntary support augments or supplements revenues from governmental and private 

(student) sources. In his model, Mortimer presents these as "Donors, Foundations, 

Corporations." Notably, the line cormecting voluntary support to institutions is dashed to 

reflect the tenuousness of these revenues. Finally, the bottom section of the model 

illustrates the flow of restricted revenues from the federal government in the form of 

student financial aid and research and other grants to institutions. Like ftands from 
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voluntary sources, the line connecting federal grants and contracts to institutions is 

dashed to reflect the tenuousness of these fiinds. 

Figure 2: The Flow of Funds to Public Higher Education 

Economy 

K-12 
Corrections 
Hc3!th Care 
Other Govt. 

Student Aid Approp riati on s/G ra nts 

Tuition Gifts 
in&titutions 

Student Aid (Restricted) ^ Research and Other Grants (Restricted ) 

To organize the numerous theories and literature important to this study, this 

chapter is organized in a way that reflects Mortimer's model of the flow of funds to 

public higher education—specifically the interplay among state appropriations, 

institutional responses, and donor behaviors. Correspondingly, the chapter has three 

sections. In the first section, the flow and use of funds to higher education derived from 

state and local governments is explored. Topics addressed in this section include the 

politics of state level funding and institutional uses of revenues. In this section, Howard 
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Bowen's revenue theory of costs (1980) is discussed. The second section of this chapter 

addresses the institution-level response to changes in or uncertainty about resources. 

This section introduces and explicates resource dependency theory (Pfeffer and Salancik, 

1978), a framework for understanding organizational responses to changes in the flow of 

revenues. Finally, literature and theories addressing the dashed line connecting voluntary 

support (donors, foundations, and corporations in Mortimer's model) are presented. This 

section is the most varied, as it accounts for the differences in behaviors, policies, and 

motivations among corporations, foundations, and individual donors. As a result, this 

section draws upon theories from economics, organizational behavior, sociology, and 

psychology. 

State Appropriations and the Revenue Theorv of Costs 

As discussed in the introductory chapter, state appropriations to public higher 

education—which reflect the decisions made by state governments in Mortimer's 

model—^have declined steadily relative to other sources of revenues since the 1980s. 

Public colleges and universities responded to this change by increasing student tuition 

and fees and other sources of private revenue, namely research grants and voluntary 

support. At the same time, the political environment in which public colleges and 

universities operated changed. Colleges and universities, once considered almost 

impervious to economic and political change, were hurled into political fights that 

questioned the need and efficacy of sustained public investments in higher education. 
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In this section, I introduce a context for the pubUc finance debate that began in the 

1980s and has continued since. In the first part of this section, I offer several 

perspectives of public higher education finance. Thereafter I introduce Howard Bowen's 

revenue theory of costs, a framework for understanding how colleges and universities use 

revenues, including state appropriations. These perspectives help build a general 

framework for understanding the flow and uses of state appropriations to public higher 

education. 

Perspectives on State Appropriations Relatively, public finance at the state level is 

essentially a zero-sum game, unlike finances at the federal level. That is, gains to one 

sector usually come largely at the expense of losses to other sectors. As David 

Longanecker (2002) states, "States, unlike the federal government, have no choice but to 

balance their budget" (p. 1). Consequently, Hovey (1999) suggests that the underlying 

question for higher education finance is "whether, at the margin, higher education 

spending is contributing more than spending at the margin in other programs" (p. 17). 

The issue takes on a political dimension when one considers the financial requirements of 

other state priorities, such as K-12 education, public health, corrections, and social 

security. 

Hovey (2002) argues that, since the 1980s, higher education is doing worse than 

expected in capturing public finances (p. 20). The National Association of State Budget 

Officers arrived at a similar conclusion. According to a November 2002 fiscal survey of 

the states. 
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Higher education is a declining priority in state appropriations. Higher education 
spending as a percent of total state spending is projected to decline from 11.4 
percent in fiscal 2002 to about 11 percent in fiscal 2003. In addition, other 
aspects of state budgets are rising much more rapidly. Medicare costs spending 
grew 13.2 percent in fiscal 2002, the fastest rate of growth since 1992, and 
spending on other social priorities (crime control, welfare, etc.) emphasizes the 
situation (2003, p. 8). 

The impact of this trend is exacerbated by structural deficits and low elasticities of state 

appropriations. 

Hovey argues that structural deficits in public revenues—^when revenues to 

governments grow more slowly than personal income while services from public 

agencies grow faster (2001, pg. 182)—hamstring state budgets and ensure that state 

appropriations will not return to previous levels. Structural deficits can be averted if 

taxes are increased significantly, but this option is unlikely and politically unpopular. As 

a result, Hovey contends that spending for higher education will likely always remain 

below amounts needed to maintain current services: "[Even] in a normal growth 

environment," Hovey notes, "higher education would constantly be on the defensive" 

(pg. 184). The structural deficit problem in higher education finance is compounded by 

the low elasticity of public revenues. 

Hovey (2001) suggests that "the problem with state and local tax systems is their 

low elasticity^ (p. 181). That is, due to the structure of state and local personal income 

tax indexes, revenues from state and local tax systems do not keep pace with changes in 

personal income. For example, unlike federal income taxes, which have unit elasticity 

(i.e., a 10 percent increase in personal income equals a 10 percent increase in personal 
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income taxes), state and local taxes have less-than-unit elasticity, a result of states and 

municipalities' heavy reliance on sales taxes. In other words, at the state and local level, 

as personal incomes increase, taxpayers spend smaller proportions of their incomes on 

taxable products and larger proportions of their incomes on untaxed services. Simply 

put, as incomes rise, tax revenues decline relatively. These problems "mean that every 

growth of 10 percent in personal income is associated with growth of about 9.5 percent in 

state and local tax revenues" (Hovey, p. 182). Corporation tax revenues also tend to have 

less-than-unit elasticity since "smaller proportions of economic activity are associated 

with the types of businesses (corporations engaged in manufacturing) for which state and 

local tax systems were designed" (Hovey, p. 182). 

Compared with government programs like Medicaid and public safety, state 

appropriations to higher education are viewed as relatively discretionary funds by most 

legislators, because colleges and universities can raise some revenues on their own. 

Consequently, colleges and universities are particularly impacted by changes in state 

fiscal conditions: "when finances are tight, higher education budgets are often cut 

disproportionately" (Hovey, 2001, p. 179). This means that, "overall economic growth 

will be a key determinant of how fast resources for higher education grow in the future" 

(Hauptman, 2001, p. 115). 

Public higher education also competes directly against other public programs such 

as welfare, public safety, corrections, K-12 education, and Medicaid for public revenues. 

Due to the competition for public revenues and the increased pressure on state 

entitlement programs, public officials must question whether, at the margin, "higher 
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education spending is contributing more than spending at the margin in other programs" 

(Hovey, 2001, pg. 189). Public officials must weigh the impact of cuts to higher 

education against the impact of cuts to other programs. "The question," states Hovey, 

"will be raised in a substantive dimension with the values of improvements in higher 

education compared to the values of improvements in job training, preschool education, 

preventative health, and other programs" (pg. 189). Jones (2002) argues that the 

changing financing policies for public higher education send signals to the colleges. 

Unlike regulations that can be altered or ignored at the institutional level, "the money 

flows get everyone's attention, and they are very much under the control of the 

providers" (p. 6). He also argues that finance decisions are flexible because they are 

modified annually. 

The Revenue Theory of Costs Howard Bowen's revenue theory of costs (1980) is 

based upon the five "laws" of higher educational and non-profit organizational costs. 

The first law says that "the dominant goals of higher education institutions are 

educational excellence, prestige, and influence." The second law is related to the first, 

claiming "that in the quest of excellence, prestige, and influence, there is virtually no 

limit to the amount of money an institution could spend for seemingly fruitful educational 

ends." The third is that "each institution raises all the money it can." The fourth is that 

"each institution spends all it raises." Finally, the fifth law states that "the cumulative 

effect of the preceding four laws is toward ever-increasing expenditure" (p. 20). 
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Underlying the revenue theory of costs is the concept that the availability of 

revenues determines educational costs per student unit. That is, the cost per student is 

directly proportional to the revenues raised, regardless of source—^tuition and fees, state 

appropriations, voluntary support, etc. Moreover, since an institution "usually tries to 

maximize revenues from all sources, one can say that costs are determined by the amount 

of money the institution is able to raise" (Bowen, p. 18). According to Bowen, the 

revenue theory of costs, "Expresses the fundamental fact the unit cost is determined by 

hard dollars of revenue and only indirectly and remotely by considerations of need, 

technology, efficiency, and market wages and prices" (p. 19). 

Unlike traditional firms that employ factors of production to produce goods or 

services that are sold to other firms, colleges and imiversities carmot be considered profit 

maximizers in the traditional sense. Instead, it has been argued that it is more appropriate 

to consider higher education institutions prestige maximizers (Bowen, 1980; Winston, 

1994; Slaughter and Leslie, 1997). Accordingly, higher education organizations have an 

"overriding preference for those.. .activities that contribute to high status among 

universities" (Slaughter and Leslie, p. 116). To fund prestige enhancing activities, 

universities often cross-subsidize revenues from all sources, including those from 

voluntary sources (James, 1990; Massy, 1995). This aspect of college costs and revenue 

soiirces led Jones (2002) to believe that analyses of costs alone will not comprehensively 

explain pricing behavior in colleges. "If one wants to understand price behavior more 

fully," argued Jones, "it is critical that patterns of alternative revenue sources be analyzed 

simultaneously" (p. 50). 
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The pursuit of high status of among colleges and universities leads to a hierarchy, 

which Winston (2001) argued impacts institutional economies and forces colleges to 

participate in an "arms race" for alternative resources. Winston's arms race has several 

important characteristics: 

(a) that it is a race without a finish line; (b) that an individual school has little 
choice about whether to compete so long as everyone else is doing it—^to opt out 
is to fall back so individual actors are powerless; (c) in the context of higher 
education, there is (or has been) a stronger incentive to compete to increase 
subsidies (cost minus price) by spending more to improve quality than by just 
cutting price; and (d) an even stronger incentive to base the positional competition 
on fimd raising (p. 125). 

It has been argued that, when resources are changed or lost, colleges and 

universities are left with few options: to do more with less; to do less with less, resulting 

in diminished access; to take resources from other priorities; or to raise additional 

revenue from other sources (McGuiness, 1994). Moreover, "because universities as 

institutions compete for fiinds, for reputation, for able faculty and students, they are 

responsive to...external constituencies" (Hall, 2000, p. 1). Resource dependency theory 

(Pfeffer and Salancick, 1978), a theory that deals with organizational responses to 

changes in external resources and resource providers, is a suitable framework for 

predicting and describing the impact of changes in flow of state appropriations to public 

colleges and universities. 
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Institutional Responses to Changes in the Flow of Funds: Resource Dependency Theory 

As Mortimer's model illustrates, institutions of higher education deriye revenues 

from several sources—governments, students, contracts, voluntary support, and so on. 

As a result, when revenues from one source are diminished, institutions respond by 

heightening their dependency on the remaining funders or identifying new revenue 

providers or both. In essence, this is the organizational behavior that resource dependency 

theory predicts. 

Resource dependency theory is derived from the population ecology theoretical i 

perspective. The population ecology view of organizations (Harman and Freeman, 1977; 

Morgan, 1997) analyzes organizations and their behaviors according to Darwin's theory 

of evolution. Unlike theories that place the locus of control and survival within 

organizations, population ecology theory suggests that, like living organisms in nature, an 

organization's survival depends upon its ability to acquire resources from other 

organizations; however, because of the scarcity of available resources, organizations must 

compete with each other for their survival. Thus, consistent with Darwin's idea of 

natural selection (i.e., survival of the fittest), the environment within which an 

organization exists is a critical factor in determining organizational survivability. In 

other words, environments "select" the fittest organizations by doing away with the 

weakest (Morgan, 1996, p. 61). 

From the population ecology standpoint, the fittest organizations must continually 

modify themselves as their environments change, and when environments change or 

when a new organizations begin to thrive in a particular environment traditionally 
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occupied by competitor organizations, changes are reflected in population structure. That 

is to say, because similar organizations often share strengths and weaknesses, the 

organizational ecosystem tends to survive or fail (Morgan, p. 61). These features of the 

population ecology model initiated the idea that organizations create resource 

dependencies with other organizations within their environments. 

Similar to population ecology theory, competition for scarce resources is a 

fundamental aspect of resource dependency theory, which holds that external resource 

providers are capable of influencing internal organizational activities. According to this 

theory, organizations faced with uncertainty or changes to the resources they require for 

survival may "alter their purposes and domains to accommodate new interests, sloughing 

off part of themselves to avoid some interests, and when necessary, becoming involved in 

activities far afield from their stated central purpose" (Pfeffer and Salanick 1978, p. 24). 

Hence, "organizations will tend to be influenced by those who control the resources they 

require" (Pfeffer and Salanick, p. 44), the result, in some cases, being lost institutional 

autonomy. 

Additionally, resource dependency theory suggests that organizational survival is 

coalitional in nature. According to this perspective, the manner in which organizations 

respond to external pressures is directly related to the demands of some coalitional 

interests, the avoidance of demands of others, identifying and cultivating new 

relationships, and dodging the wants of others (Pfeffer and Salancik, p.24). Not all 

coalitional participants are valued equally, however: 
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Some are valued more, others less. Those coalitional participants who provide 
behaviors, resources, and capabilities that are most needed or desired.. .come to 
have more influence and control over the organization, for one of the inducements 
received for contributing the most critical resources is the ability to control and 
direct organizational action (Pfeffer and Salancik, p. 27). 

The resource dependency perspective suggests that the value of a resource is 

measured by its importance to the survival of an organization. From the resource 

dependency perspective, the importance of a resource to an organization is determined by 

its relative magnitude and its criticality. 

The relative magnitude of a resource can be determined by its measurable 

contribution to an organization's activities or bottom line. For example, during the 

postwar expansion of public higher education in the United States during the 1950s and 

1960s, universities were basically dependent upon two revenue sources—state 

appropriations and, to a lesser degree, tuition and fees. Since the late 1980s, however, the 

relative magnitudes of state appropriations and tuition and fees have changed. Per-

student state appropriations became relatively less significant while per-student tuition 

and fees have increased dramatically. To protect themselves against further 

environmental shifts, public institutions of higher education have diversified their 

dependencies to include other sources of revenues, such as voluntary support. As Leslie, 

Oaxaca, and Rhoades (1999) note, "important revenue changes destabilize organizations, 

which address budget shortfalls by pursuing, leveraging, and substituting other revenue 

sources" (p. 4). 

Criticality, on the other hand, measures the "ability of an organization to continue 

functioning in the absence of the resource or in the absence of the market for the output" 
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(Pfeffer and Salacick, p. 46). In other words, a resource can be critical to an organization 

even though it comprises only a fraction of the total resources or inputs. Indeed, 

environmental changes can change the criticality of a resource to an organization. In the 

case of public higher education, for example, voluntary support was a relatively minor 

source of revenues until the late 1980s when per-student state appropriations were 

reduced proportionally relative to other sources of support. Since that time, 

environmental contingencies for public higher education have changed and voluntary 

revenues have become critically important to public higher education, even though their 

sums comprise a relatively small proportion of total revenues. 

Leslie and Rhoades (1995) used a resource dependency perspective to help 

explain higher education's rising administrative costs. Among a series of propositions, 

the authors argued that, "The more an institution emphasizes the generation of alternative 

revenues, the greater the proportion of revenues that are directed to administrative units 

perceived as (potentially) generating such revenues" (p. 193). Though Leslie and 

Rhoades did not test their propositions, they further theorized that the pursuit of 

alternative revenues such as voluntary support leads institutions to "create still other 

structures complementary to external organizations other than the state" (p. 194). The 

authors argue that the driving force behind these administrative changes is economic 

dependencies on alternative revenue providers (p. 194). 

Applying a resource dependency perspective to their investigation of the changes 

in revenues to public research universities between 1980 and 1995, Slaughter and Leslie 

(1997) believed that changes in revenue sources to research universities destabilized the 
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academic enterprise, resulting in changes in internal resource allocations, the division of 

academic labor, and the organization of administrative structures (p. 11). Moreover, 

Slaughter and Leslie held that one of the implications of changes in revenues to research 

universities was the infusion of marketlike activities and the development of more 

entrepreneurial faculty within the academy. The result of reductions in state 

appropriations to public research universities, argued Slaughter and Leslie, was that "the 

chase for the dollar would no longer be questionable behavior" (p. 73) because state 

legislatures believe that public universities can easily make up for reductions in state 

subsidies through increases in alternative revenues, including voluntary support. 

Testing several of Slaughter and Leslie's hypotheses, Hasbrouck (1997) revealed 

that changes in reliance upon the various revenue providers are related to changes in 

internal resource allocations. Analyzing the relationships among current fund revenues— 

state appropriations; tuition and fees; and gifts, grants and contracts (voluntary support 

and contracts)-with current fund expenditures—instruction, research, public service, 

student services, library, administration, plant maintenance and operation; and 

scholarships and fellowships—Hasbrouck found evidence of resource dependency as 

described by Slaughter and Leslie. Specifically, she found several consistently 

significant, positive relationships: 

that between governmental appropriations and instruction; that between gifts, 
grants, and contracts and research; that between tuition and fees and student 
services; that between governmental appropriations and plant maintenance and 
operation; and the between tuition and fees, and gifts, grants, and contracts and 
scholarships and fellowships (p. 7). 
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Leslie, Oaxaca, and Rhoades (1999) expanded upon Hasbrouck's work by 

investigating the effects of resource dependency at the individual and departmental 

levels. These authors argued that reductions in state appropriations—funds the authors 

characterize as "entitlements" (p. 2)—destabilized research universities and resulted "not 

only in the expenditure of much money, time, and effort to make up for the shortfalls but 

seemingly also in causing public universities to shift, at the margin, a share of their 

responses from government to those who provide the compensatory funds" (p. 2). 

Commenting on the methods used to investigate organizational changes caused by 

changes in resource providers, McPherson, Schapiro and Winston (1989) believed that 

"Ignorance about colleges' and universities' behavioral response to changes in 

governmental funding is a major impediment to the assessment of the consequences of 

policy change" (p. 256). Moreover, the authors cautioned that, if changes in resources 

modify universities' own resource allocation decisions, "assessment of all such policies 

becomes a... complicated matter" (p. 253). The authors suggested that such studies 

should control for the restrictions on the funds as well as the different categories of 

colleges and universities receiving them. "Our main concern," stated the authors, "is to 

compare the distribution of an 'earmarked' increase in income.. .with the distribution of 

unrestricted income," because "external support is likely to impose constraints within the 

broad area in which support is given, which makes it less than a perfect substitute for 

internal support" (p. 256). In other words, McPherson, Schapiro, and Winston believed 

that studies that deal with revenues to higher education should separate fungible. 
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unrestricted funds such as state appropriations from restricted funds such as donations to 

a specific department or research project. 

McPherson, Schapiro, and Winston (1989) also argued that researchers must 

recognize the substantial differences across institutions of higher education. 

Specifically, stated the authors, it is "important to allow for the fact that different 

categories of colleges and universities are likely to exhibit different behavioral 

relationships" (p. 256). That is, institutional type is a critical control variable in studies 

on higher education finance. 

The Flow of Voluntary Revenues: Theories of Donor Motivations 

Mortimer's model illustrates the common perception of voluntary support to 

higher education: colleges solicit gii^ts from donors (individuals), foundations, and 

corporations, but the type and magnitude of funds received varies from year to year. This 

simple model of voluntary support to higher education does not, however, capture the 

complicated nuances of donor motivations. To effectively capture this, one must blend 

economic, psychological, and sociological theories. 

Fund raising in American colleges began in 1640 with Harvard College but came 

of age at the beginning of the 20"^ century with the professionalization of the fund raising 

field and the development of techniques such as the capital campaign (Cook and Lasher, 

1996, p. 35). Following World War I, fimd raising professionals appeared on college 

campuses, though the responsibilities for solicitations remained—as they had for 

centuries—^with the college president. After World War II, as enrollments surged and 
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college campuses expanded, the field of fund raising (also known as institutional 

advancement) matured. 

In 1958, the Ford Foundation underwrote a conference at the Greenbrier Hotel in 

West Virginia, cosponsored by the American Alumni Council and the American College 

Public Relations Association, that resulted in the Greenbrier Report, considered by many 

the "most significant advancement document of the decade" (Cook and Lasher, 1996, p. 

36). In it, the Greenbrier Report recommended that the "functions of public relations, 

fund raising, and alumni relations be integrated under the umbrella of institutional 

advancement" (p. 35) and that these offices be managed by an executive-level 

administrator. 

Since the Greenbrier Report, college fund raising became increasingly 

professionalized and sophisticated. In 1974, the Council for the Advancement and 

Support of Education (CASE), a professional organization for fimd-raising professionals, 

was created, later followed by the Association of Fundraising Professionals (AFP). 

These organizations aided the proliferation of fund raising at colleges and universities 

across the United States. Today, fund raising offices can be found at nearly every college 

and university in the nation. These large specialized staffs, equipped with cutting-edge 

technology and supported by multimillion dollar budgets (Cook & Lasher, 1996, p. 36) 

are key players in university administrations. 

In spite of the significant growth of college fund raising in the 1950s and 1960s, 

surprisingly few scholars studied the field until the 1970s. As Cook (1992) notes, the 

study of fimd raising was of little interest to scholars until after World War II when the 
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universalization of income taxation and the rise of anticommunism gave rise to the public 

scrutiny of philanthropy (p. 2). 

In the main, research on voluntary giving has been approached for pragmatic 

reasons, namely to reveal donor motivations and the effects of tax policies on giving. As 

a result, the theoretical frameworks applied to investigations in this area have their roots 

in the disciplines of psychology and economics. In the following section, three theories 

of donor motivation widely used in the literature will be introduced—altruism, 

reciprocity, and direct benefit—an organization of the literature originally presented by 

Clotfelter (1985). Thereafter, the literature on each donor group will be addressed 

separately. 

Altruism By definition, altruism is behavior that "has little or no observable 

selfishness, may be founded on sympathetic feelings for others, social norms, or 

individual feelings of commitment" (Clotfelter, 1985, p. 34). Other authors have 

described altruism as a "charitable model" of philanthropy (Brittingham and Pezzulo, 

1990, p. 33). 

Altruism is a one-way transfer of goods or services, and thus contradicts the 

classical concept of the rational economic actor. As a result, economists have struggled 

to fit altruism into standard supply-demand analyses. Economists describe altruism as 

"an individual's choice between personal consumption and charitable contributions." 

Fitted to an indifference curve, altruism's utility is optimized at the point at "which the 

marginal rate of substitution between contributions and own consumption is equal to one" 
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(Clotfelter, p. 36). Social norms complicate analyses of altruism, as it is impossible to 

separate pure charity from the influences of social pressure. As Clotfelter notes, 

"Whether such social mechanisms arise to prevent 'free rider' behavior or for other 

reasons, it is argued that they are an important determinant of giving and other charitable 

behavior" (p. 37). Thus, "in the presence of norms, the act of making contributions is 

assumed to increase utility" (Clotfelter, p. 37). 

Reciprocity Like the altruism model, reciprocity assumes that donations are 

beneficial acts. Unlike altruism, however, reciprocity assumes that donors expect some 

kind of assistance in return for their gift. In other words, donations in the reciprocity 

model can be explained as a type of exchange in which individuals may benefit not "only 

from their own consumption but from the consumption of other persons in society" 

(Drachman, 1983, p. 38). Moreover, the reciprocity framework suggests that charity 

should be based upon the donor's utility. This element of reciprocity complicates the 

dynamics of philanthropy. 

Rejecting the characterization of philanthropy as simple benevolence, Cook and 

Lasher (1996) conceptualize voluntary support to higher education as a social exchange, 

or reciprocity. In their view, fund raising in higher education involves a social exchange 

between a donor and an institution in which "the power of each relative to the other 

determines the outcome of the exchange." That is, donors may give for "other than 

purely altruistic reasons," argues Drachman (1983). Clotfelter (1985) adds that, 

according to this view, "philanthropy and everyday helping are part of an informal 
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mutual insurance pact whereby society's fortunate compensate the less fortunate.. .for the 

same reason they buy insurance" (p. 37). 

Direct Benefit The direct benefit framework assumes that donations arise out of 

some "immediate or tangible benefit to the donor" (Clotfelter, 1985, p.38). In other 

words, donations are not at all altruistically motivated. Yoo and Harrison (1989) defend 

this approach as it considers philanthropy an economic good and does not "mistreat" 

donors as "those who derive satisfaction from the well-being of recipients" (p. 367). 

Accordingly, Yoo and Harrison believe that donations are the "price that a donor pays for 

whatever services received from the recipient and the price a recipient charges for 

services" (p. 368). Weisbrod (1978, in Clotfelter, 1985) describes the features of direct 

benefits: 

The extent to which narrow self-interest lies behind the donations of money and 
time to non-profit organizations is little understood, but there can be no doubt that 
donors often do benefit through the making of business contacts and the receipt of 
favorable publicity for good deeds. Having a library, park, or college classroom 
building named after a donor can be viewed as reflecting philanthropy but it can 
also be viewed as the reward for a donation—and, hence, as a form of purchase 
(p. 38). 

Yoo and Harrison (1989) argue that, if one accepts this view of philanthropy, 

"donors must be placed on the buyer's side of the market of benevolence, deriving both 

tangible and intangible benefits from the activities of receivers" (p 368). Consequently, 

contributions with direct benefits from giving fit naturally into the standard utility-

maximization framework. 
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The most common fonn of direct benefit to donors is the charitable tax deduction. 

Described by Clotfelter (1985) as the most important single tax legislation next to the tax-

exempt status of non-profit organizations, the charitable tax deduction was adopted in 

1917, four years after the enactment of personal income tax (p. 25). Through this policy, 

individuals may deduct contributions to qualified non-profit organizations, including 

public colleges and universities, up to 50 percent of their adjusted gross income, though 

no single gift may exceed 20 percent of adjusted gross income. Because of this tax 

policy the price of giving by individuals is reduced by the amoimt of their marginal tax 

rate, or 1-m, which, as a result, increases their utility. For the average household, the 

charitable tax deduction is "quite close to that of a simple price decrease" (p. 43). Tax 

policies stimulate corporate donations, as well. 

Corporations' charitable contributions have been deductible since 1936. Until 

1981, these deductions could not exceed 5 percent of corporate net income; however, 

gifts exceeding the 5 percent limit could be carried forward for up to 5 years (Clotfelter, 

1985, p. 184). In 1981, the limit was raised to 10 percent of net income. Similar to 

personal income tax, the tax savings to corporations that make charitable contributions 

are equal to the marginal tax rate on net income. As Clotfelter describes, "Where t is the 

marginal tax rate on corporate income, a company that contributed G dollars effectively 

reduces its tax liability by tG dollars if the ceiling on contributions has not been reached" 

(p. 184). 

Finally, foundations are organizations to which individuals or corporations can 

make charitable, tax deductible donations. Sometimes criticized, features of foundations 
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are that they can accumulate income without taxation and can operate in perpetuity 

provided they establish a minimum rate of payout or distribution of grants as a percentage 

of assets (Clotfelter, 1985, p. 261). The current minimum rate of payout is 5 percent of 

assets. Because the limit on gifts to foundations is higher than for other single donations, 

for wealthy donors and profitable corporations, "the control available through the 

foundation form makes other forms of giving much less attractive" (p. 264). 

Donor Groups 

Motivations to donate to higher education differ among donor groups. Leslie and 

Ramey (1988) studied the underlying motivations among the four major sources of 

voluntary revenues to higher education—alumni individuals, nonalumni individuals, 

corporations, and foundations. Their results suggested that institutional size, age, quality, 

and wealth motivated alumni, nonalumni, corporate, and nonbusiness (foundation) 

contributors differently. 

Reilly (1992) found similar results in his study of million-dollar donors. Reilly 

studied the relative importance of altruism, reciprocity, direct benefits, and profit 

maximization for million-dollar donors. Reilly's results suggested that altruism was a 

primary motivation of giving for individuals and foundations. Corporations, on the other 

hand, were slightly more motivated by profit maximization (a form of direct benefit), 

though altruism was also essential for these organizations. Reciprocity and direct benefit 

were significantly less important motivations for corporations and foundations, but were 

somewhat important among individuals. In addition, three bilateral relationships 
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impacted motivations to donate. Reilly found donor involvement in the university to be 

the most important bilateral motivation for giving to the university followed by 

foreground activities (activities preceding a gift) and background activities (length and 

quality of association). 

As a result of these important differences, the following literature review will be 

separated by donor type. 

Individual Giving: Alumni and Nonalumni One of the first researchers to explore 

the effect of tax incentives on individual donors, Michael Taussig (1967) studied 

itemized tax returns for 1962. He concluded that the tax deductibility of a gift creates an 

"incentive effect" on the level of private giving, especially for older and higher income 

individuals. Taussig also concluded that with the results of his regression analyses, "one 

can predict with some confidence that the long-run net effect of, say, the 1964 Revenue 

Act will be to increase the aggregate total of private charity and philanthropy in any 

given year" (p. 17). 

Feldstein (1975a) found that donors are sensitive to the price of giving. Applying 

econometric techniques, Feldstein estimated that eliminating the deductibility of 

charitable contributions would reduce "total itemized giving by approximately 28 to 56 

percent" (p. 97). The resulting losses in revenues to higher education would, according 

to Feldstein, outweigh the gains to government from additional tax revenues. Because 

gifts to higher education are positively correlated with income, especially the upper 
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income levels, Feldstein (1975b) argued that eliminating the charitable deduction would 

reduce total individual giving to higher education by 50 percent. 

Clotfelter (1985) believed that the income tax deduction is "probably the most 

important single tax policy affecting the utility of the non-profit sector in the United 

States" (p. 25). This policy does not, however, affect all income groups equally. 

According to Clotfelter, individual giving based on income is curvilinear; that is, the 

price elasticity of giving among individuals "rises in absolute value with income" (p. 

274). Moreover, Clotfelter argued that individual income is one significant factor among 

several others including state income taxes, federal income taxes, and growth in the 

economy. 

Testing the "crowd out" effect of governments on voluntary support to non-profit, 

social services organizations, Steinberg (1987) argued that donations demand is a 

function of the "exogenous component of income, the relative tax prices of consumption, 

donations, local government spending, and the ration level of the public good" (p.27). 

Finding no evidence of a governmental "crowd out"—donors appeared to only partially 

replace a portion of government cutbacks—Steinberg argued that "one should not count 

on the local and private sectors to replace the federal government's role in social service 

provision" (p.32). 

Using data on employment, state appropriations to higher education, state per-

capita income, institutional prestige, state dividend and interest income, and the 

percentage of federal income tax returns itemized in a state, Leslie and Ramey (1988) 

argued that "individuals respond most favorably in times of institutional need, when 
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economic conditions are poor" (p. 118). That is, individual donors responded positively 

when state appropriations per student decline: 

State appropriations per student exert a statistically significant negative influence 
on both groups of individuals, with elasticity of-0.34 for alumni and -0.43 for 
nonalumni. Thus an increase of 1 percent in state funding appears to lower 
individual contributions to public institutions by about 0.40 percent, with stronger 
effects for nonalumni (p. 127). 

Institutional size, institutional age, and regional growth also influenced alumni donors. 

Similarly, institutional size influences nonalumni donors. However, unlike alumni 

donors, nonalumni donors responded positively to institutional expenditures per student 

and endowment per alumnus, implying that this group was influenced by factors of 

prestige. 

Arguing that philanthropy represents a direct-benefit to the donor, Yoo and 

Harrison (1989) modeled the exchange of voluntary support to higher education in 

traditional economic terms. According to these researchers, voluntary giving to higher 

education is influenced by supply and demand. Variables on the supply side of their 

formula included endowment per student, amount of research grants received, 

institutional prestige, and the percentage of alumni that donate. On the demand side, the 

percentage of gifts greater than $100 and the number of donors were important variables. 

Importantly, Yoo and Harrison argued that, in the case of higher education, there exists a 

bilateral monopoly "in which the colleges sell services to donors... [and] the donor only 

wishes to receive recognition from his own alma mater" (p. 369). Thus, voluntary 
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contributions to higher education are exchanged through a bargaining framework in 

which colleges dominate because only they can offer the services donors desire. 

Corporate Giving Corporations and institutions of higher education are coupled 

uniquely. Corporations are one of the largest donor groups to higher education; higher 

education is a philanthropic priority for corporations. It has been estimated that higher 

education accounts for between 35 and 50 percent of all corporate contributions 

(Brittingham and Pezzulo, 1990; Clotfelter, 1985). Nonetheless, among the thousands of 

corporations in the United States, less than one quarter make charitable contributions 

(Brittingham and Pezzulo, 1990). Moreover, whereas corporations may deduct up to 5 

percent of their pretax income as charitable contributions, most contribute only 1 percent, 

on average (Levy and Shatto, 1978, p. 21). 

Contending that the higher education and corporate sectors are interdependent, 

Milton Eisenhower, former president of Johns Hopkins University, said, "One needs 

money to produce educated people, and the other needs educated people to produce 

money" (in Brittingham and Pezzulo, 1990, p. 49). This interdependent framework 

argues that corporate charity is self-interested behavior, that for-profit organizations give 

to higher education in order to train better employees, to produce profitable research, to 

enrich the community and maintain the quality of life of educated workers (Brittingham 

and Pezzulo, 1990, p.49). Correspondingly, most of the research on corporate giving to 

higher education uses a direct benefit framework. 
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A basic economic assumption is that firms only engage in profit maximizing 

activities, implying that corporate charity increases profits to the firm. While this may 

seem counterintuitive, Andrews (in Clotfelter, 1985, p. 63) argues that high rates of 

corporate giving are correlated with high rates of advertising, and that most gifts are 

within corporations' home states. Thus, to some degree, corporate gifts serve to 

improve the firm's public image (Clotfelter, 1985, p 189). As Andrews describes, 

"Corporations seldom hide their philanthropic light under a bushel, and it is no accident 

that their contributions committees usually include the director of public relations" (in 

Clotfelter, 1985, pp. 95-96). 

Corporate contributions also maximize firms' profits by reducing their taxable 

income. Schwartz (1968) examines the effect of the deductibility of philanthropic 

contributions as a function of corporate income tax rates. He observes that the 

deductibility of contributions reduce the price of giving by the rate of corporate income 

tax, 1-t, where t is the average marginal tax rate on net income. Using logarithms of 

pretax net income and average marginal tax rates, Schwartz obtains a price elasticity of -

2.00 on donations. 

Arguing that, in pure economic terms, "philanthropy is an improper allocation of 

resources for profit maximizing corporations" (p. 20), Levy and Shatto (1978) tested 

three hypotheses regarding corporate charity: (1) that changes in corporate contributions 

depend on net income, net investment, and advertising; (2) that corporate giving depends 

on the costs of giving, net income, and dividends; and (3) that corporate giving is a 

controllable expense that may be preferred over other discretionary expenses. 
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To test their first hypothesis, Levy and Shatto (1978) econometrically analyzed 

log total net investment by industry, log total net income by industry, and log total net 

advertising in each industry with log reported corporate contributions. All of the 

dependent variables were significant at the .05 level and the regression explained 76 

percent of the variation in giving. To test their second hypothesis, Levy and Shatto 

analyzed average yearly tax rate, yearly aggregate income before taxes, and yearly 

aggregate dividends with yearly average corporate contributions for the years 1946 to 

1972. All of the independent variables were significant and explained 95 percent of the 

variation in giving. Finally, Levy and Shatto analyzed the changes in corporate 

contributions with the changes in corporate income for the years 1947 to 1972. The 

dependent variable was again significant and explained 25 percent of the variation in 

year-to-year changes in corporate giving. 

Using per-capita income, state dividend and interest income, and the percentage 

of federal income tax returns itemized in a state as regional economic factors, Leslie and 

Ramey (1988) find that corporate giving correlates significantly and positively with 

regional economic growth. However, the authors note that "the magnitude of the effect is 

small, with elasticity of 0.01" (p. 128). Other variables that significantly correlate to 

corporate giving, institutional size and endovmient per alumnus, indicate firms' 

preferences for prestigious colleges and universities. According to the authors, state 

appropriations are not significantly correlated with corporate giving. 

More recently. Withers (2002) suggested that corporations in the new millennium 

choose to donate to colleges and universities for reasons that are directly beneficial to 
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them. Though corporate giving can be justified as a form of ahruism or political interest, 

the bottom line remains that corporations give for self-interested reasons. "Today, more 

and more," wrote Withers, "corporate giving is focused on the single goal of improving 

the corporate bottom line" (p. 155). Corporate executives and managers must justify 

gifts to colleges and universities "based on how it serves the interest of the corporation" 

(p. 156). Corporate giving, argued Withers, "is largely justified as marketing and public 

relations, as a tax strategy, or as a strategy for increasing the satisfaction of employees" 

(p. 156). 

Foundation Giving As "nongovernmental agencies, privately established and 

managed, but in which the public has a stake and which are answerable to government; 

possessing resources usually in the form of endowment; and existing to serve the general 

welfare of, or some chosen segment of it," (Andrews, in Campbell, 1981, p. 9) 

foundations operate differently from governments, corporations, or individuals. "It is 

almost universally true," argues Johnston (1981), that grants made by foundations "are 

clearly related to the interests and opinions of the principal donors" (p. 59). In other 

words, though foundations operate like other organizations, the decisions made by 

foundation officers reflect the stated expectations of individuals. 

Foundations look for "good investments" (Johnston, 1981, p. 66) based upon well 

thought out strategies. Moreover, decisions to give by foundation officers are based more 

on recipients' capabilities than their need. The role of the foundation officer is to find a 

match between the foundation's goals and the recipient's needs. As Worth (2002) 
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describes it, foundation officers seek to establish "a 'partnership' that serves mutual 

interests" (p. 154). Nonetheless, previous research on foundations reveals consistent 

patterns of giving to higher education. 

In their review of the fund raising literature, Brittingham and Pezzulo (1990) 

found that foundations prefer established, prestigious agencies in conventional fields. 

Additionally, Brittingham and Pezzulo reported that foundations more often give to elite 

colleges with which the foundation has past experience and that demonstrate sound fiscal 

management and capable leadership, prefer to donate to private rather than public 

institutions, and research universities rather than community colleges, and are influenced 

by previous donations from other prestigious foundations (p. 37). 

In their time-series analysis, Leslie and Ramey (1988) find several statistically 

significant predictors of voluntary giving to higher education by foimdations, a group the 

authors classified as "nonbusiness organizations." Consistent with findings from 

previous research, Leslie and Ramey's results reveal that nonbusiness organizations tend 

to prefer large, wealthy colleges anduniversities; institutional size and endowment per 

alumnus are positively and significantly related to donations from nonbusiness 

organizations. The authors also reveal that institutional expenditures per student have a 

significantly significant positive effect on donations from nonbusiness organizations. 

State appropriations per student have a small negative, but statistically insignificant, 

effect on donations from nonbusiness organizations (p. 126). 

More recently, researchers argue that foundation giving changed. Jordan (2002) 

reports that foimdation giving to higher education is in decline. "The established, older 
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foundations," writes Jordan, "are no longer significant players in the field of higher 

education" (p. 167). These organizations have turned their interests to more socially 

oriented causes such as healthcare organizations, human service groups, arts and culture, 

and elementary education. Foundations made this change, 

because their trustees felt as if they could no longer make grants that would have 
lasting impact upon an individual campus. Colleges' needs have become more 
complex with the advent of technology and are too expensive compared with the 
limited resources of foundations (2002, p. 168). 

Moreover, Jordan argues that the booming stock market of the late 1990s made colleges 

appear "less needy and thus less deserving of foundation support" (2002, p. 168). 

Finally, foundation funds are narrowly focused on certain areas within the 

academy. Fields and programs receiving foundation support include those related to 

health, science, culture, social science, society benefit, and human benefit. According to 

Jordan, undergraduate education is not a priority, as foundations, 

are now fiinding high-level policy issues; where they once funded constituents' 
needs, they are now looking to be honest brokers on social issues and to address 
problems that affect the whole constituency. Foundations want impact and are 
trying to be focused and strategic (p. 170). 

In other words, foundation support is becoming high focused, and thus highly restricted. 
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Conclusion 

As Mortimer's model succinctly illustrates, the flow of funds to public higher 

education is complicated. No single theory or literature capably describes the 

multifaceted, political, and tenuous relationships among state appropriations, colleges and 

universities, and donors. Moreover, though several authors have discussed the 

connection between state appropriations and voluntary support to public higher 

education, none has explored exclusively the relationship. The present study is an initial 

attempt to reveal the relationship between changes in state appropriations and voluntary 

support to public higher education. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS 

In this study I argue that changes in state appropriations at pubUc universities are 

related to changes in voluntary revenues, that changes in one revenue source may 

influence revenues from another. The reader will recall that Bowen's (1980), 

Hasbrouck's (1997), Leslie and Rhoades' (1995), Mortimer's (2001), Slaughter and 

Leslie's (1997), and Winston's (2001) and others' works all suggest that diminishing 

public revenues have been and continue to be replaced with revenues from voluntary 

support among others. This trend is consistent with resource dependency theory. As was 

discussed in the previous chapter, according to this perspective, institutions are expected 

to alter their preferences for and heighten their pursuit of substitutes for critically 

important, but (relatively) declining or lost, resources. However, resource dependency 

theory explains only the institutional response to the phenomena under consideration 

herein. 

The reader will also recall that Clotfelter (1985), Drachman (1983), Yoo and 

Harrison (1989), and others describe donations to higher education as an exchange, social 

or economic. Moreover, researchers such as Clotfelter (1985), Feldstein (1975a, 1975b), 

Leslie and Ramey (1988), Reilly (1992), and Taussig (1967) suggest that donors' 

preferences and motivations differ. That is, organizational donors such as foundations 

and corporations are highly focused, conservative, and prefer to fund more established 

agencies. Organizational donors also seek direct benefits for their charity, are sensitive to 

economic indicators, and engage in utility maximizing activities. Donations from 
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individuals differ in important ways. While Clotfelter (1985), Feldstein (1975a, 1975b), 

and Yoo and Harrison (1988) argue that individual donors receive and are compelled by 

direct benefits for their charity—^most commonly in the form of tax deductions—Leslie 

and Ramey (1988) contend that these donors are also responsive to changes in state 

appropriations and are sensitive to regional growth. Finally, McPherson, Schapiro, and 

Winston (1989) argue that the institutional classification is an important predictor in the 

type (restricted or unrestricted) and source of voluntary revenues raised. Therefore, 

successfully raising voluntary revenues is not merely a function of institutional need. 

One must also consider donor preferences and regional economic growth. 

The outcome, or dependent, variable in this study is total voluntary revenues 

raised. In addition, more specific measures of revenues raised by public universities are 

also included. Figures are broken down between restricted and unrestricted revenues, as 

well as among revenue sources. The primary independent variable is state appropriations 

per weighted full-time equivalent student (FTE), which indicates the public's financial 

investment in public higher education controlled for institution size. To estimate 

properly the impact of changes in state appropriations per weighted FTE on voluntary 

support, I will include variables that are correlated with state appropriations, are 

determinants of voluntary support or state financial well being, and that would 

subsequently result in omitted variable bias if excluded from the analyses. To that end, I 

will include state economic variables (per capita disposable income, per capita state 

domestic product, academic year state unemployment rates) as well as institution 

classification variables (Carnegie Classification and Barron's selectivity rating). 
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Data 

The data used in the study were collected from several sources. The National 

Center for Education Statistics Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 

Finance and Fall Enrollment Surveys provide information on state appropriations, 

institutional Carnegie Classification, and full time equivalent (FTE) student enrollment. 

Data from the Voluntary Support to Education survey (VSE) developed by the Council 

for the Advancement of Education (CAE), a subsidiary of the RAND Corporation, 

provide information on voluntary revenues by source and type but are restricted to the 

years 1993-2002. Through the VSE, the CAE collects data annually from a large sample 

of colleges and universities. These data are self-reported. Only current funds voluntary 

revenues are used in this study. Non-current funds revenues from voluntary support, 

most important volimtary gifts for capital purposes, will not be considered in this study. 

Data on annualized state unemployment are taken from the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics surveys. Data on gross state product, state personal income, mid-year 

population estimates, and disposable personal income are taken from collection efforts by 

the Bureau of Economic Analysis. The 2001 Barron's Guide to Colleges is used to 

determine institutional competitiveness. Except for variables of location (state), 

institution type, and Barron's competitiveness rating, all of which are time invariant, data 

from ten years are collected for the variables to be included in the investigation, years 

1992 - 2001, though the CAE data are limited to years 1993 - 2001. 

Revenues from voluntary support and state appropriations were adjusted to 

constant 2002 dollars using to the Higher Education Price Index (HEPI). The values of 
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the HEPI, supplied by the Council for the Advancement of Education, appear in 

Appendix A. Data on gross state product and disposable personal income were adjusted 

using to the consumer price index (CPI). The values of the CPI, gathered from the 

Bureau of Economic Analysis, appear in Appendix B. Finally, state unemployment rates 

were adjusted from calendar year estimates to "academic year" estimates as follows: 

(calendar year 1 state unemployment rate + calendar year 2 state unemployment rate) / 2 

= academic year 2 state unemployment rate. 

Technical Information Regarding Current Funds Revenue and Expenditure Categories 

Information in the VSE and IPEDS surveys are reported according to somewhat 

different accounting standards. The VSE data follow the Council for the Advancement 

and Support of Education (CASE) Management Reporting Standards for Giving and 

Campaigns in Educational Fund Raising, which were revised in 1996 to report deferred 

gifts as "future commitments recorded at both the face (fair market) value and present 

value" (Council for the Advancement of Education [CAE], 2002, p. 1). According to the 

CAE, VSE revenue data include gifts to institutions (cash, products, property, securities, 

life insurance contracts, etc.), gifts to affiliated foundations and organizations created to 

raise funds for institutions (e.g., university foundations), deferred gifts, cash value of life 

insurance contracts, cash payments returned as contributions from salaried staff, and 

insurance premiums paid by donors. Excluded from VSE data are revenues from 

advertising, alumni membership fees, contract revenues, contributed services, 

governmental contributions, discounts on purchases, income from medical or analogous 
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practices, gifts from affiliated foundations, investment earnings, pledges, revenue from 

special education programs, student financial aid when the gift is in support of a specific 

student identified by name, income from ticket-based operations, bequest intentions, 

tuition payments, and the value of deferred giving contracts terminated due to the death 

of the income beneficiary during the year (p. 1). 

In addition, the VSE uses the following approach to report gift income sources. 

All gift revenues are credited to the last entity. That is, when a gift passes through 

several entities—for example, from an individual to a foundation, and then to a college— 

colleges and universities credit as the source the last entity through which the funds 

passed before being received by the college or university, the foundation in the example 

above. "Alumni" gifts are revenues from former students—full- or part-time, 

undergraduate or graduate—^that have earned some credit toward a degree, diploma, or 

certificate. Non-degree seeking students are not reported in the "Alumni" category. 

Revenues from "individuals" include gifts from all people not classified as "Alumni," 

"Parents," or "Grandparents." Revenues from "foundations" include gifts from "personal 

and family foundations and other foundations and trusts that are private tax-exempt 

entities operated exclusively for charitable purposes." Not included in this category are 

gifts from company-sponsored foundations. Revenue from "corporations" are gifts from 

"corporations, partnerships, and cooperatives that have been organized for profit-making 

purposes, including corporations owned by individuals and families." Included in 

"corporations" are gifts from company-sponsored foundations and industry trade 

associations (CAE, 2G02, p. 1). 
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Finally, the VSE reports current fund revenues as either "unrestricted" or 

"restricted." "Unrestricted" revenues are reported as 

total outright gifts, including bequests (estate settlements), given by 
donors without any restriction, regardless of any subsequent designation 
by the institution to be used for current operations, to function as 
endowment, to construct facilities, or for other purposes (CAE, 2002, p. 
15). 

"Restricted" revenues are those that the donor has restricted for use in a particular 

purpose or for a particular recipient or both. Restricted gift revenues are reported 

collectively and according to the recipient department or ftmction—"academic divisions," 

"faculty and staff compensation," "research," "public service and extension," "library," 

"operation and maintenance of physical plant," "student financial aid," "athletics," or 

"other restricted purposes" (CAE, 2002, pp. 15-16). 

Data ft-om the IPEDS survey, on the other hand, report fiinds according to 

methods adopted by the Joint Accounting Group, a supervisory group composed of 

members from the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems 

(NCEMS), the National Association of College and University Business Officer 

(NACUBO), and the Association of Independent Certified Public Accountants (AICPA). 

Revenues to institutions are reported in Part A of the IPEDS Finance Surveys. For 

purposes of this study, two categories annually reported in IPEDS will be used, 

"governmental appropriations" and "full-time students". According to the IPEDS 

Glossary, "government appropriations" are 
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revenues received by an institution through acts of a legislative body, 
except grant and contracts. These funds are for meeting current operating 
expenses and are not for specific projects or programs (National Center for 
Education Statistics [NCES], 1996, p. 54). 

"Full-time students" are the total number of enrolled students where fiill-time students are 

undergraduate students enrolled in 12 or more semester hours or 12 or more quarter hours 

per term and graduate students enrolled in 9 or more semester hours or 9 or more quarter 

hours per term. Enrollment data are reported either collectively or by enrollment status 

(undergraduate and graduate). For purposes of this study, full time equivalent enrollment 

figures are adjusted for part-time and graduate enrollment according to the following 

calculation: full time enrollment + (part time enrollment * .33). Moreover, to adjust for 

the higher average expenditures per graduate FTE compared to those per undergraduate 

FTE, graduate FTEs are weighted by 2 relative to undergraduate FTEs. The resulting 

enrollment figures are referred to as the "per weighted FTE." 

Sample 

The sample identified for this study consists of a total 161 public universities that 

participated in the Voluntary Support to Education (VSE) survey in each year from 1993 

- 2001. Regarding the Carnegie classification of the universities in this sample, 51 are 

research universities, 26 are doctoral Toniversities, and 75 are comprehensive universities. 

The list of institutions included in this sample by Carnegie classification appears in 

Appendix C. Public community colleges and baccalaureate colleges are excluded from 

this sample due to small and unrepresentative numbers. Also excluded from this sample 
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are nontraditional or specialized organizations such as college system offices, college 

foundations, and medical colleges. 

Institutions included in the sample were classified according to their 

competitiveness as determined by the Barron's Profiles of American Colleges (2001). 

For ease of interpretation, the 6 competitiveness ratings given by Barrons (most 

competitive, highly competitive, very competitive, competitive, less competitive, and 

noncompetitive) are collapsed into 3 categories. Most competitive, highly competitive, 

and very competitive institutions are coded as "Highly Competitive" in the study. 

Competitive universities are coded as "Competitive" in the study. Finally, less 

competitive and noncompetitive universities are coded as "Noncompetitive" in the study. 

This coding scheme resulted in the following sample sizes: 19 universities are classified 

as "highly competitive," 32 are classified as "competitive," and 101 are classified as 

"non-competitive." The list of institutions by Barron's selectivity rating appears in 

Appendix D. 

Methods and Research Questions 

Analyses on the changes in state appropriations on voluntary giving to public 

colleges and universities are performed using three techniques—descriptive analysis, 

ordinary least squares regression (OLS), and fixed effects regression. Descriptive 

analyses establish the general relationship between voluntary support and state 

appropriations; the OLS regression analyses will show the strength of this relationship 

over time after controlling for state and institutional factors; finally, fixed effects 
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regression techniques will isolate the relationship between state appropriations and 

voluntary giving after controlling for time and institutional fixed effects. 

Descriptive Analyses 

Using descriptive statistics, the first analyses establish the general relationship 

between state appropriations and voluntary support revenues to public colleges and 

universities by institutional type for the ten-year period, 1992 - 2001 (voluntary support 

data are reported for years 1993 - 2001). Using the mean values of state appropriations 

and voluntary support, the results from these analyses establish baseline trends in 

voluntary support and state appropriations revenues over the sample period. 

Results from these analyses begin to answer the question, "How have state 

appropriations and voluntary giving to public universities changed over time?" This 

section will also begin to answer the question, "Does Carnegie classification influence 

voluntary giving?" 

Ordinary Least Squares Regression 

The rest of the dissertation will use regression analysis to examine the role of 

possible determinants of giving. The goal of these regressions is to examine the 

relationship between state appropriations and voluntary support at public universities 

when other factors are held constant. The first set of regressions will rely on ordinary 

least squares (OLS) regression, which uses differences across institutions to identify the 

results. The model used specifies voluntary support to public education as a function of 
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per student state appropriations, institutional type, institutional selectivity, gross state 

product, per-capita disposable personal income, and state unemployment rate. Additional 

analyses will investigate whether the results differ if one examines only restricted or 

unrestricted funds or if one only examines results from a particular source. 

To address these questions, the OLS regressions will be estimated for 1993, 1997, 

and 2001, and will take the following forms. 

(a) Yvi + ^2^comp ^i^doc ^4^bnon + B5X, com 

^S^unem M' 

(b) Yv. = B;X,, + B,X, non + B3Xb com + B4Xdpi + BsXgsp + B7X unem M" 

where, in model (a) Yv^ is per weighted FTE voluntary revenues, Xga is lagged per 

weighted FTE, inflation adjusted state appropriations, Xcomp is a binary variable that 

identifies comprehensive universities, X^oc is a dummy variable that identifies doctoral 

universities (research universities will be excluded from the model to avoid perfect 

multicolinearity), X„o„ is a dummy variable identifying institutions rated as either 

"noncompetitive" or "somewhat competitive" by the Barron's Guide to Colleges, Xbcom is 

a dummy variable identifying institutions rated as "competitive" by the Barron's Guide to 

Colleges, X^pi is annual per-capita disposable personal income for the institution's state, 

Xgsp is armual gross state product, and Xu„em is academic year unemployment rate for the 

state. 
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Model (b) takes a slightly different form. In it, per weighted fte voluntary 

revenues will be regressed against lagged per weighted fte state appropriations, 

noncompetitive university status (dummy), competitive university status (dummy), 

disposable personal income, gross state product, and academic year state unemployment. 

Unlike model (a) in which institutional Carnegie classification was controlled for by 

institutional type dummy variables, model (b) will be run separately for each Carnegie 

classification—Research, Doctoral, and Comprehensive. This variation in the model will 

test whether coefficients differ across Carnegie classification. 

Fixed Effects Regressions 

To exploit the panel nature of the data and to help alleviate possible omitted 

variable bias in the model, fixed effects regression techniques are also utilized. 

Specifically, institution and time effects are added. The institution effects eliminate 

much of the influence of institutional and state fixed, idiosyncratic characteristics. As 

Oster (2001) describes, "The fixed effects model is equivalent to rutming a separate 

constant term for each university" in the sample. In other words, the fixed effects 

regression model has n different intercepts, in this study, one for each college or 

university. The resulting coefficients of the independent variables can be thought of as 

representing their influence on the dependent variable, holding all time-invariant 

characteristics of the university as well as any other variables constant. The underlying 

assumption of the fixed effects model is that the university and state constants stay the 

same over the period (p. 17). The time effects included are similar in that they control for 
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anything about an individual year that is common to all institutions in the sample. This is 

important because the national trend over this period is one of stagnating appropriations 

and rapidly increasing giving revenues. 

The fixed effects regression model estimated in this study take the following 

form: 

(s) ii — 87X5^!^ it + B2X^;, ii + it + it "t" OCj + (4, 

where the variables included in the models correspond to those used in the standard OLS 

regression models. It is important to remember that institution-level variables (Carnegie 

classification and Barron's selectivity) are not included in this model because they are 

constant over time. Similar to the OLS regressions, the fixed effects regressions are 

estimated for each of the following dependent variables: total voluntary support, total 

voluntary support by funds restriction (restricted or unrestricted), total voluntary support 

by donor type (alumni, non-alumni individual, corporation, and foundation), and total 

voluntary support by donor type and funds restriction. Finally, as with the OLS 

regressions, the fixed effects regression models are run separately for each Carnegie 

classification type. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 

Once more, this study analyzes voluntary support to public universities in three 

different ways. First, simple changes in state appropriations and voluntary support are 

examined. This step, which employs simple descriptive statistics, shows general trends 

in levels of state and voluntary support. Second, data for three years (1993, 1997, and 

2001) are analyzed using ordinary least-squares regression (OLS) techniques. This cross 

sectional approach shows the relationship between changes in per weighted FTE state 

appropriations and per weighted FTE voluntary support over time while controlling for 

the influence of institutional and regional economic variables. Finally, fixed effects 

regression techniques are applied to exploit the panel nature of the data and control for 

state and institution level variables that remain constant over the sample period in 

addition to the influence of institutional and regional economic variables. 

The dependent variables used in the OLS and fixed effects regressions are total 

per weighted FTE voluntary support, total per weighted FTE restricted voluntary support, 

and total per weighted FTE unrestricted voluntary support. This analysis is repeated for 

each of the four major donor types—aluiimi, corporations, foundations, and Other 

Individuals; in addition, the models are repeated for each Carnegie classification. All 

dependent variables are adjusted according to the Higher Education Price Index (HEPI; 

see Appendix A for deflation values). The independent variables used in the ordinary 

least squares regressions (OLS) are per weighted FTE state appropriations (HEPI 

adjusted), academic year state unemployment rate, per capita disposable personal income 
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(CPI adjusted), gross state product (CPI adjusted), Carnegie classification, and Barron's 

selectivity rating. The independent variables included in the fixed effects regressions are 

per-weighted PTE state appropriations (HEPI adjusted), academic year state 

unemployment rate, per capita disposable personal income (CPI adjusted), and annual 

gross state product (CPI adjusted). Carnegie Classification and Barron's selectivity 

ratings are excluded from the fixed effects regressions, as it is assumed that these 

variables remained constant over time. 

Because the focus of this study is the effect of changes in state appropriations on 

voluntary giving and not the broader economic conditions that may influence donor 

behavior, the state economic indicators entered into the OLS and fixed effects regression 

models—academic year state unemployment, per capita disposable personal income, and 

gross state product—are treated as control variables. That is, they are entered into the 

model to reduce omitted variable bias, but will not be discussed in detail. Moreover, to 

ease interpretation of the disposable personal income and gross state product variables, 

the coefficients and standard errors for these are adjusted to reflect change per $10,000. 

The discussion in the balance of this chapter will not analyze the results for these 

economic indicators in detail. 

Descriptive Analysis. 

Tables 5 through 7 compare changes in per weighted PTE state appropriations and 

voluntary support between 1992 and 2001. The data on voluntary support are one year 

older than the state appropriations data, as it is assumed that donors respond to changes in 
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state appropriations in the year following such changes. That is, their responses are 

delayed rather than immediate. 

Table 5 compares the year-to-year and total changes in state appropriations and 

voluntary support by Carnegie classification. Both variables are adjusted according to 

the Higher Education Price Index (HEPI). This table shows that per weighted FTE state 

appropriations increase steadily between 1992 and 2001. While less constant than 

changes in state appropriations, total per-weighted FTE voluntary support increase 

dramatically during the period. Data in Table 5 also reveal that Carnegie classification is 

an important determinant of state and voluntary support. 

Between 1992 and 2001, revenues from voluntary support at Research 

Universities grow at a faster rate than revenues from state appropriations. At these 

universities, state appropriations increase nearly $3,000 per weighted FTE in constant 

dollars, an increase of 63 percent while per weighted FTE total voluntary support doubles 

in real terms during the same period. Though the annual change in per weighted FTE 

revenues from voluntary support to Research Universities fluctuates some from year-to-

year, total revenues from these sources increase 101 percent over the 9 year period. A 

similar pattern occurs among Doctoral Universities, at which overall increases in 

voluntary support outpace overall increases in state appropriations by a rate of nearly 2 to 

1. Importantly, at Doctoral Universities revenues from state appropriations increase 

steadily from year to year during the period while voluntary revenues actually decline in 

years 1995 and 1999. Moreover, in spite of dramatic overall increases, by 2001 per 
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weighted FTE revenues from voluntary sources at Doctoral Universities ($770) are 

roughly half those received by Research Universities ($1,488). 

Armual and total changes in mean per-weighted FTE voluntary support at 

Comprehensive Universities are more modest than at Research or Doctoral Universities. 

Between 1993 and 2001, year-to-year changes in voluntary support keep pace with but do 

not dramatically exceed changes in state appropriations at Comprehensive Universities. 

And, while total per-weighted FTE voluntary support at Comprehensive Universities 

increases 72 percent over the 9-year period, total mean per-weighted FTE revenues from 

voluntary giving at these institutions ($253) remains significantly below total mean per-

weighted FTE revenues from voluntary sources at Doctoral ($770) and Research ($1,488) 

Universities. 
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Table 5: Changes in State Appropriations and Voluntary Support, 1992 - 2001. 

Research {N=51) 

Year Dollars 

State Appropriations 

Annual Change Total Change Dollars 

Voluntary Support 

Annual Change Total Change 

1992 4649 

1993 4783 3% 3% 741 

1994 5012 5% 8% 797 8% 8% 

1995 5395 8% 16% 819 3% 11% 

1996 5606 4% 21% 939 15% 27% 

1997 5957 6% 28% 1074 14% 45% 

1998 6456 8% 39% 1095 2% 48% 

1999 6961 8% 50% 1214 11% 64% 

2000 7573 9% 63% 1370 13% 85% 

2001 1488 9% 101% 

Doctoral (N=26) 

Year Dollars 

State Appropriations 

Annual Change Total Change Dollars 

Voluntary Support 

Annual Change Total Change 

1992 3248 

1993 3353 3% 3% 319 

1994 3632 8% 12% 408 28% 28% 

1995 3898 7% 20% 399 -2% 25% 

1996 4196 8% 29% 406 2% 27% 

1997 4493 7% 38% 494 22% 55% 

1998 4896 9% 51% 542 10% 70% 

1999 5196 6% 60% 475 -12% 49% 

2000 5641 9% 74% 555 17% 74% 

2001 770 39% 141% 

Comprehensive (N=75) 

Year Dollars 

State Appropriations 

Annual Change Total Change Dollars 

Voluntary Support 

Annual Change Total Change 

1992 3208 

1993 3249 1% 1% 147 

1994 3470 7% • 8% 164 12% 12% 

1995 3647 5% 14% 176 7% 20% 

1996 3854 6% 20% 188 7% 28% 

1997 4096 6% 28% 205 9% 39% 

1998 4456 9% 39% 248 21% 69% 

1999 4717 6% 47% 224 -10% 52% 

2000 5139 9% 60% 250 12% 70% 

2001 253 1% 72% 



80 

Table 6 illustrates the changes in per-weighted FTE voluntary support to public 

universities by Carnegie classification, broken down by restricted and unrestricted 

categories. These data demonstrate that funds from voluntary support become 

increasingly restricted over the sample period. Overall, unrestricted giving to public 

universities increases by 55 percent over the sample period relative to a 115 percent 

growth in restricted giving. Relatively, growth in restricted and unrestricted giving to 

Research Universities is similar between 1993 and 2001. That is, restricted giving grows 

108 percent and unrestricted giving grows 104 percent over the sample period. 

Moreover, the percentage of total dollars accounted for by unrestricted revenues at 

Research Universities (7 percent) remains unchanged over the sample period. Changes in 

giving at Doctoral and Comprehensive Universities are more varied. 

Restricted giving to Doctoral Universities increases by 177 percent over the 

sample period while unrestricted giving increases by only 32 percent. In other words, 

restricted giving to Doctoral Universities outpaces unrestricted giving by more than 400 

percent. In addition, the percentage of total voluntary support accounted for by 

unrestricted revenues decreases by 47 percent over the sample period. Similarly, 

restricted giving to Comprehensive Universities increases by 97 percent, while 

unrestricted giving grows by only 12 percent, and the percentage of total voluntary 

support revenues accounted for by unrestricted revenues declines by 32 percent over the 

sample period. 
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Table 6: Institutional Changes in Mean Per-weighted FTE Total, Restricted, and 
Unrestricted Voluntary Support by Carnegie Classification: 1993-2001. 

All Institutions Year: 1993 Year: 2001 % Changes 
Total $376 $756 101% 
Restricted $332 $715 115% 
Unrestricted $44 $68 55% 
% Unrestricted 12% 9% -25% 

Research 
Total $741 $1,488 101% 
Restricted $688 $1,429 108% 
Unrestricted $53 $108 104% 
% Unrestricted 7% 7% 0% 

Doctoral 
Total $320 $770 141% 
Restricted $260 $719 177% 
Unrestricted $60 $79 32% 
% Unrestricted 19% 10% -47% 

Comprehensive 
Total $147 $253 72% 
Restricted $115 $227 97% 
Unrestricted $33 $37 12% 
% Unrestricted 22% 15% -32% 

Table 7 presents the changes in per-weighted FTE voluntary support to public 

universities by donor group. Among all donors groups, unrestricted giving becomes less 

common during the sample period. As a percentage of total giving, unrestricted dollars 

decreases by 17 percent among corporations, 27 percent among alumni, 60 percent 

among foundations, and 60 percent among Other Individuals. Moreover, growth in 

unrestricted giving trails actual growth in restricted giving among all donor groups. 

Finally, the data in Table 7 reveal the differences in total giving among donor groups. 

Organizational donors—corporations and foimdations—are the largest donors to public 



82 

higher education in 1993 and 2001. Importantly, these donors are also the least likely to 

donate unrestricted revenues to public higher education. By 2001, only 5 percent of 

corporate donations and 3 percent of foundation donations to public universities are 

unrestricted in form. Alumni donated the largest shares of unrestricted funds to public 

universities, about $34 per weighted FTE in 2001. 

Table 7: Mean Per Weighted FTE Total, Restricted, and Unrestricted Voluntary Support 
by Donor Group: 1993 & 2001 

Alumni Year: 1993 Year: 2001 % Changes 
Total $73 $156 114% 
Restricted $51 $122 139% 
Unrestricted $22 $34 55% 
% Unrestricted 30% 22% -27% 

Corporate 
Total $149 $286 92% 
Restricted $140 $272 94% 
Unrestricted $9 $14 56% 
% Unrestricted 6% 5% -17% 

Foundation 
Total $87 $194 123% 
Restricted $83 $188 127% 
Unrestricted $4 $6 50% 
% Unrestricted 5% 3% -60% 

Others 
Total $68 $120 76% 
Restricted $58 $109 88% 
Unrestricted $10 $11 10% 
% Unrestricted 15% 9% -60% 

The data in Tables 5 through 7 demonstrate that disparities in revenues from 

voluntary support among the institutions are explained to a large degree by Carnegie 

classification. On average. Research Universities gamer more revenues from voluntary 

sources than Doctoral and Comprehensive Universities combined. In 2001, Research 
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Universities collect approximately twice as much in voluntary revenues relative to 

Doctoral Universities and approximately 7 times as much in voluntary revenues relative 

to Comprehensive Universities. In addition, Research Universities raise more total 

unrestricted voluntary revenues relative to the other university types. This is important, 

as unrestricted revenues are discretionary and therefore are the most desirable form of 

voluntary support. 

Changes over the period are also interesting when disaggregated by Carnegie 

classification. Overall, voluntary support revenues increase the most at Doctoral 

Universities (141 percent), followed by Research Universities (101 percent) and then by 

Comprehensive Universities (72 percent). These aggregate figures hide substantial 

differences in the growth of restricted and unrestricted giving dollars among the 

university types. 

In 1993, Comprehensive Universities are much less successful in raising 

voluntary revenues compared to Doctoral or Research Universities; by 2001, the gap 

widens even further. Notably, the limited increases these institutions receive are almost 

solely a result of increases in restricted giving. Growth in voluntary support to Doctoral 

Universities also comes mostly through growth in restricted gifts. Only among Research 

Universities does growth in unrestricted voluntary support keep pace with growth in 

restricted voluntary support over the period of study. 

Finally, the data suggest that donors of all types prefer restricted giving to 

unrestricted giving. As a percentage of total voluntary support revenues, unrestricted 

revenues from each donor type decline during the sample period. Moreover, corporations 
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and foundations, the donor groups making the largest average gifts to public higher 

education, are least likely to make unrestricted voluntary support donations. 

Ordinary Least Squares Regressions. 

The results of the ordinary least squares regressions for 1993, 1997, and 2001 are 

summarized in Tables 8 through 24. These tables are organized by revenue source 

(alumni, corporate, foundation, and Other Individual) and restriction. In addition, 

separate regressions are run for total voluntary support, total restricted voluntary support, 

and total unrestricted voluntary support for each Carnegie classification separately. Note 

that the coefficients for the voluntary support and state appropriations variables are 

measured in $ 1,000s while the disposable personal income and gross state product 

variables are measured in $ 10,000s. 

OT.S Estimates of Total Voluntary Support. The results of the OLS regressions 

indicate that state appropriations are positively and significantly related to total voluntary 

support at public universities, suggesting that total voluntary support increases when state 

appropriations increase. The coefficients from the OLS regressions (Table 8) for years 

1993 (.078***), 1997 (.061*), and 2001 (.064*) specify that a $1000 increase in per-

weighted FTE state appropriations is related to an increase in per-weighted PTE total 

voluntary giving of between $61 and $78 in constant dollars. 

As expected, Carnegie classification is an important predictor of total voluntary 

support. Doctoral and Comprehensive Carnegie classification statuses are negatively and 
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significantly related to total per-weighted FTE voluntary support compared to Research 

University status^. In each year estimated, Comprehensive and Doctoral Universities 

receive considerably fewer dollars from voluntary support compared to Research 

Universities. In 1993 (Table 8), Comprehensive Universities receive, on average, $345 

less voluntary revenues per-weighted FTE relative to Research Universities after 

controlling for other determinants. By 2001, the disparity widens to $757. Similarly, 

Doctoral Universities receive $237 less voluntary revenues per-weighted FTE relative to 

Research Universities, and by 2001 the gap is $397. These results demonstrate that the 

differences in average giving levels across Carnegie classifications reported in Table 6 

continue after controls for institutional selectivity, state support, and state economic 

performance are added. 

When considering total per-weighted FTE voluntary support, institutional 

selectivity is an important variable. Across all three (1993, 1997, and 2001) OLS 

regressions (Table 8), lower selectivity is negatively and significantly related to per-

weighted FTE voluntary support. In 1993, institutions classified as "noncompetitive" 

received, on average, $294 fewer voluntary support dollars relative to "highly 

competitive" institutions after controlling for other determinants. Similarly, in the same 

year, institutions classified as "competitive" received, on average, $167 fewer dollars 

from voluntary sources relative to "highly competitive" institutions. By 2001, the 

disparity in giving widens significantly. In that year, institutions classified as 

noncompetitive receive $681 fewer per-weighted FTE relative to highly competitive 

^ These analyses require that one group be excluded from the model to serve as a comparison group. In this 
study, Research University and Highly Competitive statuses are excluded. 
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institutions; competitive institutions receive $414 fewer dollars relative to highly 

competitive institutions. 

Interestingly, in very few of the regression estimates are the state economic 

indicators significant. Nonetheless, as a whole, these variables contribute importantly to 

the overall robustness of the OLS regressions. For instance, if the state economic well-

being variables are excluded from the regression on total voluntary support in 1993, the 

coefficient of determination drops from .537 to .510. Using Stock and Watson's "rule of 

thumb F-statistic," this difference is significant at the .01 level"*. In other words, the 

variables of economic well being contribute to the overall quality of the regression 

models; therefore, to exclude these variables would result in omitted variable bias. 

However, it is not known whether one variable, a combination of variables, or all of the 

variables together positively contribute to the robustness of the model. Because the 

purpose of these variables are primarily to control for omitted variable bias, in futvire 

tables these state economic indicators will not be discussed. 

* Using Stock and Watson's (2003, p. 193) "rule of thumb F-statistic," the calculation of the F-statistic 
cited above is as follows: (Sum of Squared Residuals Restricted Regression 1993 / Sum of Squared 
Residuals Full Regression 1993) / 3 / ((Sum of Squared Residuals Full Regression 1993 / (151 - 8 - 1)) = 
54.866. 
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Table 8: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses 
for Variables Predicting Total Voluntary Support to Public Universities. 

Variable B SE P 
Year: 1993 (R2 = .537) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations Qyg*** .023 .254 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.043* .019 -.183 
Disposable Personal Income 9.19 .000 .026 
Gross State Product 1.02 .000 .004 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.237** .079 -.218 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.345*** .073 -.422 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive . 294*** .083 -.339 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.167* .086 -.167 

Year: 1997 (R2 =.539) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .061* .026 .161 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.058 .037 -.115 
Disposable Personal Income -6.06 .000 -.016 
Gross State Product 6.93 .000 .033 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.368*** .110 -.238 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.557*** .101 -.479 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive _ 49J*** .118 -.399 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.290* .124 -.203 

Year: 2001 (R2 = 493) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .064* .030 .156 
Academic Year State Unemployment .057 .066 .105 
Disposable Personal Income -1.09 .000 -.003 
Gross State Product -3.79 .000 -.192 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.397* .171 -.174 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive - 757*** .157 -.441 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -681*** .187 -.375 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.414* .196 -.197 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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According to the OLS regressions in Table 9, total restricted giving to public 

universities is positively and significantly related to state appropriations. The results of 

the regressions estimate that a $1000 increase in state appropriations results in an $81 

increase in restricted voluntary support in 1993, a $60 increase in 1997, and a $77 

increase in 2001. As before, Carnegie classification is an important predictor of total 

restricted giving. In 1993, Doctoral Universities receive $257 fewer total restricted 

dollars relative to Research Universities, a disparity that widens to $366 by 2001. 

Similarly, Comprehensive Universities receive $347 fewer total restricted voluntary 

dollars in 1993 relative to Research Universities, a difference that increases to $716 by 

2001. Barron's selectivity ranking is again an important determinant, as noncompetitive 

universities receive less per-weighted PTE giving dollars ($214 in 1993, $328 in 1997, 

and $582 in 2001) relative to highly competitive universities controlling for other 

determinants. The difference between competitive and highly competitive universities is 

not significant in this case. 

State appropriations are not related to total unrestricted giving in any of the years 

estimated (Table 10). The selectivity dummy variables are significant in these estimates; 

however, the size of the coefficients for noncompetitive and competitive statuses are 

significantly smaller than those in Table 9, which is explained by the fact that few 

voluntary support dollars are unrestricted. 
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Table 9: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for Variables 
Predicting Total Restricted Voluntary Support to Public Universities. 

Variable B SE P 

Year: 1993 (R2 =.547) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .081*** .022 .281 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.038* .018 -.171 
Disposable Personal Income 7.41 .000 .022 
Gross State Product 9.94 .000 .005 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.257*** .074 -.249 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive - 347*** .069 -.447 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.214** .078 -.261 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.099 .081 -.105 

Year: 1997 (R2 =.537) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .060* .024 .175 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.041 .034 -.089 
Disposable Personal Income -1.12 .000 -.032 
Gross State Product 8.72 .000 .045 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.386*** .101 -273 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.554*** .092 -.521 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.328** .108 -.291 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.147 .114 -.113 

Year; 2001 (R2 =.496) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .077* .030 .191 
Academic Year State Unemployment .085 .064 .160 
Disposable Personal Income -6.73 .000 .000 
Gross State Product -4.13 .000 -.215 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.366* .166 -.165 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive - 716*** .153 -.429 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.582** .181 -.330 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.297 .190 -.145 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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Table 10: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Unrestricted Voluntary Support to Public Universities. 

Variable B SE P 

Year: 1993 (R2 =198) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.004 .004 -.080 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.005 .004 -.146 
Disposable Personal Income 1.79 .000 .035 
Gross State Product 3.33 .000 .001 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral .020 .015 .127 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive .001 .014 .011 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive - 079*** .016 -.629 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.068*** .017 -.465 

Year: 1997 (R2 = 205) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .000 .007 .005 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.017 .011 -.151 
Disposable Personal Income 5.15 .000 .062 
Gross State Product -1.79 .000 -.039 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral .018 .032 .054 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.003 .029 -.010 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.163*** .034 -.603 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive - J43*** .036 -.457 

Year: 2001 (R2 = 198) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.009 .006 -.135 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.027* .013 -.315 
Disposable Personal Income -2.16 .000 -.038 
Gross State Product 3.85 .000 .125 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.030 .034 -.085 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.053 .031 -.198 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.125*** .037 -.441 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.119** .038 -.362 
*Significant at .05 **Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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Overall, the regression models are robust for this sort of analysis and in light of 

the limited number of control variables. The variables included in the standard 

regressions in Table 8 explain between 50 and 54 percent of the variation in total 

voluntary giving. Because most gift revenues to public universities are restricted, the 

coefficients of determination for the regression models predicting total restricted 

voluntary support are similar to or more robust than those for total voluntary support. 

The regression model (Table 9) explains between 50 and 55 percent of the variation in 

total restricted voluntary support, but a substantially smaller amount of the total variance 

in total unrestricted giving (between 19 and 21 percent). 

OLS Estimates of Total Voluntary Support bv Carnegie Classification. The 

coefficients for particular institutional types are run for each Carnegie classification 

separately. Table 11 presents the results of the OLS regressions for total per weighted 

FTE voluntary support, total per weighted PTE restricted voluntary support, and total per 

weighted FTE unrestricted voluntary support on state appropriations for 1993,1997, and 

2001, disaggregated by Carnegie classification. (The complete OLS regression estimates 

by Carnegie classification appear in Tables 28-37 in Appendix F.) The results of the 

regression estimates presented in Table 11 reveal that Carnegie classification does not 

interact much with the relationship between state appropriations and voluntary giving. 
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Table 11: Summary of State Appropriations OLS Coefficients by Carnegie 
Classification: 1993, 1997, and 2001. 

Research 1993 Coefficient 1997 Coefficient 2001 Coefficient 
Total .118* (.047) .039 (.054) .037 (.061) 
Restricted .119* (.045) .048 (.051) .052 (.059) 
Unrestricted -.002 (.007) -.008 (.016) -.013 (.013) 

Doctoral 
Total .062 (.059) .041 (.080) .070 (.118) 
Restricted .072 (.045) .039 (.065) .083 (.116) 
Unrestricted -.010 (.020) .001 (.022) -.005 (.018) 

Comprehensive 
Total .021 (.016) .048** (.015) .052*** (.014) 
Restricted .023 (.015) .040* (.016) .059*** (.015) 
Unrestricted -.002 (.005) .009 (.005) -.005 (.004) 
*Significant at .05 **Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 

The relationship between state appropriations and voluntary support at public 

universities changes over time and across institutional types (Table 11). In 1993, state 

appropriations are positively and significantly related to total and restricted voluntary 

giving at Research Universities. A $1000 increase in state appropriations is related to a 

$118 increase in total and $119 in restricted voluntary support. Interestingly, in neither 

1997 nor 2001 are state appropriations significantly related to voluntary giving to 

Research Universities. In addition, the sizes of the coefficients shrink by nearly two-

thirds over the sample period. 

In none of the years examined are state appropriations related to voluntary giving 

of any kind at Doctoral Universities. However, in 1997 and 2001 state appropriations are 

positively and significantly related to total and restricted voluntary support at 

Comprehensive Universities. Despite the differences in significance levels, the sizes of 
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the coefficients are very similar on average across the three groups. So, as suggested by 

the descriptive data, it does not appear that the relationship between state appropriations 

and giving varies by Carnegie classification. 

OLS Estimates of Voluntary Support from Alumni. I now turn to examining 

regressions estimating specific sources of voluntary revenues. Table 12 contains the 

results for regressions where the dependent variable is total voluntary revenues from 

alumni donors. In none of the regressions are state appropriations significantly related to 

total voluntary support from alumni sources. Variables that are significantly related to 

total alumni giving are Carnegie classification and Barron's selectivity rating. In each of 

the years estimated, total alumni giving at Comprehensive Universities and Doctoral 

Universities falls short of similar giving at Research Universities. In 1993, 

Comprehensive Universities receive $60 less in total revenues from alumni sources 

relative to Research Universities. By 2001, this difference widens to $216. Similarly, 

over the same period, alumni giving at Doctoral Universities lags behind Research 

Universities between $32 and $172. 

Considering Barron's selectivity ratings, in 1993 alumni giving at noncompetitive 

universities falls short of similar giving at highly competitive universities by $105. This 

difference grows to $167 in 1997 and $220 in 2001. Likewise, total alumni voluntary 

support at competitive universities lags behind giving at highly competitive universities 

by $70 in 1993, $128 in 1997, and $179 in 2001. These results may suggest that alumni 

donors are not responsive to changes in state appropriations and that success in raising 



94 

voluntary revenues from alumni is, in part, a function of institutional prestige and 

research intensiveness. Though not the focus of this study, this may be explained to 

some degree by the larger number of alumni from and greater experience of fundraising 

staff at older, flagship Research Universities. 

Restricted revenues from alumni donors (Table 20, in Appendix E) appear to 

follow the same general pattern as total revenues from this group. In none of the models 

are state appropriations related to restricted voluntary support from alumni. Variables . 

that are negatively and significantly related to voluntary support from alumni are 

competitive and noncompetitive university statuses. 

Total unrestricted alunmi revenues (Tables 21, in Appendix E) are not related to 

state appropriations or Carnegie classification. The only variables related to unrestricted 

alumni giving are the Barron's selectivity rankings, which suggest that noncompetitive 

(1993: -.046***; 1997: -.096***; 2001: -.077***) and competitive universities (1993: -

.044***; 1997: -.089**; 2001: -.072***) receive significantly less unrestricted revenues 

from alumni sources relative to highly competitive universities after controlling for other 

determinants. 

Overall, the variables included in the regressions are quite good estimators of 

voluntary support from alunmi. The models (Table 12) explain 54 percent of the overall 

variation in total alumni giving in 1993, 42 percent in 1997, and 36 percent in 2001. This 

downward trend in explained variation is also found in the regressions on total restricted 

voluntary support from alumni (Table 20, in Appendix E) and total unrestricted voluntary 

support from alumni (Table 21, in Appendix E) though the total explained variation for 
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the latter models is more modest—29 percent in 1993, 25 percent in 1997, and 21 percent 

in 2001. 
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Table 12: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Voluntary Support from Alumni to Public Universities. 

Variable B SE 

Year: 1993 (R2 = 536) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.003 .005 -.045 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.009* .004 -.187 
Disposable Personal Income 1.93 .000 .027 
Gross State Product -8.04 .000 -.174 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.032* .016 -.144 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive - 060*** .015 -.365 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.105*** .017 -.600 
Barron's Ranking; Competitive - 070*** .017 -.345 

Year: 1997 (R2 =.422) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .000 .007 .005 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.017 .010 -.143 
Disposable Personal Income -2.38 .000 -.026 
Gross State Product -7.40 .000 -.147 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.059* .029 -.160 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.085** .027 -.307 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive - 167*** .031 -.568 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.128*** .033 -.376 

Year: 2001 (R2 = 358) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.007 .010 -.059 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.018 .022 -.109 
Disposable Personal Income -1.15 .000 -.107 
Gross State Product -2.89 .000 -.049 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.172** .057 -.253 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive - 216*** .053 -.424 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.220*** .062 -.407 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive - 179** .066 -.286 
* Significant at .05 **Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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OLS Estimates for Voluntary Support from Corporations. According to the OLS 

regression models in Table 13, total voluntary support from corporations is positively and 

significantly related to state appropriations in 1993 and 2001. The coefficients for these 

years are very similar. In 1993, a $1000 increase in state appropriations corresponds to a 

$43 increase in total corporate support. By 2001, this relationship is $47 in corporate 

support for every $1000 increase in state appropriations. 

The only other variables related to total corporate giving are Carnegie 

classification and noncompetitive selectivity rating. Importantly, unlike the coefficients 

estimated for total voluntary support and voluntary support from alumni, which reveal 

that Doctoral and Comprehensive Universities receive fewer dollars from these sources 

over time relative to Research Universities, the coefficients in the OLS regressions (Table 

13) suggest that corporate giving is stable. Though corporations prefer to give to 

Research Universities, the coefficients suggest that differences in giving among 

institutional types remain fairly constant during the sample period. For example, in 1993, 

Comprehensive Universities receive an average of $168 fewer corporate dollars relative 

to Research Universities. In 1997, the difference grows to $278, but, by 2001, this 

difference adjusts back to $191. 

The trends in restricted corporate giving are similar to those seen in total 

corporate giving. Restricted corporate giving is positively and significantly related to 

state appropriations in 1993 (.044***) and 2001 (.048**) in the standard models (Table 

22, in Appendix E). Conversely, the models poorly predict total unrestricted corporate 

giving. 
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In none of the models (Table 23, in Appendix E) is unrestricted corporate giving 

related to state appropriations. The only variables that are significantly related to 

unrestricted corporate giving are Barron's selectivity ratings, and the sizes of the 

coefficients for these variables are inconsequential. 

The models estimate total and restricted corporate giving fairly well. The model 

explains 45 percent of the total variation in corporate giving in 1993 although by 2001 

the explained variance diminishes to 27 percent. Because corporations seldom donate 

unrestricted funds, the explained variance in restricted corporate giving is nearly identical 

to that for total corporate giving, while the explained variation in unrestricted giving is 

poor. 
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Table 13; Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Voluntary Support from Corporations to Public Universities. 

Variable B SE P 

Year: 1993 (R2 =.454) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .043*** .011 .308 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.014 .009 -.132 
Disposable Personal Income 8.35 .000 .052 
Gross State Product -1.28 .000 -.012 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.126** .039 -.255 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.168*** .036 -.452 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.029 .041 -.074 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive .006 .042 .014 

Year: 1997 (R2 =.414) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .024 .013 .146 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.035 .018 -.161 
Disposable Personal Income 1.40 .000 .084 
Gross State Product 1.66 .000 .018 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.216*** .054 -.320 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.276*** .050 -.544 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.049 .058 -.092 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive .004 .061 .006 

Year: 2001 (R2 =.266) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .047* .019 .222 
Academic Year State Unemployment .033 .041 .120 
Disposable Personal Income 5.26 .000 .029 
Gross State Product -2.11 .000 -.209 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral .031 .105 .027 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.191* .097 -.219 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.114 .115 -.123 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive .073 .120 .068 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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OLS Estimates for Voluntary Support from Foundation Giving. The results of 

the OLS regressions (Table 14, and Tables 24 and 25 in Appendix E) demonstrate that 

there is little evidence that foundation giving to public universities is related to state 

appropriations. According to the results of the OLS models in Table 14, total revenues 

from foundations are related to state appropriations in 1997 only. In that year, it is 

estimated that a $1000 increase in state appropriations relates to a $23 increase in total 

voluntary support from foundations. In 2001, the variable is not significant. 

The results of the regression analyses suggest that foundations prefer to donate to 

higher education "winners." They donate to Research rather than Doctoral or 

Comprehensive Universities and highly competitive rather than competitive or 

noncompetitive universities. Moreover, over time, the disparities in total giving increase. 

In 1993, Doctoral Universities receive $67 (Table 14) fewer revenues from 

foundations relative to Research Universities. Comprehensive Universities receive $100 

fewer revenues in the same year. By 2001, the difference increases to $182 and $255 for 

Doctoral and Comprehensive Universities, respectively. A similar pattern occurs with 

regard to selectivity rating. In 1993, competitive universities receive $96 fewer funds 

from foundations, relative to highly selective imiversities. By 2001, the difference 

increases to $216. Likewise, in 1993, noncompetitive universities receive $126 less 

voluntary revenues from foundations, relative to highly selective universities. By 2001, 

this disparity nearly doubles to $252. Like voluntary support from corporations, 

voluntary support from foundations is usually restricted in form. Consequently, patterns 
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of total restricted giving from foundations are parallel to those observed among the 

models that estimated total voluntary support from foundations. 

In none of the models is restricted voluntary support from foundations related to 

state appropriations. Also, in the standard regression models (Table 24, in Appendix E), 

none of the variables of regional economic well being are significant. Only Carnegie 

classification and institutional selectivity are significant in these models. And, as is seen 

in the models that estimated total voluntary support from foundations, the coefficients for 

Carnegie classification and selectivity from the standard regression models increase in 

magnitude. That is, over time, less research-oriented and less competitive universities 

receive fewer and fewer restricted dollars from foundations, relative to Research and 

highly competitive universities. 

According to the results of the regression models in Table 25 (in Appendix E), the 

only variables significantly related to total unrestricted voluntary support from 

foundations are Carnegie classification and Barron's competitiveness rating, and the 

magnitudes of their coefficients are small. 

The OLS regression models estimate quite well total voluntary support and total 

restricted voluntary support from foundations. The standard models explain between 39 

and 40 percent of the variance in total giving from foundations (Table 14), between 38 

and 40 percent of the variance in total restricted giving (Table 24), but only between 9 

and 10 percent of the variance in total unrestricted giving (Table 25). 
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Table 14: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Voluntary Support from Foundations to Public Universities. 

Variable B SE P 

Year: 1993 (R2 = .398) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .014 .009 .137 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.013 .007 -.170 
Disposable Personal Income 1.25 .000 .011 
Gross State Product 8.18 .000 .107 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.067* .030 -.183 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.100*** .028 -.363 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.126*** .032 -.433 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.096** .033 -.286 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .389) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .023* .011 .159 
Academic Year State Unemployment .006 .016 .032 
Disposable Personal Income -1.65 .000 -.155 
Gross State Product 5.68 .000 .071 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.064 .048 -.110 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.135** .044 -.309 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.208*** .051 -.448 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.145** .054 -.269 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .400) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .018 .012 .125 
Academic Year State Unemployment .039 .026 .201 
Disposable Personal Income 5.41 .000 .042 
Gross State Product -9.91 .000 -.141 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.182** .066 -.224 
Carnegie Classification; Comprehensive -.255*** .061 -.417 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.252*** .072 -.390 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.216** .076 -.288 
* Significant at .05 ** Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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OT.S Estimates for Voluntary Support from Other Individuals. The results of the 

OLS regressions on total voluntary support from Other Individuals suggest that state 

appropriations may influence these donors' decisions to give. The coefficients from the 

OLS regressions on data from 1993 and 1997 show a positive and significant relationship 

between total voluntary support (Table 15) from Other Individuals and state 

appropriations although the magnitudes of these coefficients are modest. In 1993, a 

$1000 increase in state appropriations relates to a $24 increase in voluntary support from 

Other Individuals; by 1997, the magnitude of this variable diminishes to $13 per $1000 in 

state appropriations. The only other variables that are significant in the OLS regression 

models for total voluntary support from Other Individuals are Comprehensive University 

status and noncompetitive ranking. The directions of the coefficients for these variables 

are negative, but their magnitudes are modest. In 1997, Comprehensive Universities 

receive $60 fewer total revenues from Other Individuals relative to Research 

Universities; by 2001, this difference was $94. Similarly, noncompetitive universities 

receive $67 fewer revenues from Other Individuals relative to highly competitive 

universities, a difference that increases to $95 by 2001. 

The results of the OLS regression models for total restricted giving from Other 

Individuals (Table 26; in Appendix E) are very similar to those observed for total giving 

from the same donor group. In 1993 and 1997, state appropriations are positively and 

significantly related to total restricted giving from Other Individuals. The magnitudes of 

these variables suggest that a $1000 increase in state appropriations relates to an increase 

in total restricted giving from Other Individuals of $22 in 1993 and $16 in 1997. Only 
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Comprehensive University status is also significantly related to total restricted giving 

from Other Individuals; although the direction of these variables is negative, their 

magnitudes are modest (1997: -.053**; 2001: -.092*). 

Finally, the results of the OLS regressions on total unrestricted giving from Other 

Individuals (Table 27, in Appendix E) are weak. Among all predictor variables, only 

Barron's competitiveness rankings are significant. In addition, though negative in 

direction, the magnitudes of the coefficients for noncompetitive (1997: -.038*; 2001; -

.023**) and competitive (1997: -.038*; 2001: -.020*) rankings are very modest. 

Overall, the OLS regression models explain between 20 and 30 percent of the 

variation in total giving from Other Individuals (Table 15). The explanatory power of the 

model improves somewhat for total restricted giving from Other Individuals (Table 26, in 

Appendix E). In 1993, 35 percent of the variation in giving is explained by the model. 

By 2001, this estimate diminishes to 20 percent of the variation. The model poorly 

explains variations in unrestricted giving. The coefficients in Table 27 (in Appendix E) 

explained between 4 and 9 percent of the variation in unrestricted giving. 
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Table 15: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Voluntary Support from Other Individuals to Public 

Universities. 

Variable B SE P 

Year: 1993 (R2 = .310) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .024*** .006 .392 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.007 .005 -.144 
Disposable Personal Income -2.33 .000 -.033 
Gross State Product 2.17 .000 .048 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.012 .019 -.057 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.017 .018 -.107 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.034 .020 -.196 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.007 .021 -.037 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .293) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .013* .006 .187 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.011 .009 -.117 
Disposable Personal Income -1.18 .000 -.016 
Gross State Product 6.99 .000 1.73 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.029 .026 -.099 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.060* .024 -.270 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.067* .028 -.285 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.021 .029 -.079 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .193) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .007 .007 .084 
Academic Year State Unemployment .002 .016 .021 
Disposable Personal Income -2.67 .000 -.004 
Gross State Product -4.01 .000 -.106 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.074 .041 -.168 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.094* .038 -.287 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.095* .045 -.272 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.092 .047 -.228 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 



106 

Summary of OLS Results. Overall, the OLS results demonstrate that giving and 

state appropriations are positively related. In other words, institutions that receive large 

amounts of money from their states also receive large amounts of money from donors. 

When the regressions are run separately for restricted and unrestricted giving levels, the 

findings demonstrate a positive relationship between state appropriations and restricted 

giving levels and no relationship between unrestricted giving levels and state 

appropriations. 

These results should give pause to anyone who predicts that institutions can easily 

replace lost state appropriations with unrestricted giving dollars or giving dollars in 

general; that is, according to the results of the OLS regressions, there is no evidence that 

donors are willing to replace these lost dollars. What is interesting about the results is 

that donors actually appear to be more likely to give to an institution when it receives 

higher levels of state appropriations. This relationship may suggest that they want to be 

associated with higher education "winners" and that they believe they are more likely to 

benefit from connections with well funded and prestigious universities. From a direct 

benefit perspective, this argument merits serious consideration. 

An alternative explanation is that donors are not responsive to changes in state 

appropriations and that the positive and significant coefficients may simply reflect that 

institutions that are located in states with a greater emphasis on education do well in both 

the appropriations and the fund-raising games. Because the OLS models do not control 

for state effects, the relationship found between state appropriations and voluntary 
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support may be a function of omitted variable bias. The fixed effects regressions 

presented in the next section allow us to investigate this possibility further. 

While the regressions performed separately for Carnegie groups reveal no 

interesting differences, the separate regressions by donor source do. That none of the 

coefficients is significant for alumni giving possibly suggests that alumni donors are less 

likely to withdraw support from their institution when appropriations are reduced. In 

other words, the relationship may be a result of alumni tendencies to be concerned with 

their alma mater's financial difficulties. And, as will be discussed further, alumni 

concems likely differ from those of other donor groups. 

Table 16: Summary of State Appropriations OLS Coefficients on Voluntary Support by 
Donor Group: 1993, 1997, and 2001. 

Alumni 1993 Coefficient 1997 Coefficient 2001 Coefficient 
Total -.003 (.005) .000 (.007) -.007 (.010) 
Restricted .000 (.004) .001 (.005) -.004 (.009) 
Unrestricted -.003 (.002) .000 (.004) -.003 (.003) 

Corporate 
Total .043*** (.011) .024 (.013) .047* (.019) 
Restricted .044*** (.011) .023 (-.033) .048** (.019) 
Unrestricted -.001 (.001) .001 (.001) -.001 (.002) 

Foundation 
Total .014 (.009) .023* (.011) .018 (.012) 
Restricted .015 (.009) .020 (.011) .020 (.012) 
Unrestricted -.001 (.001) .003 (.001) -.002 (.001) 

Other 
Total 024*** (.006) .013* (.006) .007 (.007) 
Restricted .022*** (.005) .016*** (.005) .009 (.007) 
Unrestricted .002 (.002) -.003 (.003) -.002 (.001) 
* Significant at .05 **Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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Foundation giving is, in the main, not related to changes in state appropriations. 

This has several possible explanations. By charter, foundations are vehicles for 

individual or organizational (e.g., community or corporate) philanthropy. That is, these 

organizations carry out charity work on behalf of and according to the expressed and 

often narrow expectations of individuals or organizations. In addition, in order to 

maintain their tax exempt status, foundations are required to spend at least 5 percent of 

their holdings per annum, which means that foundation giving is relatively constant in 

good economic years and bad. Finally, foundations often fund projects for multiple 

years. As a result of these considerations, one might expect foundation giving to be 

somewhat independent of year-to-year changes in state appropriations. 

Voluntary support from Other Individuals and corporations is significantly and 

positively related to changes in state appropriations. While it is possible that these 

donors are responsive to changes in state appropriations, there are several other 

explanations for this pattern. First, one might assume that corporations and Other 

Individuals have no direct association or loyalty to a particular institution. Therefore, as 

researchers have argued (e.g., Weisbrod, 1978, in Clotfelter, 1985; Drachman, 1983; 

Clotfelter, 1985; Yoo and Harrison, 1989; Reilly, 1992; Cook and Lasher, 1996), gifts to 

higher education from these donors represent a social or economic exchange from which 

reciprocity or direct benefits are received. From their donations, corporations receive 

important exposure and publicity, generous and perhaps critical tax deductions, and, 

given that corporations prefer to donate to Research Universities, potentially profitable 

relationships with academic departments involved in marketable research and 
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professional training of students. Similarly, Other Individuals benefit from the 

deductibility of their gift as well as personal recognition. Second, as is suggested earlier, 

educational "winners" are preferred by corporations and Other Individuals. It is likely 

that these donors want to be associated with prestigious academic "winners." In addition, 

corporate donations may allow these organizations to develop profitable relationships 

with institutions that are already well-funded. 

The results of the OLS regressions by donor source also reveal important 

differences in giving relative to institutional Carnegie classification and competitiveness. 

Alumni voluntary support is significantly and negatively related to Doctoral and 

Comprehensive university statuses compared to Research University status and 

competitive and noncompetitive selectivity compared to highly competitive selectivity. 

Moreover, the magnitudes of these coefficients grow over time, suggesting that the 

disparities between alumni donations by Carnegie classification and selectivity increase 

over the sample period. These disparities in giving have several possible explanations. 

For one, alumni from Research Universities and more selective universities may receive 

greater financial returns to their degree; consequently, these donors may have greater 

capacities to donate and may feel more obligated to donate compared to alumni from 

Doctoral or Comprehensive Universities or less prestigious universities. The differences 

in alumni giving may also reflect differences in the number of and median age of donors. 

Given that Research Universities are usually older than most Doctoral and 

Comprehensive Universities, greater alumni giving at Research Universities may simply 
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be a function of the greater numbers, maturity, and average wealth of alumni donors from 

these institutions. 

Corporate donors, on the other hand, prefer to give to Research Universities, but 

are not influenced by institution competitiveness. This inconsistency is possibly 

explained by differences in motivations to give by this donor group. As Slaughter and 

Leslie (1997) argued, corporations and Research Universities are closely coupled as a 

result of increased "marketization" of the academy and the rise of commercially oriented 

research (p. 208). Accordingly, one would expect corporations to prefer to donate to 

Research Universities, especially to those institutions with departments, such as 

biochemistry and engineering, with capacities to produce profitable products. That 

corporations do not seem to respond to institutional selectivity has a different possible 

explanation. Corporate gifts have been described as a form of advertising (Levy and 

Shatto, 1978). This argument could explain why institutional selectivity is not significant 

in the OLS regressions. That is, if some of the goals of corporate philanthropy are 

marketing and exposure to local and regional markets, then it is not surprising that 

institutional competitiveness is not significant, as colleges and universities represent 

excellent locations for advertising. 

According to the OLS estimates, foundation giving is significantly and negatively 

related to both Carnegie classification and institutional selectivity. These findings are 

consistent with previous research (Brittingham and Pezzulo, 1990), which describes 

foundation giving as conservative and influenced by institutional prestige. In addition. 
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many foundations fimd research. Consequently, Research Universities are in a superior 

position to gain gifts from foimdations. 

Finally, the OLS regressions reveled that Other Individuals were generally not 

influenced by institutional prestige or Carnegie classification. These findings possibly 

suggest Other Individuals try to maximize the utility of their donations. For example, 

because voluntary support from Other Individuals is a form of direct benefit, these donors 

may prefer to give to institutions in close proximity to their residences or businesses 

where the publicity from their gifts will be maximized. Moreover, Other Individuals may 

prefer to give to less complex or less prestigious universities because the purchasing 

power of their gifts is greater at these institutions than at more prestigious or better 

funded institutions. 

Because the OLS regression models discussed in this section do not control for 

time invariant characteristics of states such as a greater emphasis on education and 

generally positive feelings about funding public higher education, the relationships 

between state appropriations and volimtary support reported to this point may suffer from 

possible omitted variable bias. That is, we carmot be certain that positive and significant 

relationships reflect intentional responses to changes in state support as opposed to being 

simply a spurious correlation due to another factor. The fixed effects regressions 

presented in the next section will control for all institution and state characteristics that 

are constant over the period and greatly reduce the possibility that the estimated 

relationship is due to omitted variable bias. 
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Fixed Effects Regressions. 

As is discussed in chapter three, fixed effects regression techniques exploit the 

panel nature of the data and help alleviate possible omitted variable bias in the model. 

Moreover, fixed effects regressions eliminate much of the influence of institutional and 

state fixed (time invariant) characteristics. In this case, the fixed effects regressions 

eliminate the influences of Carnegie classification, Barron's competitiveness rating, and 

any other time invariant institutional characteristic. In addition, this technique controls 

for any characteristics that do not vary over time, such as (effects of) the value a state 

places on postsecondary education. The resulting coefficients on the remaining 

independent variables—state appropriations, academic year state unemployment, 

disposable personal income, and gross state product—can be thought of as having an 

influence on voluntary giving holding constant all time-invariant characteristics of the 

university as well as any year specific effects common to all institutions. 

Fixed Effects Estimates of Total Voluntarv Support. The results of the fixed 

effects regressions show that state appropriations are positively and significantly related 

to total voluntary support and total restricted voluntary support (Table 17). Holding time 

invariant characteristics constant, the coefficient on state appropriations is significant at 

the .001 level, and suggests that a $1000 increase in state appropriations is related to an 

$85 increase in total voluntary support over time. Likewise, the coefficient on state 

appropriations suggests that a $1000 increase in state appropriations corresponds to a $98 

increase in total restricted voluntary support. Consistent with the findings from the OLS 
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regression estimates in the previous section, the coefficient for state appropriations was 

not significantly related to unrestricted voluntary giving. 

Interestingly, the sizes of the coefficients in the fixed effects regressions are 

similar to those found in the OLS regressions. For example, the coefficients for state 

appropriations on total voluntary support in the OLS regressions range between .061 and 

.078. The same coefficient in the fixed effects regression is .084. The similarities in 

these coefficients suggest that the time invariant characteristics omitted from the OLS 

regressions are not the explanation for the positive relationship found earlier. In other 

words, it seems likely that the positive and significant coefficients in the OLS regressions 

are not simply a result of a bias caused by omitted variables, such as the value that a state 

places on higher education. Because the fixed effects regressions control for the time-

invariant value that a state places on education, if state factors influence the relationship 

between state appropriations and voluntary support, we would expect to see smaller 

coefficients on state appropriations in the fixed effects regressions. In fact, the 

coefficients are slightly larger, which suggests that (at least for these variables) omitted 

variable bias is not much of a factor. Consequently, the positive relationship between 

state appropriations and giving levels are more likely to indicate that donors want to 

donate to "winning" and well-funded institutions and that they also somehow respond to 

changes in state appropriations. 

Overall, the fixed effects models explain a moderate portion of the overall 

variance in total voluntary support (R2 = .225) and total restricted giving (R2 = .257), 

and virtually none (.004) of the overall variance in total unrestricted giving. 
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Table 17: Summary of Fixed Effects Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Total 
Voluntary Support to Public Universities 1993 - 2001. 

Dependent Variable: Total Voluntary Support (R2 = .225) 

Independent Variables B SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations Qg4*** .014 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.034** .012 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001*** <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001 <.001 

Dependent Variable: Total Restricted Voluntary Support (R2 = .257) 

Independent Variables 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations Qpg*** .014 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.038*** .012 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001*** <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001 <.001 

Dependent Variable: Total Unrestricted Volimtary Support (R2 = .004) 

Independent Variables 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.008* .004 
Academic Year State Unemployment .004 .003 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001 <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001** <.001 

* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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Fixed Effects Estimates of Total Voluntary Support by Carnegie Classification. 

As with the OLS regression models, the fixed effects regression models are run 

separately and independently for each Carnegie classification. The results of these 

estimates on state appropriations appear in Table 18 (and Tables 41-43 in Appendix G). 

Importantly, controlling for time invariant institutional characteristics and indicators of 

regional economic well-being, changes in state appropriations are significantly and 

positively related to total voluntary support at Doctoral and Comprehensive Universities. 

Moreover, state appropriations are significantly and positively related to changes in 

restricted giving at Doctoral and Comprehensive Universities. The magnitudes of the 

fixed effects coefficients demonstrate that, over time, giving to Doctoral Universities is 

most influenced by changes in state appropriations. 

Table 18: Summary of State Appropriations Fixed Effects Regression Coefficients by 
Carnegie Classification: 1993 -2001. 

Carnegie Groups Total Restricted Unrestricted 
Research .026 (.034) .063 (.033) -.033*** (.010) 
Doctoral .131** (.049) .126** (.050) .009 (.012) 
Comprehensive .021** (.008) .025*** (.008) -.002 (.002) 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 

The most interesting coefficient in Table 18 regards unrestricted giving at 

Research Universities, which reveals that changes in state appropriations are negatively 

and significantly related (-.033***) to unrestricted voluntary support. This is the only 

coefficient in the study that shows this relationship. What this suggests is that reductions 

in state appropriations are related to increases in unrestricted voluntary support revenues 
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at Research Universities. This result is significant as it provides empirical evidence of 

Research Universities' hegemony in fund raising and demonstrates that reductions in 

state appropriations will result in improved levels of unrestricted voluntary support at 

Research Universities only, which could potentially exacerbate institutional stratification, 

but also concentrate funds more efficiently, depending on one's perspective. 

Fixed Effects Estimates of Voluntary Support bv Donor Tvpe. Table 19 

compares the coefficients on state appropriations from the OLS and fixed effects 

regressions (the full regression estimates appear in Tables 37-40, in Appendix G) by 

donor type. Importantly, the coefficients presented in this table corroborate the results 

and the argument presented in the previous section, but differ in some ways from the 

results of the ordinary least squares regressions: that after controlling for all time 

invariant state and institutional characteristics, the coefficients for state appropriations on 

total restricted voluntary support are significant for all donor groups. These results 

suggest that all donors prefer to give restricted gifts to higher education "winners," 

institutions that receive large amounts of state appropriations, and that somehow donors 

respond to changes in state appropriations. Finally, because the sizes of the coefficients 

are similar across all donor types, the fixed effects regression estimates provide little 

evidence that the relationship between state appropriations and restricted volxmtary 

support varies across donors. This finding is different than those in the OLS regressions, 

which find different coefficients for state appropriations by donor group. The fixed 
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effects coefficients on unrestricted voluntary support are not presented in Table 19, as 

none is significant. 

Table 19: Summary of OLS and Fixed Effects Regression Coefficients for Total and 
Restricted Voluntary Support on State Appropriations by Donor Group: 1993-2001. 

Ordinary Least Squares Regressions (OLS) Fixed Effects Regressions 

Donor Group Type 1993 1997 2001 1993-2001 

Alumni Total -.003 .000 -.007 .016*** 

Restricted .000 .001 -.004 .018*** 

Corporations Total .043*** .024 .047* .030*** 

Restricted Q44*** .023 .048** 032*** 

Foundations Total .014 .023* .018 031*** 

Restricted .015 .020 .020 034*** 

Other 
Individuals 

Total .024*** .013* .007 .008 

Restricted .022*** .016*** .009 .010* 

* Significant at .05 ** Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Recent declines in the relative proportion of state appropriations have forced 

public universities to search for alternative sources of revenues. Critics of this trend have 

suggested that public education is becoming "privatized" (Office of Policy Research and 

Improvement, 1999) and that public universities now emulate private universities in their 

pursuit of alternative revenues (Winston, 2001). To large extent, relative reductions in 

state appropriations have been compensated for by increases in tuition and fees. 

However, gift revenue, or voluntary support, has also become an increasingly important 

revenue source. For example, continued reductions in state appropriations to California 

State University campuses in the 1990s resulted in a system-wide mandate that each 

campus raise at least 10 percent of their general funds revenues from private sources. 

More recently, in 2004, severe reductions in state funding to public higher education in 

Colorado led several campuses in that state to consider changing their official status from 

"public university" to "public enterprise," a move that would reduce their state support to 

less than 10 percent of their general funds revenues, heighten their dependence on private 

sources of revenues, and "allow Colorado's public institutions to free themselves fi-om 

the state's strict limits on spending and revenue" (Hebel, 2004, p. A26). Both of these 

examples underscore the importance and relevance of research on the effect of changes in 

state appropriations on voluntary giving to public universities. 

Though fund raising has been part of the public higher education enterprise since 

its beginnings, efforts to raise private gift revenues matured during the 1990s. During the 
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decade, fund raising, or "institutional advancement," offices were created or enhanced at 

nearly every public college and university in the nation. The pervasiveness of fund 

raising at public universities that developed during the 1990s in part compelled Slaughter 

and Leslie (1997) to declare that "the chase for the dollar was no longer be questionable 

behavior" (p.73) at public universities. Indeed, the proliferation of revenues from 

voluntary support to public universities during the decade indicates just such a 

turnaround. 

In spite of the dramatic changes in the revenue mix to and the growth of fund 

raising at public universities during the 1990s, the relationship between changes in state 

appropriations and voluntary support at these institutions had not been tested empirically. 

Nonetheless, this topic is vitally important, as it is unlikely that state appropriations, as a 

proportion of total revenues, will return to their previous levels. This study is the first to 

specifically examine the relationship between levels of state appropriations and voluntary 

support at public universities. 

The focus of this study was whether changes in state appropriations are related to 

changes in voluntary support at public universities. Using financial data from a 

nationally representative sample of 161 public universities, this study examined the 

relationship between state appropriations and voluntary support using three statistical 

techniques. First, I described levels of state appropriations and voluntary support at 

public universities for the period 1992 - 2001. Changes over time and differences across 

institutional types were highlighted. Second, ordinary least squares regression (OLS) 

techniques were used to investigate how changes in state appropriations were related to 



120 

private philanthropic giving to state supported institutions of higher education in years 

1993,1997, and 2001. This technique revealed the changes in form, source, and 

magnitude of voluntary support to public universities resulting from changes in state 

appropriations. These techniques also uncovered whether the relationship between state 

appropriations and voluntary support differed by institutional selectivity or Carnegie 

classification. Finally, to exploit the panel nature of the data and to help alleviate 

possible omitted variable bias in the model, fixed effects regression techniques were 

employed. These tests revealed the relationship between state appropriations and 

voluntary support to public universities over time while eliminating much of the 

influence of fixed, or time invariant, institutional characteristics. 

Confirming trends identified in previous research on higher education finance 

(e.g., Hauptman, 2001; Slaughter and Leslie, 1997; Hasbrouck, 1997), the descriptive 

analyses indicated that per-weighted FTE state appropriations and per-weighted FTE 

voluntary support both grew over the sample period (1992-2001). However, voluntary 

support grew at a much faster rate compared to state appropriations across all university 

types during the sample period. Moreover, this analysis showed that Carnegie 

classification is an important factor in fund raising success. Though all university types 

in the sample—^Research, Doctoral, and Comprehensive—increased mean per weighted 

FTE revenues from voluntary support, the results of the descriptive analyses uncovered 

wide and consistent disparities in fund raising success by Carnegie classification. 

Research Universities received 2 times as much voluntary support revenue as Doctoral 

Universities and nearly 6 times as much voluntary support revenue as Comprehensive 
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Universities. Similarly, over the sample period, Research Universities increased their 

mean per-weighted FTE unrestricted voluntary support by 104 percent, more than 3 times 

similar growth at Doctoral Universities and nearly 9 times similar growth at 

Comprehensive Universities. Though all institutions improved their fiindraising 

effectiveness, by 2001 the disparity that separated Research Universities from Doctoral 

and Comprehensive Universities widened significantly, an outcome that has important 

implications for policymakers and practitioners. 

The descriptive analyses also revealed that changes in giving over the sample 

period differed according to donor group. Among all donor groups, unrestricted giving 

became less common between 1993 and 2001. As a percentage of total giving, 

unrestricted dollars decreased by 17 percent among corporations, 27 percent among 

alumni, 60 percent among foundations, and 60 percent among Other Individuals. Overall 

giving differed by donor type as well. Organizational donors, corporations and 

foundations, were least likely to donate unrestricted revenues. By 2001, only 5 percent of 

corporate donations and 3 percent of foundation donations were unrestricted in form. 

Alumni, on the other hand, donated the largest share of unrestricted funds to public 

universities, a finding consistent with Yoo and Harrison's (1989) suggestion that alumni 

donors wish to "receive recognition from [their] own alma mater" (p. 369), Clotfelter's 

(1985) description of the direct benefits of charity, and Cook and Lasher's (1996) and 

Drachman's (1983) depiction of philanthropy as a form of exchange. 

The ordinary least squares regression (OLS) techniques employed in the second 

step of this study revealed that state appropriations were positively and significantly 
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related to total voluntary support, and total restricted voluntary support, total voluntary 

support from corporations, total restricted voluntary support from corporations, total 

voluntary support from Other Individuals, and total restricted voluntary support from 

Other Individuals. State appropriations were not related to voluntary support from 

alumni or foundations. The only variables that were significantly related to changes in 

alumni giving were Carnegie classification and Barron's selectivity ranking. These 

results, which contradict Leslie and Ramey's (1988) finding that alumni increase 

voluntary support when state appropriations decline, indicate that success in alumni 

giving is, in part, a function of institutional prestige, not changes in state support. 

Moreover, that foundation giving was not significantly related to changes in state 

appropriations is possibly explained by the fact that these organizations are required to 

spend at least 5 percent of their assets every year in order to maintain their tax exempt 

status, and that giving among these organizations tends to be conservative and biased 

toward prestigious institutions (Brittingham and Pezzulo, 1990). Therefore, in good 

years and bad, foundation giving is relatively constant. 

Importantly, in none of the OLS regressions were state appropriations positively 

and significantly related to unrestricted voluntary support. In other words, increases in 

state appropriations were related to increased voluntary support overall, from 

corporations, and from Other Individuals, but these funds were almost exclusively 

restricted. These empirical tests also revealed that institutional characteristics 

significantly and importantly influence fund raising success at public universities. 

Relative to Research Universities, Doctoral Universities were less successful in raising 
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voluntary support overall, from alumni, from corporations, and from foundations. 

Similarly, relative to Research Universities, Comprehensive Universities raised 

significantly fewer revenues from voluntary support overall, from alumni, from 

corporations, from foundations, and from Other Individuals. Considering institutional 

competitiveness, or selectivity, relative to highly competitive universities, competitive 

and noncompetitive universities raised significantly fewer revenues from voluntary 

support overall, from alumni, and from foundations. Additionally, noncompetitive 

universities received significantly fewer voluntary support revenues from Other 

Individuals. Statistically significant interactions between corporate giving and 

institutional competitiveness were not found. That is, institutional competitiveness did 

not influence corporate giving. 

The third analysis tests the relationship between voluntary support and state 

appropriations and regional economic indicators controlling for time and state fixed 

effects. From these results I found that state appropriations were consistently, positively, 

and significantly related to total voluntary support and total restricted voluntary support 

overall, and for total restricted voluntary support from each donor group. Importantly, 

when disaggregated by Carnegie classification, the fixed effects regression coefficients 

revealed that state appropriations were negatively and significantly related to unrestricted 

voluntary support at Research Universities. This coefficient lends some support 

policymakers' perceptions that public universities can replace lost state appropriations 

with private support (Heller, 2001); however, this was only true for Research 

Universities, a critical distinction. This result could lead to increased stratification based 
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upon institutional research emphasis and selectivity. Moreover, with the exception of 

voluntary support from Other Individuals, total giving and total restricted giving from all 

donor types were influenced by state economic indicators, suggesting that most donors to 

public universities are located in the state in which the university is located. 

Implications for Policvmakers 

The results of this study have several implications for policymakers. The most 

obvious implication is that changes in state appropriations were consistently, 

significantly, and positively related to changes in voluntary support. In other words, 

donors appeared to be more willing to fund public universities when states maintain or 

increase public funding to these institutions. Over the sample period, donors did not 

respond to budget shortfalls as a result of reductions in state appropriations at Doctoral 

and Comprehensive Universities. Moreover, only Research Universities were successful 

in raising unrestricted voluntary support revenues in light of reductions in state 

appropriations. These findings should be considered by policymakers as they engage in 

discussions on higher education funding. Though policymakers often assume that all 

public universities can compensate for relative reductions in state funding in part by 

increasing fund raising efforts, the results of this study demonstrate that most donors will 

curtail their donations if they perceive that their gifts are supplanting governmental 

obligations and that Carnegie classification is an important determinant of fund raising 

success. 
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A second critical implication regards the nature of voluntary revenues. Funds 

derived from voluntary sources are highly restricted; they are not typically discretionary 

or unrestricted. State appropriations, on the other hand, are fungible and permit 

institutions to cross-subsidize programs or departments that have low market value 

(Massy, 1995) and few opportunities to engage in market or marketlike behavior 

(Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). Therefore, if state appropriations are reduced, it is very 

unlikely that volimtary revenues raised during the same period could be considered 

appropriate substitutes. A result, as Massy noted, is that "The loss of discretionary 

revenue will eliminate cross-subsidies and with them will go institutions' ability to 

pursue values not fully shared by the marketplace" (1995, p. 46). Moreover, restricted 

revenues from private gifts, grants, and contracts are seldom earmarked for instruction 

(Hasbrouck, 1998; Slaughter and Leslie, 1997). This importantly impacts public 

institutions, particularly at Doctoral and Comprehensive Universities where less emphasis 

is placed on research. As Slaughter and Leslie (1997) argued. 

If revenues for a particular function decline as a share of all revenues, the 
expenditure share for that function will decline, too. If government, the primary 
provider of resources for instruction, appropriates proportionally less for 
universities, there will be proportionally less university attention paid to 
instruction, all else equal.. .In the end the choice is clear: less money for 
instruction means less instruction (p. 234). 

The results of this study suggest that voluntary support is overwhelmingly restricted. 

Consequently, the net result of relative declines in state appropriations could lead to less 

funding for instruction, regardless of the success of institutional fundraising efforts, and, 
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as Leslie and Slaughter (1997) suggested, increased funding disparities among academic 

departments based upon their proximity to external markets. 

The results of this study confirm that revenues from voluntary sources do not 

directly replace state appropriations. Therefore, policymakers must recognize that 

voluntary gifts are indeed the "margin of excellence that separates one institution from 

another, that distinguishes the American system of higher education," (Leslie et al, 1983, 

p. 213), but these revenues should not be misrepresented as direct substitutes for state 

funding, as their uses are restricted. 

Third, policymakers should be aware that institutions vary significantly with 

regard to their capacities to raise voluntary revenues. All other things equal, donors 

prefer to give to prestigious institutions. Predictably according to the Matthew Effect 

(Trow, 1984), Research Universities consistently received more revenues from voluntary 

support than Doctoral and Comprehensive Universities. In fact, all other things equal, the 

gap between fund raising success at Research Universities relative to doctoral or 

Comprehensive Universities widened significantly between the years 1993 - 2001. 

Moreover, highly competitive universities consistently received more gift revenues 

relative to competitive or noncompetitive universities. These results suggest that 

reductions in state appropriations could lead to further institutional stratification and 

could limit less prestigious institutions' discretion to fund programs and departments 

isolated from external markets. Consequently, as a result of relative reductions in state 

appropriations, we might expect to see increased differentiation among public 

universities—fiirther stratification between the institutional "haves" and "have-nots"— 
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heightened institutional selectivity at prestigious and Research Universities, and an 

expansion of the postsecondary underclass. 

Finally, the results of this study suggest that, in terms of discretionary uses of 

institutional revenues, the only adequate substitute for state appropriations are student 

tuition and fees revenues. That is, because voluntary revenues are highly restricted, these 

funds should not be misrepresented as substitutes for public dollars. However, raising 

tuition and fees at public universities to offset reductions in state support and ever-

increasing costs (Bowen, 1980) is politically unpopular and could result in unintended 

consequences on student enrollment. For example, research has shown that low-income 

and African-American students are more sensitive to changes in the price of higher 

education relative to higher-income and majority students (Heller, 1997; Leslie and 

Brinkman, 1987). That is, reductions in state appropriations at public universities could 

lead to reductions in revenues from voluntary support, increases in tuition and fees, and 

associated declines in enrollments from low-income and African-American students. 

From this perspective, reductions in state appropriations could significantly limit public 

education's ability to fulfill its public charter, "that all citizens who can profit form 

higher education will have access to it" (Council for Aid to Education, 1997, p. 2). 

Implications for Practitioners. 

The results of this study are important to fund-raising practitioners for several 

reasons. To begin, fund raising professionals should recognize that donors do not seem 

to respond to institutional need resulting from reductions in state support. That state 
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appropriations were consistently, significantly, and positively related to restricted 

voluntary support from all donor groups in the fixed effects regressions suggests that 

these donor groups do not respond to requests based upon institutional financial shortfalls 

resulting from relative reductions in state support. This contradicts Drachman's (1983) 

and Leslie and Ramey's (1988) findings that alumni donors responded to institutional 

need. Drachman's and Leslie and Ramey's samples included private universities as well 

as public universities with limited fund raising capacities in the years sampled. 

Therefore, the findings from these previous studies may not be entirely comparable. 

Next, fund raising professionals should appreciate that donations to public higher 

education are not purely altruistic, but rather represent an exchange (Cook and Lasher, 

1996; Drachman, 1985) whereby donors receive direct benefits (Yoo and Harrison, 1989; 

Clotfelter, 1985). In other words, that donations to Comprehensive and Doctoral 

Universities became increasingly restricted during the sample period (1993 - 2001) in 

this study provides evidence that donors to these institutions became increasingly 

concerned with maximizing the utility of their donations. Arguably, if donations to 

public universities were based upon purely altruistic intentions, then one would expect to 

see substantially more unrestricted revenues. This scenario was not generally found in 

this study. The practical implication of this result is that fundraising solicitations should 

demonstrate how gifts benefit donors, not necessarily how they benefit the institution. 

From a marketing perspective, the results of this study suggest that market 

segmentation and strategic messaging are critical steps for fund raising success. 

Targeting donor groups—alumni, corporations, foundations, and Other Individuals—with 
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group appropriate messages about direct benefits of their donations is an essential step for 

fund raising success. Specifically, the results of this study suggest that messages to 

donors should highlight institutional prestige for marketing efforts targeting alumni, 

foundations, and Other Individuals. Less competitive universities should focus more 

effort on corporate donations, as these organizations do not seem to be influenced by 

institutional competitiveness. Most important, solicitation messages should never 

suggest that voluntary donations are needed to compensate for reductions in state support. 

Finally, the results of this study suggest that practitioners at public universities 

should plan their fund raising campaigns when state investments in public higher 

education improve. This contradicts the conventional fund raising wisdom, which 

suggests that fimd raising efforts should intensify during periods of budget shortfalls. 

Instead of responding to budget shortfalls with new fund raising initiatives, fund raisers at 

public universities should more aggressively solicit donations when state appropriations 

increase. According to the results of this study, donors prefer to give to research 

oriented, prestigious, and well funded public universities. Articulating these aspects of 

the institution—especially that state investments in higher education are improving— 

could lead to improved fund raising success at public universities. 

Implications for Future Research. 

The conceptual framework put forward in this study was used as a means to 

summarize the complexity of and to a modest degree predict the institutional and 

behavioral responses to changes in the revenue mix to public higher education. This 
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study was not designed to test a specific theory or framework, however. Nonetheless, the 

results of this study contribute to the fund raising and higher education finance literatures 

and have implications for fixture research. 

First, the results of this study suggest that the revenue theory of costs (Bowen, 

1980) and resource dependency theory (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978) are in some ways 

complimentary. The mix of revenues to public universities changed dramatically during 

the sample period. According to resource dependency theory, such changes should 

compel institutions to alter their dependencies in favor of alternative revenue sources. 

The dramatic increase in voluntary revenues to institutions in the study sample indeed 

indicates that public universities began to modify their dependencies during the 1990s. 

At the same time, institutions were not necessarily in better positions financially at the 

turn of the millermium, as they were spending ail of the revenues they had, as predicted 

by the revenue theory of costs. However, if fund raising efforts improved during the 

1990s, then one could argue that institutions were not taking full advantage of the 

revenues at their disposal, which is predicted by resource dependency theory but 

contradicts assumptions of the revenue theory of costs. That is, one could pose scenarios 

that point out that the strict interpretation of the revenue theory of costs does not perfectly 

describe how colleges act. Nonetheless, the results of this study indicate that public 

universities are more likely to respond to reductions in state revenues by ramping up 

efforts to increase new revenues and not by decreasing institutional expenditures, which 

supports the assumptions of both the revenue theory of costs and resource dependency 

theory. As Winston (2001) argued, higher education institutions do not have a choice but 
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to participate in the educational arms race, therefore, cutting spending does not seem like 

an option for public universities. These results indicate that future research in the area of 

voluntary support to public universities could explore further the interplay between the 

revenue theory of costs and resource dependency theory. 

An important limitation of this study is that community colleges and liberal arts 

(baccalaureate only) colleges were not included in the sample. Consequently, it is 

unknown how changes in state appropriations affected fund raising at these institutions. 

One could argue that the findings in this study could be generalized to community and 

liberal arts colleges, but further research is necessary in order to reveal the true 

relationship between state appropriations and fund raising success at community and 

liberal arts colleges. 

Overall, the models used in this study poorly predicted unrestricted volimtary 

support to public universities. Restricted voluntary support appears to be a function of 

changes in state appropriations, state and regional economic well being, and direct benefit 

to the donor. Future research should try to identify variables that predict success in 

acquiring unrestricted revenues. As an appropriate substitute for state appropriations, 

unrestricted voluntary support is a highly desirable form of gift revenue. Therefore, 

identifying the predictors of unrestricted giving should be a research priority. 

The regressions models in this study were linear. However, future research on 

this subject should test whether or not the results found herein are robust to changes in 

the functional form of the regression models. Alternative functional forms such as log-

log or linear-log regressions could confirm or deny the elasticities between state 
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appropriations and voluntary giving found in this study. Additionally, this study did not 

use gifts for capital purposes because these revenues are not reported as or considered 

current funds revenues. In spite of this, gifts for capital purposes are an important source 

of revenues to public universities. Future research should test whether changes in state 

appropriations impact similarly voluntary revenues for current funds and capital 

purposes. Additionally, future research should compare and contrast the impact of 

changes in state appropriations on current fimds and capital purposes voluntary revenues 

to public universities. 

Finally, the sample period, 1992-2001, was not only a time of dramatic change in 

higher education finance, but also a period of exceptional growth in the United States' 

economy. During the sample period most universities included in the study began or 

intensified their fund raising efforts, therefore one might expect to see dramatic 

improvements in fund raising success. At the same time, the United States economy 

emerged fi"om a recessionary period and ultimately reached unprecedented levels of 

economic growth. In light of these gains and considering the tax benefits of donations to 

higher education, impressive year-to-year improvements in voluntary support should 

have been expected. In addition, in 2001, the final year of the study sample, the United 

States economy began another recessionary period. Between July 1, 2000 and June 30, 

2001, the New York Stock Exchange average dropped 3.4 percent; the Standard and 

Poor's Composite Index fell 15.9 percent; and the NASDAQ declined 47.4 percent 

(Council for the Advancement of Education, 2002, p. 1). As a result, one could argue 

that the sample period is somewhat anomalous. Due to the importance of this topic and 
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the strong likelihood that state support to public higher education will continue to decline 

relatively, future studies on this topic should include more years' data. 



APPENDIX A 

VALUES OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION PRICE INDEX (HEPI) 

Source: Council for the Advancement of Education (CAE) 

Year 1992 = .6917 

1993 =.7165 

1994 = .7622 

1995 =.7846 

1996 = .8075 

1997 = .8327 

1998 =.8621 

1999 =.8826 

2000 = .9190 

2001 =.9634 

2002= 1.00 
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APPENDIX B 

VALUES OF THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (CPI) 

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) 

Year 1992 = .604 

1993 =.646 

1994 = .683 

1995 =.725 

1996 = .770 

1997 = .806 

1998 = .831 

1999 = .867 

2000 =.923 

2001 =.972 

2002= 1.00 
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APPENDIX C 

INSTITUTIONS INCLUDED IN THE FINAL SAMPLE, BY CARNEGIE 
CLASSIFICATION (N=161) 

Research Universities (N=51) 

ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
AUBURN UNIVERSITY MAIN CAMPUS 
CLEMSON UNIVERSITY 
FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY 
GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY-MAIN CAMPUS 
INDIANA UNIVERSITY-BLOOMINGTON 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 
NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY AT RALEIGH 
OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
OHIO UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 
PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
SUNY AT ALBANY 
SUNY AT BUFFALO 
SUNY AT STONY BROOK 
TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY 
TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN 
UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM 
UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS AT FAYETTEVILLE 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-DAVIS 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-IRVINE 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-LOS ANGELES 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-RIVERSIDE 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA BARBARA 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ 
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO AT BOULDER 
UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA 



UNIVERSITY OF IOWA 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND-COLLEGE PARK 
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN-ANN ARBOR 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA-TWIN CITIES 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI MAIN CAMPUS 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-COLUMBIA 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT LINCOLN 
UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO-MAIN CAMPUS 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT CHAPEL HILL 
UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 
UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT AND STATE AGRICULTURAL COLL 
UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA-MAIN CAMPUS 
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH UNIVERSITY 
WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY 



Doctoral Universities (N=26) 

COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY 
COLORADO SCHOOL OF MINES 
FLORIDA ATLANTIC UNIVERSITY-BOCA RATON 
GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
ILLINOIS STATE UNIVERSITY 
INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
MIAMI UNIVERSITY-OXFORD 
NEW JERSEY INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 
NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 
SAN DIEGO STATE UNIVERSITY 
SUNY AT BINGHAMTON 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT ARLINGTON 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT DALLAS 
UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE 
UNIVERSITY OF MAINE 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND-BALTIMORE COUNTY 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS-LOWELL 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-KANSAS CITY 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ROLLA 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ST LOUIS 
UNIVERSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE-MAIN CAMPUS 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT GREENSBORO 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN COLORADO 
UNIVERSITY OF TOLEDO 
WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY 
WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 



Comprehensive Universities (N=75) 

APPALACHIAN STATE UNIVERSITY 
BEMIDJI STATE UNIVERSITY 
BLOOMSBURG UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIV-SAN LUIS OBISPO 
CALIFORNIA STATE POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY-POMONA 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-BAKERSFIELD 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-CHICO 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-DOMINGUEZ HILLS 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-FRESNO 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-FULLERTON 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-HAYWARD 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-LONG BEACH 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-LOS ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-NORTHRIDGE 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-SACRAMENTO 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-SAN BERNARDINO 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-SAN MARCOS 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-STANISLAUS 
CENTRAL CONNECTICUT STATE UNIVERSITY 
CENTRAL MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY 
CLARION UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
EAST CAROLINA UNIVERSITY 
EAST STROUDSBURG UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
EAST TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY 
EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY 
EDINBORO UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
FERRIS STATE UNIVERSITY 
FROSTBURG STATE UNIVERSITY 
GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 
GRAND VALLEY STATE UNIVERSITY 
KUTZTOWN UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
LOCK HAVEN UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
LONGWOOD COLLEGE 
MANSFIELD UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
MARY WASHINGTON COLLEGE 
MILLERSVILLE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
MOREHEAD STATE UNIVERSITY 
MURRAY STATE UNIVERSITY 
OAKLAND UNIVERSITY 
PRAIRIE VIEW A & M UNIVERSITY 
RADFORD UNIVERSITY 
SALISBURY STATE UNIVERSITY 



SAN FRANCISCO STATE UNIVERSITY 
SAN JOSE STATE UNIVERSITY 
SHIPPENSBURG UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
SLIPPERY ROCK UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
SONOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 
SOUTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 
SOUTHEAST MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY 
SOUTHWEST MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY 
SUNY COLLEGE AT BROCKPORT 
SUNY COLLEGE AT CORTLAND 
SUNY COLLEGE AT GENESEO 
SUNY COLLEGE AT ONEONTA 
SUNY COLLEGE AT POTSDAM 
SUNY COLLEGE AT PURCHASE 
TARLETON STATE UNIVERSITY 
TEXAS A & M INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY 
TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY-CORPUS CHRISTI 
TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY-KINGSVILLE 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS-PAN AMERICAN 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT EL PASO 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT SAN ANTONIO 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT TYLER 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS OF THE PERMIAN BASIN 
TOWSON UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS AT LITTLE ROCK 
UNIVERSITY OF BALTIMORE 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA-WILMINGTON 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN INDIANA 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN MAINE 
WEST CHESTER UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
WEST TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY 
WESTERN CAROLINA UNIVERSITY 
WESTERN WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
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APPENDIX D 

INSTITUTIONS INCLUDED IN THE FINAL SAMPLE, BY BARRON'S 
SELECTIVITY RANKING (N=161) 

Highly Competitive (N=19) 

COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY 
FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY 
GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY-MAIN CAMPUS 
MARY WASHINGTON COLLEGE 
NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY AT RALEIGH 
SUNY AT BINGHAMTON 
SUNY COLLEGE AT GENESEO 
TEXAS A «& M UNIVERSITY 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN 
UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-IRVINE 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-LOS ANGELES 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ 
UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA 
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN-ANN ARBOR 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT CHAPEL HILL 
UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA-MAIN CAMPUS 



Competitive (N=32) 

ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
CLEMSON UNIVERSITY 
INDIANA UNIVERSITY-BLOOMINGTON 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
MIAMI UNIVERSITY-OXFORD 
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 
MURRAY STATE UNIVERSITY 
OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 
PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
SALISBURY STATE UNIVERSITY 
SUNY AT ALBANY 
SUNY AT BUFFALO 
SUNY AT STONY BROOK 
SUNY COLLEGE AT PURCHASE 
TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT DALLAS 
TOWSON UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA BARBARA 
UNIVERSITY OF IOWA 
UNIVERSITY OF MAINE 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND-BALTIMORE COUNTY 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND-COLLEGE PARK 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA-TWIN CITIES 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI MAIN CAMPUS 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-COLUMBIA 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-KANSAS CITY 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ROLLA 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN MAINE 
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 
WESTERN WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 



Noncompetitive (N=101) 

APPALACHIAN STATE UNIVERSITY 
AUBURN UNIVERSITY MAIN CAMPUS 
BEMIDJI STATE UNIVERSITY 
BLOOMSBURG UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIV-SAN LUIS OBISPO 
CALIFORNIA STATE POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY-POMONA 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-BAKERSFIELD 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-CHICO 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-DOMINGUEZ HILLS 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-FRESNO 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-FULLERTON 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-HAYWARD 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-LONG BEACH 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-LOS ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-NORTHRIDGE 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-SACRAMENTO 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-SAN BERNARDINO 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-SAN MARCOS 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-STANISLAUS 
CENTRAL CONNECTICUT STATE UNIVERSITY 
CENTRAL MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY 
CLARION UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
COLORADO SCHOOL OF MINES 
EAST CAROLINA UNIVERSITY 
EAST STROUDSBURG UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
EAST TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY 
EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY 
EDINBORO UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
FERRIS STATE UNIVERSITY 
FLORIDA ATLANTIC UNIVERSITY-BOCA RATON 
FROSTBURG STATE UNIVERSITY 
GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 
GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
GRAND VALLEY STATE UNIVERSITY 
ILLINOIS STATE UNIVERSITY 
INDIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
KUTZTOWN UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
LOCK HAVEN UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
LONGWOOD COLLEGE 
MANSFIELD UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 



MILLERSVILLE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
MOREHEAD STATE UNIVERSITY 
NEW JERSEY INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 
NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 
OAKLAND UNIVERSITY 
OHIO UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
PRAIRIE VIEW A & M UNIVERSITY 
RADFORD UNIVERSITY 
SAN DIEGO STATE UNIVERSITY 
SAN FRANCISCO STATE UNIVERSITY 
SAN JOSE STATE UNIVERSITY 
SHIPPENSBURG UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
SLIPPERY ROCK UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
SONOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 
SOUTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 
SOUTHEAST MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY 
SOUTHWEST MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY 
SUNY COLLEGE AT BROCKPORT 
SUNY COLLEGE AT CORTLAND 
SUNY COLLEGE AT ONEONTA 
SUNY COLLEGE AT POTSDAM 
TARLETON STATE UNIVERSITY 
TEXAS A M INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY 
TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY-CORPUS CHRISTI 
TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY-KINGSVILLE 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS-PAN AMERICAN 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT ARLINGTON 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT EL PASO 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT SAN ANTONIO 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT TYLER 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS OF THE PERMIAN BASIN 
UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM 
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS AT FAYETTEVILLE 
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS AT LITTLE ROCK 
UNIVERSITY OF BALTIMORE 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-DAVIS 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-RIVERSIDE 
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO AT BOULDER 
UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS-LOWELL 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ST LOUIS 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT LINCOLN 
UNIVERSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE-MAIN CAMPUS 
UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO-MAIN CAMPUS 



UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT WILMINGTON 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT GREENSBORO 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN COLORADO 
UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN INDIANA 
UNIVERSITY OF TOLEDO 
UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT AND STATE AGRICULTURAL COLL 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH UNIVERSITY 
WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY 
WEST CHESTER UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
WEST TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY 
WESTERN CAROLINA UNIVERSITY 
WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY 
WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 
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APPENDIX E 

RESULTS OF ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES REGRESSIONS 

Table 20: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for Variables 
Predicting Total Restricted Voluntary Support from Alumni to Public Universities. 

Variable 
Year: 1993 (R2 = 512) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

B 

.000 

-.007* 
-.010 
<-.001 

-.040** 
-.058*** 
-.059*** 
-.027 

SE 

.004 

.003 

.000 

.000 

.014 

.013 

.014 

.015 

P 

.002 
-.178 
-.017 
-.145 
-.221 

-.422 
-.410 
-.159 

Year: 1997 (R2 =.456) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

.001 
-.009 
-.064 
<.001 
-.074*** 
-.084*** 
- 071*** 
-.039 

.005 

.007 

.000 

.000 

.020 

.018 

.021 

.022 

.010 
-.112 
-.102 
-.132 
-.290 
-.440 
-.348 
-.166 

Year: 2001 (R2 =.340) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.004 .009 -.037 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.005 .019 -.033 
Disposable Personal Income -.121 .000 -.130 
Gross State Product <-.001 .000 -.073 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.169*** .050 -.289 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.195*** .046 -.443 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.144** .055 -.308 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.107 .057 -.198 
*Significant at .05 **Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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Table 21: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Unrestricted Voluntary Support from Alumni to Public 
Universities. 

Variable B SE P 

Year: 1993 (R2 =.285) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.003 .002 -.124 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.002 .002 -.107 
Disposable Personal Income .029 .000 .111 
Gross State Product <-.001 .000 -.145 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral .008 .007 .102 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.003 .007 -.045 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.046*** .008 -.700 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive _ Q44*** .008 -.572 

Year: 1997 (R2 =.252) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .000 .004 -.004 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.008 .005 -.133 
Disposable Personal Income .040 .000 .089 
Gross State Product <-.001 .000 -.113 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral .015 .016 .081 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.001 .015 -.006 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive - 096*** .018 -.663 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive - 089*** .019 -.530 

Year: 2001 (R2 =.213) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.003 .003 -.096 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.013 .007 -.276 
Disposable Personal Income .006 .000 .018 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 .047 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.003 .018 -.013 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.021 .017 -.142 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive - 077*** .020 -.491 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 072*** .021 -.399 
*Significarit at .05 **Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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Table 22: Svimmary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Restricted Voluntary Support from Corporations to Public 
Universities. 

Variable B SE P 

Year: 1993 (R2 = .461) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations Q44*** .011 .321 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.013 .009 -.126 
Disposable Personal Income .089 .000 .057 
Gross State Product <-.001 .000 -.016 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral 131*** .038 -.269 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.169*** .035 -.461 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.015 .040 -.039 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive .017 .042 .039 

Year: 1997 (R2 = 414) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .023 .012 .144 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.033 .018 -.154 
Disposable Personal Income .126 .000 .077 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 .017 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.225*** .053 -.340 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive - 279*** .049 -.559 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.033 .057 -.062 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive .013 .060 .021 

Year: 2001 (R2 = 258) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .048** .019 .229 
Academic Year State Unemployment .038 .040 .138 
Disposable Personal Income .052 .000 .029 
Gross State Product -.002 .000 -.215 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral .037 .105 .032 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.180 .096 -.207 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.095 .114 -.104 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive .090 .120 .084 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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Table 23: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Unrestricted Voluntary Support from Corporations to Public 
Universities. 

Variable B SE P 

Year: 1993 (R2 = 112) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.001 .001 -.116 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.001 .001 -.098 
Disposable Personal Income -.006 .000 -.051 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 .042 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral .005 .004 .139 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive .001 .003 .037 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive .014*** .004 -.478 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.011** .004 -.322 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .092) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .001 .001 .052 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.002 .002 -.108 
Disposable Personal Income .013 .000 .093 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 .016 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral .010 .006 .159 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive .003 .006 .057 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.016* .006 -.343 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.009 .007 -.164 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .097) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.001 .002 -.073 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.005 .004 -.218 
Disposable Personal Income <.001 .000 .001 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 .059 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.007 .009 -.072 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.011 .008 -.163 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.019 .010 -.259 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.017 .010 -.202 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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Table 24: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Restricted Voluntary Support from Foundations to Public 
Universities. 

Variable 

Year: 1993 (R2 =.392) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

B SE p 

.015 .009 .151 
-.012 .007 -.160 
.024 .000 .021 
<.001 .000 .093 
-.070* .030 -.197 
-.101*** .028 -.373 
-.113*** .031 -.395 
-.085** .033 -.257 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .376) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .020 .011 .144 
Academic Year State Unemployment .007 .016 .040 
Disposable Personal Income -.158 .000 -.113 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 .077 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.066 .047 -.117 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.138** .043 -.321 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.196*** .051 -.432 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.138** .053 -.263 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .395) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .020 .012 .139 
Academic Year State Unemployment .044 .025 .232 
Disposable Personal Income .072 .000 .057 
Gross State Product -.001 .000 -.166 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.168* .065 -.211 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive . 237*** .060 -.395 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.248*** .071 -.391 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.209** .075 -.283 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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Table 25: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Unrestricted Voluntary Support from Foimdations to Public 
Universities. 

Variable 

Year: 1993 (R2 = .088) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

B SE p 

-.001 .001 -.114 
-.001 .001 -.121 
-.012 .000 -.095 
<.001 .000 .143 
.004 .004 .100 
.001 .004 .034 
-.013** .004 -.420 
-.011* .004 -.311 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .099) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .003 .001 .192 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.001 .002 -.076 
Disposable Personal Income -.006 .000 -.050 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 -.038 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral .002 .006 .044 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive .002 .005 .054 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.012* .006 -.274 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.007 .006 -.135 

Year: 2001 (R2 = 102) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 
*Significant at .05 **Significant at .01 

-.002 .001 -.123 
-.005 .003 -.295 
-.018 .000 -.154 
<.-01 .000 .239 
-.014 .008 -.182 
-.017* .007 -.309 
-.004 .008 -.063 
-.007 .009 -.102 

Significant at .001 
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Table 26: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Restricted Voluntary Support from Other Individuals to 
Public Universities. 

Variable B SE P 

Year: 1993 (R2 = .351) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .022*** .005 .415 
Academic Year State LFnemployment -.005 .004 -.133 
Disposable Personal Income -029 .000 -.048 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 .028 
Carnegie Classification; Doctoral -.015 .016 -.080 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.020 .015 -.137 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.027 .017 -.181 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.005 .018 -.029 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .362) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .016*** .005 .279 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.006 .007 -.076 
Disposable Personal Income -016 .000 -.027 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 .178 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.021 .020 -.086 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.053** .018 -.296 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.029 .022 -.150 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive .017 .023 .075 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .200) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .009 .007 .120 
Academic Year State Unemployment .006 .015 .057 
Disposable Personal Income .004 .000 .007 
Gross State Product <-.001 .000 -.140 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.068 .039 -.165 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.092* .036 -.297 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.072 .042 -.220 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.072 .044 -.190 
* Significant at .05 ** Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 



Table 27: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Unrestricted Voluntary Support from Other Individuals to 
Public Universities. 

Variable B SE P 

Year: 1993 (R2 =.039) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .002 .002 .115 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.001 .001 -.110 
Disposable Personal Income .006 .000 .035 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 .093 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral .003 .006 .051 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive .002 .005 .051 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.006 .006 -.148 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.002 .006 -.048 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .068) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.003 .003 -.079 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.005 .005 -.110 
Disposable Personal Income .004 .000 .012 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 .058 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.009 .015 -.058 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.007 .014 -.060 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.038* .016 -.328 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.038* .017 -.280 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .087) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.002 .001 -.166 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.003 .003 -.187 
Disposable Personal Income -.007 .000 -.057 
Gross State Product <001 .000 .147 
Carnegie Classification: Doctoral -.006 .008 -.078 
Carnegie Classification: Comprehensive -.003 .007 -.051 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.023** .008 -.375 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.020* .009 -.289 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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APPENDIX F 

RESULTS OF ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES REGRESSIONS BY CARNEGIE 
CLASSIFICATION 

Table 28: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Voluntary Support to Research Universities. 

Variable B SE P 
Year: 1993 (R2 = .308) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .118* .047 .371 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.045 .040 -.182 
Disposable Personal Income <.001 .000 .178 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 -.308 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.500** .167 -.483 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.267 .158 -.271 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .216) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .204) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .037 .061 .090 
Academic Year State Unemployment .139 .132 .238 
Disposable Personal Income <.001 .000 .186 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 -.528 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -1.026** .367 -.510 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.853* .344 -.446 

.039 
-.060 
<.001 
<.001 
-.672* 
-.574* 

.054 

.076 

.000 

.000 

.248 

.236 

.101 
-.121 
.089 
-.123 
-.477 
-.429 

* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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Table 29: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Restricted Voluntary Support to Research Universities. 

Variable 
Year: 1993 (R2 = .287) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .145) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .208) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

B SE p 

.119* .045 .396 
-.041 .039 -.176 
<.001 .000 .174 
<.001 .000 -.303 
-.416* .161 -.423 
-.198 .152 -.212 

.048 .051 .136 
-.046 .072 -.103 
<.001 .000 .054 
<.001 .000 -.080 
-.462 .232 -.365 
-.375 .221 .097 

.052 .059 .129 

.180 .127 .319 
<.001 .000 .216 
<001 .000 -.572 
-.951** .353 -.489 
-.726* .331 -.393 

* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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Table 30: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Unrestricted Voluntary Support to Research Universities. 

Variable 
Year: 1993 (R2 = .224) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .213) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .160) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking; Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

B SE p 

-.002 .007 -.036 
-.004 .006 -.103 
<.001 .000 .088 
<.001 .000 -.141 
-.084** .026 -.565 
-.069** .024 -.487 

-.008 .016 -.072 
-.014 .023 -.095 
<.001 .000 .137 
<.001 .000 -.171 
-.210** .074 -.503 
-.199** .070 -502 

-.013 .013 -.146 
-.035 .028 -.286 
<.001 .000 -.094 
<.001 .000 .074 
-.122 .078 -.293 
-.146 .073 -.367 

*Significant at .05 **Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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Table 31: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Voluntary Support to Doctoral Universities. 

Variable 
Year: 1993 (R2 = .356) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

B SE p 

.062 .059 .210 
-.086 .048 -.473 
<.001 .000 .362 
<.001 .000 -.102 
-.060 .203 -.102 
.150 .228 .232 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .468) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

.041 .080 .102 

.030 .120 .068 
<.001 .000 .102 
<.001 .000 -.314 
-.133 .291 -.143 
.463 .324 .454 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .275) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

.070 .118 .123 

.018 .304 .023 
<.001 .000 .050 
<.001 .000 -.244 
-.422 .704 -.233 
.421 .772 .212 

* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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Table 32: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Restricted Voluntary Support to Doctoral Universities. 

Variable B SE P 
Year: 1993 (R2 = .397) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .072 .045 .306 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.072 .037 -.499 
Disposable Personal Income <.001 .000 .377 
Gross State Product <001 .000 -.061 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive .038 .156 .082 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive .215 .175 .419 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .491) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .039 .065 .119 
Academic Year State Unemployment .067 .098 .182 
Disposable Personal Income <.001 .000 .058 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 -.337 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.007 .238 -.008 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive .475 .266 .555 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .264) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .083 .116 .149 
Academic Year State Unemployment .054 .298 .072 
Disposable Personal Income <.001 .000 .024 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 -.229 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.228 .692 -.129 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive .578 .759 .299 

* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 



Table 33: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Unrestricted Voluntary Support to Doctoral LFniversities. 

Variable B SE P 
Year; 1993 (R2 = .247) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.010 .020 -.102 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.014 .016 -.245 
Disposable Personal Income <.001 .000 .200 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 -.168 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.099 .070 -.524 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.065 .079 -.313 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .368) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .001 .022 .012 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.037 .032 -.340 
Disposable Personal Income <.001 .000 .214 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 -.126 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.127 .079 -.548 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.012 .088 -.046 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .369) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.005 .018 -.057 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.030 .045 -.243 
Disposable Personal Income <.001 .000 .196 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 -.100 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.177 .104 -.613 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive -.080 .114 -.255 

* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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Table 34; Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Voluntary Support to Comprehensive Universities. 

Variable 
Year: 1993 (R2 = .192) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

B SE p 

,021 .016 .174 
-.019 .012 -.266 
<.001 .000 -.216 
<.001* .000 .486 
-.034 .007 -.095 
.014 .088 .035 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .251) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

.048** .015 .353 
-.026 .024 -.174 
<.001 .000 -.134 
<.001 .000 .305 
-.087 .102 -.175 
.061 .118 .108 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .326) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .052*** .014 .394 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.042 .031 -.361 
Disposable Personal Income <.001* .000 -.269 
Gross State Product <.001 .000 .426 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive -.085 .123 -.137 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive .162 .149 .232 

*Significant at .05 **Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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Table 35: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Restricted Voluntary Support to Comprehensive Universities 

Variable 
Year: 1993 (R2 = .225) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

B SE (3 

.023 .015 .201 
-.018 .011 -.263 
<.001 .000 -.199 
<.001* .000 .489 
.042 .071 .122 
.098 .082 .251 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .248) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

.040* .016 .286 
-.026 .024 -.173 
<.001 .000 -.133 
<.001 .000 .352 
.017 .103 .035 
.194 .120 .340 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .366) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

.059*** .015 .424 
-.032 .032 -.257 
<.001* .000 -.275 
<.001 .000 .369 
.032 -126 .050 
.285 .152 .385 

* Significant at .05 ** Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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Table 36: Summary of Linear Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) Analyses for 
Variables Predicting Total Unrestricted Voluntary Support to Comprehensive 
Universities. 

Variable 
Year: 1993 (R2 = .160) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

B SE p 

-.002 .005 -.060 
-.001 .003 -.054 
<.001 .000 -.094 
<.001 .000 .070 
-.076*** .023 -.729 
-.083** .026 -.703 

Year: 1997 (R2 = .188) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

.009 .005 .218 
<.001 .007 .005 
<.001 .000 .002 
<.001 .000 -.171 
-.104** .032 -.706 
-.133*** .037 -.792 

Year: 2001 (R2 = .273) 

Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 
Academic Year State Unemployment 
Disposable Personal Income 
Gross State Product 
Barron's Ranking: Noncompetitive 
Barron's Ranking: Competitive 

-.005 .004 -.129 
-.015 .009 -.480 
<.001 .000 .011 
<.001 .000 .299 
-.118*** .035 -.705 
-.118** .042 .620 

* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 



APPENDIX G 

RESULTS OF FIXED EFFECTS REGRESSIONS 

Table 37: Summary of Fixed Effects Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting 
Voluntary Support from Alumni to Public Universities 1993 - 2001. 

Total P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .016*** .005 
Academic Year State Unemployment .002 .004 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001*** .001 
Gross State Product <-.001* <.001 
Dummy 1994 .011 
Dummy 1995 .075*** .017 
Dummy 1996 121*** .024 
Dummy 1997 .158*** .031 
Dummy 1998 .205*** .038 
Dummy 1999 .240*** .046 
Dummy 2000 .316*** .059 
Dummy 2001 .069 

Restricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .018*** .004 
Academic Year State Unemployment .002 .004 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001*** <001 
Gross State Product <-.001 <.001 
Dummy 1994 .034*** .011 
Dummy 1995 .074*** .016 
Dummy 1996 .120*** .022 
Dummy 1997 154*** .028 
Dummy 1998 206*** .036 
Dummy 1999 241*** .043 
Dummy 2000 .322*** .055 
Dummy 2001 382*** .064 

* Significant at .05 ** Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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Table 37 (continued): Summary of Fixed Effects Regression Analyses for Variables 
Predicting Voluntary Support from Alumni to Public Universities 1993 - 2001. 

Unrestricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.002 .002 
Academic Year State Unemployment <.001 .002 
Disposable Personal Income <001 <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001 <.001 
Dummy 1994 .003 .005 
Dummy 1995 <.001 .007 
Dummy 1996 .001 .010 
Dummy 1997 .004 .013 
Dummy 1998 -.001 .016 
Dummy 1999 -.001 .019 
Dummy 2000 -.006 .025 
Dummy 2001 -.004 .029 

* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 
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Table 38: Summary of Fixed Effects Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting 
Voluntary Support from Corporations to Public Universities 1993 - 2001. 

Total P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .030*** .008 
Academic Year State Unemployment - 027*** .007 
Disposable Personal Income -.001 .001 
Gross State Product <-.001** <001 
Dummy 1994 .002 .020 
Dummy 1995 -.013 .030 
Dummy 1996 -.010 .042 
Dummy 1997 .017 .054 
Dummy 1998 .017 .068 
Dummy 1999 .017 .081 
Dummy 2000 .049 .105 
Dummy 2001 .097 .122 

Restricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 032*** .008 
Academic Year State Unemployment - 028*** .007 
Disposable Personal Income -.001 .001 
Gross State Product <-.001* <•001 
Dummy 1994 -.001 .020 
Dummy 1995 -.019 .030 
Dummy 1996 -.019 .042 
Dummy 1997 .004 .054 
Dummy 1998 .001 .067 
Dummy 1999 -.003 .081 
Dummy 2000 .027 .104 
Dummy 2001 .073 .121 

Unrestricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.002 .001 
Academic Year State Unemployment .001 .001 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001 <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001 .001 
Dummy 1994 .002 .003 
Dummy 1995 .006 .005 
Dummy 1996 .009 .006 
Dummy 1997 .012 .008 
Dummy 1998 .016 .010 
Dummy 1999 .020 .012 
Dummy 2000 .022 .016 
Dummy 2001 .024 .018 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 



Table 39: Summary of Fixed Effects Analyses for Variables Predicting Voluntary 
Support from Foundations to Public Universities 1993 - 2001. 

Total P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 031*** .006 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.006 .005 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001*** .001 
Gross State Product <001*** <.001 
Dummy 1994 .019 .014 
Dummy 1995 .032 .021 
Dummy 1996 .060* .030 
Dummy 1997 101** .038 
Dummy 1998 131 ** .048 
Dummy 1999 .146* .057 
Dummy 2000 .213** .074 
Dummy 2001 .248** .085 

Restricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations 034*** .006 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.007 .005 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001** .001 
Gross State Product <001*** <.001 
Dummy 1994 .014 .014 
Dummy 1995 .022 .021 
Dummy 1996 .047 .029 
Dummy 1997 .082* .037 
Dummy 1998 .107* .047 
Dummy 1999 .119* .056 
Dummy 2000 .179* .072 
Dummy 2001 .209* .084 

Unrestricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.003* .001 
Academic Year State Unemployment .002 <.001 
Disposable Personal Income <.-001 <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001* <.001 
Dummy 1994 .005* .003 
Dummy 1995 .010** .004 
Dummy 1996 .013** .005 
Dummy 1997 .019** .007 
Dummy 1998 .024** .008 
Dummy 1999 .027** .010 
Dummy 2000 .035** .013 
Dummy 2001 .040** .015 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 



Table 40: Summary of Fixed Effects Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting 
Voluntary Support from Other Individuals to Public Universities 1993 - 2001. 

Total P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .008 .005 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.003 .004 
Disposable Personal Income -.001** .001 
Gross State Product <-.001 <.001 
Dummy 1994 .018 .011 
Dummy 1995 .030 .017 
Dummy 1996 .057* .023 
Dummy 1997 .086** .030 
Dummy 1998 .103** .037 
Dummy 1999 J19** .045 
Dummy 2000 ly^** .058 
Dummy 2001 .202** .067 

Restricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .010* .004 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.004 .004 
Disposable Personal Income -.001** <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001 <.001 
Dummy 1994 .016 .010 
Dummy 1995 .023 .015 
Dummy 1996 .046* .021 
Dummy 1997 .068* .028 
Dummy 1998 .083* .035 
Dummy 1999 .101* .042 
Dummy 2000 .152** .054 
Dummy 2001 .176** .063 

Unrestricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.002 .002 
Academic Year State Unemployment .001 .001 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001 <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001 <.001 
Dummy 1994 .002 .004 
Dummy 1995 .007 .006 
Dummy 1996 .011 .008 
Dummy 1997 .018 .010 
Dummy 1998 .020 .013 
Dummy 1999 .018 .016 
Dummy 2000 .022 .020 
Dummy 2001 .026 .023 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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Table 41: Summary of Fixed Effects Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting 
Voluntary Support to Research Universities (N = 51) 1993 - 2001. 

Total P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .026 .034 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.034 .027 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001 <.001 
Gross State Product <.001 <•001 
Dummy 1994 .105 .081 
Dummy 1995 .188 .121 
Dummy 1996 .388* .170 
Dummy 1997 .610** .215 
Dummy 1998 .709** .270 
Dummy 1999 .909** .324 
Dummy 2000 1.24** .412 
Dummy 2001 1.50** .478 

Restricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .063 .033 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.036 .026 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001 <.001 
Gross State Product <.001 <.001 
Dummy 1994 .063 .077 
Dummy 1995 .121 .115 
Dummy 1996 .280 .161 
Dummy 1997 .447* .205 
Dummy 1998 .522* .257 
Dummy 1999 .680* .308 
Dummy 2000 .952* .392 
Dummy 2001 .455 

Unrestricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations - 033*** .010 
Academic Year State Unemployment .006 .008 
Disposable Personal Income -.001 <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001 <.001 
Dummy 1994 .041 .023 
Dummy 1995 .068 .035 
Dummy 1996 .107* .049 
Dummy 1997 .160** .062 
Dummy 1998 .183* .078 
Dummy 1999 .222* .093 
Dummy 2000 .279* .119 
Dummy 2001 .336* .138 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 ***Significant at .001 



Table 42: Summary of Fixed Effects Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting 
Voluntary Support to Doctoral Universities (N = 26) 1993 - 2001. 

Total P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .131** .049 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.065 .034 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001 <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001 <.001 
Dummy 1994 .021 .086 
Dummy 1995 -.085 .126 
Dummy 1996 -.130 .172 
Dummy 1997 -.090 .222 
Dummy 1998 -.102 .276 
Dummy 1999 -.235 .332 
Dummy 2000 -.187 .428 
Dummy 2001 .011 .501 

Restricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .126* .050 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.092** .034 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001 <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001 <.001 
Dummy 1994 .014 .087 
Dummy 1995 -.106 .127 
Dummy 1996 -.137 .172 
Dummy 1997 -.093 .222 
Dummy 1998 -.107 .277 
Dummy 1999 -.202 .333 
Dummy 2000 -.098 .430 
Dummy 2001 .159 .503 

Unrestricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .009 .012 
Academic Year State Unemployment .023** .008 
Disposable Personal Income <.001 <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001 <.001 
Dummy 1994 .005 .021 
Dummy 1995 .018 .031 
Dummy 1996 .003 .042 
Dummy 1997 <.001 .054 
Dummy 1998 .003 .067 
Dummy 1999 -.036 .081 
Dummy 2000 -.088 .104 
Dummy 2001 -.115 .122 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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Table 43: Summary of Fixed Effects Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting 
Voluntary Support to Comprehensive Universities (N = 75) 1993 - 2001. 

Total P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .021** .008 
Academic Year State Unemployment - 023*** .007 
Disposable Personal Income <-.001* <.001 
Gross State Product <.001 <.001 
Dummy 1994 .012 .019 
Dummy 1995 .023 .030 
Dummy 1996 .046 .043 
Dummy 1997 .075 .056 
Dummy 1998 .130 .070 
Dummy 1999 .115 .085 
Dummy 2000 .190 .110 
Dummy 2001 .229 .128 

Restricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations .025*** .008 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.022*** .007 
Disposable Personal Income -.003** .001 
Gross State Product <.001 .001 
Dummy 1994 .025 .019 
Dummy 1995 .044 .030 
Dummy 1996 .077 .042 
Dummy 1997 .117* .055 
Dummy 1998 .187** .070 
Dummy 1999 .188* .084 
Dummy 2000 .284** .110 
Dummy 2001 .348** .128 

Unrestricted P SE 
Lagged Weighted State Appropriations -.002 .002 
Academic Year State Unemployment -.002 .002 
Disposable Personal Income .001** <.001 
Gross State Product <-.001*** <.001 
Dummy 1994 -.012* .006 
Dummy 1995 -.018* .009 
Dummy 1996 -.027* .012 
Dummy 1997 -.035* .016 
Dummy 1998 -.049* .021 
Dummy 1999 -.062* .025 
Dummy 2000 -.080* .032 
Dummy 2001 -.090* .037 
* Significant at .05 * * Significant at .01 * * * Significant at .001 
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