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Abstract of Dissertation 

Institutions’ Needs and Donors’ Dreams: A Case Study of Successful Student Affairs 
Fundraising Collaboration at Three Private Research Universities 

 
 While facing difficult financial times, student affairs divisions and their leaders 

are increasingly considering collaborating with development officers and other 

institutional partners to raise funds for student services, activities, and facilities. Student 

affairs leaders, however, do not have proven strategies based on empirical data for 

making these decisions. At the same time, although research shows that student affairs 

and development office collaboration is often a crucial factor in the success of student 

affairs fundraising, the literature is predicated primarily on practitioner-based articles. 

This body of literature fails to include an empirical analysis of the strategies employed in 

the formation of successful student affairs fundraising partnerships at private research 

universities. To address these problems of practice and research, this study examined the 

nature of collaboration between student affairs and development units with successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts at three private research universities. This study used a 

qualitative multiple-case-study design with a social constructivist paradigm of inquiry to 

add to the understanding of this key factor in student affairs fundraising activities. The 

study analyzed interviews with the three institutions’ CSAOs, student affairs fundraiser, 

and main development unit point of contact for student affairs fundraising; observations 

at all three institutions; and documents relating to student affairs fundraising. Results of 

within and cross-case analyses indicated that the collaborative relationships to support 

student affairs fundraising at all three institutions transcended the student affairs and 

development unit partnerships. In addition, veteran student affairs leadership and capital 

projects were key factors in introducing, expanding, and sustaining student affairs 
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fundraising efforts. Also important factors in successful student affairs fundraising and 

student affairs and development collaboration were the institutional organizational 

cultures as well as the student affairs and development subcultures. Differences in student 

affairs and development organizational cultures influenced the nature of these units’ 

collaboration in student affairs fundraising. Definitions of successful student affairs 

collaboration had common themes among student affairs and development officers and 

across the three participating institutions. These findings have implications for practice 

and theory and suggest areas for future research.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 ix 
 

Table of Contents 

 

Dedication .......................................................................................................................... iii 

Acknowledgements ............................................................................................................ iv 

Abstract of Dissertation .................................................................................................... vii 

Table of Contents ............................................................................................................... ix 

List of Tables ................................................................................................................... xix 

CHAPTER I ........................................................................................................................ 1 

THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING............................................................................... 1 

Context of the Problem ....................................................................................................... 2 

Higher Education Fundraising Overview .................................................................... 2 

Student Affairs Financing Overview ........................................................................... 7 

Problem Statement ........................................................................................................ 10 

Theory Overview .......................................................................................................... 13 

Significance of the Study .............................................................................................. 16 

Research Question and Subquestions ........................................................................... 19 

Definition of Terms....................................................................................................... 19 

Assumptions .................................................................................................................. 20 

Delimitations ................................................................................................................. 20 

Limitations .................................................................................................................... 21 

Overview of the Dissertation ........................................................................................ 22 

CHAPTER II ..................................................................................................................... 23 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .................................................................................. 23 



 x 
 

Student Affairs Fundraising in the Higher Education Context ..................................... 24 

Student Affairs Divisions in the Higher Education Context ..................................... 25 

History of the Higher Education Fundraising Profession .......................................... 36 

History of Organized Student Affairs Fundraising Activities ................................... 44 

Student Affairs and Development Office Partnerships ................................................. 52 

Importance of Student Affairs and Development Office Partnerships ...................... 52 

Obstacles to Creating Fundraising Partnerships ........................................................ 54 

Student Affairs Fundraising Empirical Studies ............................................................ 57 

Recommendations from the Literature of Practice ....................................................... 78 

Summary ....................................................................................................................... 82 

Gap in the Literature ..................................................................................................... 82 

CHAPTER III ................................................................................................................... 85 

METHODOLOGY ........................................................................................................... 85 

Paradigm of Inquiry ...................................................................................................... 86 

Research Design............................................................................................................ 87 

Qualitative Research Design ..................................................................................... 87 

Case Study Design ..................................................................................................... 88 

Multiple-Case Study Design...................................................................................... 89 

Theoretical Framework ................................................................................................. 90 

Structural, Environmental, and Values Dimensions.................................................. 91 

Time, Space, and Communication............................................................................. 92 

Leadership Dimension ............................................................................................... 93 



 xi 
 

Justification for Theoretical Framework ................................................................... 94 

Research Questions ....................................................................................................... 95 

Site Selection ................................................................................................................ 96 

Site Descriptions ........................................................................................................... 98 

Protocol ....................................................................................................................... 100 

IRB Procedures ........................................................................................................ 100 

Document Analysis ................................................................................................. 101 

Observations ............................................................................................................ 104 

Interviews ................................................................................................................ 105 

Interview Procedures ............................................................................................... 111 

Data Management ....................................................................................................... 113 

Data Analysis Method and Strategies ......................................................................... 114 

Data Analysis........................................................................................................... 115 

Data Display................................................................................................................ 118 

Limitations .................................................................................................................. 119 

Verification Procedures .............................................................................................. 120 

Internal Validity Strategies ...................................................................................... 121 

External Validity Strategies ..................................................................................... 123 

Human Subjects and Ethical Issues ............................................................................ 123 

Project Budget ............................................................................................................. 125 

Timeline for the Project .............................................................................................. 125 

CHAPTER IV ................................................................................................................. 126 



 xii 
 

PROFILES OF PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS .................................................... 126 

Introduction ................................................................................................................. 126 

Overview of the Profiles of Participating Institutions ................................................ 127 

Western University’s Profile: From Local to Global .............................................. 128 

Southern University’s Profile: Value of a Transformative Gift .............................. 131 

Eastern University’s Profile: Higher Education Leader and Innovator ................... 134 

Comparative Background Information .................................................................... 137 

CHAPTER V .............................................................................................................. 142 

COMMUNITY BUILDING THROUGH A CAPITAL PROJECT: .............................. 142 

WESTERN UNIVERSITY’S CASE STUDY REPORT ............................................... 142 

Introduction ................................................................................................................. 142 

Western University’s Organizational Culture and Subcultures .................................. 142 

Western University’s Organizational Culture and Practices ................................... 143 

Western University’s Student Affairs Subculture and Practices ............................. 148 

Western University’s Development Subculture and Practices ................................ 150 

History of Western University’s Student Affairs Fundraising Initiatives .................. 153 

Stage One: Informal Fundraising ............................................................................ 154 

Stage Two: Breaking Down Barriers and a Capital Project .................................... 156 

Stage Three: Success and Maturation ...................................................................... 159 

Student Affairs Fundraising Collaboration at Western University ............................. 162 

Capital Project Collaboration .................................................................................. 163 



 xiii 
 

CSAO’s Perspectives on Collaboration................................................................... 164 

Student Affairs Fundraiser’s Perspectives on Collaboration................................... 166 

Alumni Affairs Officer’s Perspectives on Collaboration ........................................ 167 

Collaboration and Student Affairs, Alumni Affairs, and Development Subcultures

 ................................................................................................................................. 168 

Definitions of Successful Collaboration .................................................................. 170 

Western University Case Study Summary .................................................................. 173 

CHAPTER VI ................................................................................................................. 175 

MOVING TOWARD SUSTAINABLE FUNDRAISING: ............................................ 175 

SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY’S CASE STUDY REPORT ............................................. 175 

Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 175 

Southern University’s Organizational Culture and Subcultures ................................. 175 

Southern University’s Organizational Culture and Practices .................................. 176 

Southern University’s Student Affairs Subculture and Practices ............................ 179 

Southern University’s Development Subculture and Practices ............................... 182 

History of Southern University’s Student Affairs Fundraising Initiatives ................. 185 

Stage One: Precursors to the Fundraising Effort ..................................................... 185 

Stage Two: Capital Project Approval and Program Launch ................................... 187 

Stage Three: Building Fundraising Infrastructure ................................................... 190 

Student Affairs Fundraising Collaboration at Southern University ............................ 193 

Collaboration in Launching Student Affairs Fundraising ....................................... 194 



 xiv 
 

CSAO’s Perspectives on Collaboration................................................................... 195 

Student Affairs Fundraiser’s Perspectives on Collaboration................................... 197 

Development Officer’s Perspectives on Collaboration ........................................... 199 

Collaboration and Student Affairs and Development Subcultures .......................... 200 

Definitions of Successful Collaboration .................................................................. 202 

Southern University Case Study Summary................................................................. 204 

CHAPTER VII ............................................................................................................ 207 

CONTINUING A TRADITION OF EXCELLENCE: ............................................... 207 

EASTERN UNIVERSITY’S CASE STUDY REPORT ............................................ 207 

Introduction ................................................................................................................. 207 

Eastern University’s Organizational Culture and Subcultures ................................... 207 

Eastern University’s Organizational Culture and Practices .................................... 208 

Eastern University’s Student Affairs Subculture and Practices .............................. 211 

Eastern University’s Development Subculture and Practices ................................. 214 

History of Eastern University’s Student Affairs Fundraising Initiatives .................... 216 

Stage One: Nascent Fundraising Efforts ................................................................. 217 

Stage Two: Capital Project and Expansion of Efforts ............................................. 218 

Stage Three: Fundraising Successes Continue ........................................................ 220 

Stage Four: Recession and Retrenchment ............................................................... 222 

Student Affairs Fundraising Partnerships at Eastern University ................................ 224 

Collaboration to Support the Residential Project .................................................... 225 



 xv 
 

CSAO’s Perspectives on Collaboration................................................................... 226 

Student Affairs Fundraiser’s Perspectives on Collaboration................................... 229 

Development Officer’s Perspectives on Collaboration ........................................... 231 

Collaboration and Student Affairs and Development Subcultures .......................... 232 

Definitions of Successful Collaboration .................................................................. 234 

Eastern University Case Study Summary ................................................................... 237 

CHAPTER VIII .......................................................................................................... 239 

THREE FUNDRAISING MODELS, BUT ALL WITH SUCCESSFUL RESULTS:

..................................................................................................................................... 239 

CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS REPORT ....................................................................... 239 

Introduction ................................................................................................................. 239 

Institutional, Student Affairs, and Development Cultures .......................................... 239 

Organizational Culture and Practices ...................................................................... 239 

Student Affairs Subculture and Practices ................................................................ 244 

Development Subculture and Practices ................................................................... 248 

Student Affairs Fundraising Comparative History ..................................................... 252 

Fundraising Efforts Prior to the Current CSAO’s Arrival....................................... 255 

Barriers to Student Affairs Fundraising .................................................................. 255 

Capital Projects ........................................................................................................ 256 

Developing Fundraising Infrastructure .................................................................... 257 

2008–2009 Economic Situation and Student Affairs Fundraising .......................... 261 



 xvi 
 

Comparison of Fundraising Collaborations ................................................................ 262 

Capital Project Interactions ..................................................................................... 263 

CSAOs’ Perceptions of Fundraising Collaboration ................................................ 264 

Student Affairs Fundraisers’ Perceptions of Fundraising Collaboration ................ 267 

Development and Alumni Affairs Officers’ Perceptions of Fundraising Collaboration

 ................................................................................................................................. 269 

Differing Student Affairs and Development Subcultures ....................................... 271 

Definitions of Successful Collaboration .................................................................. 273 

Cross-Case Analysis Summary ................................................................................... 276 

Overall Summary ........................................................................................................ 278 

CHAPTER IX ................................................................................................................. 280 

IMPLICATIONS ............................................................................................................ 280 

Purpose of the Study ................................................................................................... 280 

Significance of the Study ............................................................................................ 281 

Findings Related to Research Questions..................................................................... 283 

Definitions of Successful Collaboration in Fundraising ......................................... 283 

Strategies to Foster Successful Fundraising Collaboration ..................................... 288 

Establishment of Student Affairs Fundraising Initiatives ....................................... 291 

Interaction Between Student Affairs and Development Units in Fundraising ........ 296 

Inclusion of Student Affairs Projects Among Institutional Fundraising Priorities . 299 

Implications of Findings for Theory ........................................................................... 302 



 xvii 
 

Contemporary Qualitative Data ............................................................................... 302 

Organizational Culture Theoretical Framework ...................................................... 303 

Critique of Past Studies ........................................................................................... 304 

Implications of Findings for Practice .......................................................................... 307 

Institutions with Existing Student Affairs Fundraising Initiatives .......................... 307 

Institutions Considering Implementing an Initiative ............................................... 311 

Student Affairs Practitioners ................................................................................... 313 

Development Practitioners ...................................................................................... 314 

Recommendations for Further Research ..................................................................... 315 

Critique of the Study ................................................................................................... 318 

Conclusion .................................................................................................................. 320 

References ....................................................................................................................... 322 

Appendix A: Definition of Terms ................................................................................... 342 

Appendix B: Organizational Culture Models ................................................................. 346 

Appendix C: Private Research Universities with “Very High Research Activity” ........ 361 

Appendix D: Private Research Universities with “Very High Research Activity” and 

Institutional Membership in CASE and ACPA or NASPA ............................................ 362 

Appendix E: Site Proposal Letter ................................................................................... 364 

Appendix F: Institutional Research Consent Form ......................................................... 366 

Appendix G: Research Journal ....................................................................................... 370 

Appendix H: Observational Field Notes ......................................................................... 395 

Appendix I: Interview Protocol for Student Affairs Officers ......................................... 409 



 xviii 
 

Appendix J: Interview Protocol for Development Officers ............................................ 414 

Appendix K: Interview Protocol for Student Affairs Fundraisers .................................. 418 

Appendix L: Cross-Walk Table for the Student Affairs Staff Member Interview Protocol

......................................................................................................................................... 422 

Appendix M: Cross-Walk Table for the Development Staff Member Interview Protocol

......................................................................................................................................... 424 

Appendix N: Cross-Walk Table for the Student Affairs Fundraiser Interview Protocol 426 

Appendix O: Interview Consent Form ............................................................................ 428 

Appendix P: IRB Form ................................................................................................... 432 

Appendix Q: Budget for Project ..................................................................................... 433 

Appendix R: Timeline for the Project ............................................................................. 434 

Appendix S: Documents Collected ................................................................................. 436 

Appendix T: Journal Article Draft .................................................................................. 437 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 xix 
 

List of Tables 

Table 1..……………………………………………………………………………… 131 

Table 2..……………………………………………………………………………… 134 

Table 3..……………………………………………………………………………… 137 

Table 4..……………………………………………………………………………… 138 

Table 5..……………………………………………………………………………… 245 

Table 6..……………………………………………………………………………… 249 

Table 7..……………………………………………………………………………… 254 

 

 

 

 



              

 

 

1 
 

CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 

For over two decades, student affairs divisions have augmented their budgets and 

supplemented their programmatic offerings for students through fundraising activities. 

Between July 1, 1999, and December 31, 2007, the University of North Carolina at 

Chapel Hill’s Division of Student Affairs raised $11.5 million in total voluntary support 

from donors (Jablonski, Robinson, Moneta, & Morgan, 2008). In 2008, the University of 

Southern California’s student affairs division announced a $2 million voluntary gift from 

a donor to support an athletics spirit program (Jablonski et al.). In 2008, Tulane 

University reported that the Office of Disability Support Services had received $500,000 

from a donor for office-naming rights (Jablonski et al.). Thus, student affairs divisions 

with active fundraising initiatives have had success in securing voluntary donations to 

expand services, build new facilities, and offer enriching programs and events for 

students.   

The purpose of this study is to examine the nature of the collaboration between 

student affairs and development units at private research universities with successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts using a qualitative multiple-case study design with a 

social constructivist paradigm of inquiry. The problem of practice is that while facing 

difficult financial times, student affairs divisions and their leaders are increasingly 

considering collaborating with development officers and other institutional partners to 

raise funds for student services, activities, and facilities. Student affairs leaders, however, 

do not have tested strategies based on empirical data to make these decisions. The 

research problem addressed by the study is that, although the literature shows that student 
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affairs and development office collaboration is often a crucial factor in the success of 

student affairs fundraising, the literature is predicated primarily on anecdotal evidence. 

This body of literature fails to include an empirical analysis of the strategies employed in 

the formation of successful student affairs fundraising partnerships at private research 

universities.  This dissertation studies this gap in the research literature. Chapter 1 forms 

the foundation of the study through a brief synopsis of the empirical and practitioner-

based literature on the topic that provides the theoretical framework for the research 

problem. This is followed by a discussion of the significance of the study, the study’s 

research questions and subquestions, and the definitions that are relevant to this study. 

Assumptions, limitations, and delimitations are also included to make the reader 

cognizant of any issues or concerns. Chapter 1 concludes with a summary of the literature 

review, theoretical constructs, methodology, and the entire document.  

Context of the Problem 

 This section provides the context for this dissertation’s problems of practice and 

research. As an introduction, an examination of higher education financial issues and 

fundraising organizational strategies provides the foundation for a discussion of student 

affairs financial issues and fundraising activities. This section concludes with a 

discussion of student affairs and development office partnerships for the purpose of 

raising funds for student activities, programs, and facilities. 

Higher Education Fundraising Overview 

Higher education researchers and practitioners have agreed on the pivotal role that 

fundraising plays in institutional success, and even survival, in recent years. The decline 

in state and federal educational funding during the last three decades (Breneman & 



              

 

 

3 
 

Finney, 1997; Callan & Finney, 1997; Thelin, 2004), along with increases in institutional 

expenses (Clotfelter, 1996) and tuition rates (Ehrenberg, 2000; Johnstone, 2005), have 

had a negative effect on public and private higher education institutions and their students 

(Altbach, Berdahl, & Gumport, 2005; Callan & Finney; Zusman, 2005). More recently, 

the 2008–2009 economic crisis has adversely affected higher education institutional 

endowments, hiring practices, and budgets (Blumenstyk, 2009; Selingo, 2009). 

To counteract these deleterious financial trends, most higher education institutions 

have turned to raising voluntary donations as a source of revenue to fund operations, 

sponsor scholarships, finance faculty chairs and professorships, stabilize tuition increases, 

and build endowments (Breneman & Finney, 1997; Johnstone, 2005). The growth in 

higher education fundraising in recent decades has been dramatic. In 1983–1984, United 

States colleges and universities raised $5.6 billion in voluntary support (Dunn, 1986). By 

comparison, in 2008, United States colleges and universities set a fundraising record by 

raising $31.6 billion in voluntary support (Council for Aid to Education, 2009b). 

Predictions on the amount of wealth transfer in the coming decades indicate that higher 

education institutions will continue to be aggressive in raising voluntary funds in the 

coming years. From 1998 to 2052, it is estimated that between $41 trillion and $136 

trillion will be donated by individuals and foundations to philanthropic organizations 

(Schervish & Havens, 2001). Higher education institutions, no doubt, will be trying to 

secure a portion of this wealth transfer. Therefore, these statistics and expert 

commentaries indicate that fundraising is critical to the current and future states of higher 

education financing.  
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In higher education, institutional advancement units have the overall 

responsibility for raising voluntary funds, but their functions include much more than just 

that activity (Rowland, 1986; Worth, 2002). Rowland’s definition of institutional 

advancement is widely accepted by many scholars and practitioners: “all activities and 

programs undertaken by an institution to develop understanding and support from all its 

constituents in order to achieve its goals in securing such resources as students, faculty, 

and dollars” (Rowland, p. xiii). Rowland also listed the roles of institutional advancement 

offices as “external and internal communications, government and public relations, fund 

raising, and alumni relations” (Rowland, 1977, p. 2). Definitions of advancement have 

portrayed this higher education unit as the body that coordinates the “integrated 

marketing” of an institution to its many constituents (Worth, p. 6). This definition covers 

many functions, including communications, public relations, fundraising, and alumni 

relations, represented in this unit’s organizational structure (Worth).  

Development offices have the overall fundraising responsibility within 

institutional advancement units (Rowland, 1986; Worth, 2002). These offices are led by 

Chief Development Officers (CDOs), also known as Chief Advancement Officers at 

some institutions (Worth; Worth & Asp, 1994). For the purposes of this dissertation, the 

term Chief Development Officer will be used to refer to the administrator responsible for 

fundraising. The terms fundraising and development will be used interchangeably in this 

study (Worth). Thus, development offices manage campaigns to raise voluntary funds 

and have often been situated within advancement units.  

To meet their goals to raise funds, many development offices extend their 

relationships across their institutions. Most often, development officers form teams with 
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major categories of key partners at higher education institutions: trustees, presidents, 

academic officers, and, to a lesser extent, student affairs officers (Duronio & Loessin, 

1991; Patton, 2002; Rhodes, 1997; Worth, 2002). First, institutional governing boards 

have played significant roles in fundraising oversight and are often donors themselves 

(Patton; Worth). According to practitioners, institutions successful at fundraising often 

have trustees involved in the “planning, execution, and evaluation of development 

campaigns” (Patton, p. 66). Second, most college and university presidents have played 

central roles in establishing institutional fundraising goals and priorities and in personally 

raising voluntary funds (Patton; Worth). Many empirical and practitioner-based studies 

have delineated the president’s crucial function in institutional advancement efforts 

(Murphy, 1997; Selingo, 2005; Worth). In 2005, the activity that most chief executive 

officers reported participating in on a daily basis was fundraising (Selingo). That same 

survey found that 43% of the presidents spoke with the institution’s chief development 

officer on a daily basis. Out of all the institutional executive officers, only the provost 

and the chief financial officer had more daily contact with the presidents surveyed 

(Selingo). Third, academic officers, including provosts (or chief academic officers) and 

deans, also play significant roles in institutional fundraising activities (Ferren & Stanton, 

2004; Hall, 1993; Hilenski, 2002; Keller, 1983; Krahenbuhl, 2004). Hall’s study 

delineated the multifaceted role of academic deans in establishing academic funding 

priorities, communicating with the development office and faculty members, and 

personally participating in the solicitation of funds. More recently, faculty members have 

also become involved in some higher education institutions’ fundraising efforts by 

soliciting funds themselves (Strout, 2007). Last, development offices have partnered, to a 
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lesser extent, with student affairs divisions to raise funds for the support of student 

services, activities, and facilities (Terrell & Gold, 1993). Thus, to raise voluntary funds, 

development offices have often collaborated with four major stakeholder groups: trustees, 

presidents, academic officers, and student affairs officers.   

Three major organizational structures have been identified for managing 

development functions for academic or student affairs units: centralized, decentralized, 

and hybrid models (Hall, 1993; Lindgren, 2002; Worth, 2002). Centralized models, 

which allow for internal efficiencies and controls, are usually found at smaller colleges 

and universities where one officer can coordinate development activities (Lindgren; 

Worth). Large universities, due to the complexity of the fundraising enterprise, often 

employ the decentralized or hybrid models (Lindgren; Worth). Under the centralized 

model, development officers raising funds for academic or student affairs report to the 

chief development officer (Hall; Worth). Under the decentralized model, chief academic 

or student affairs officers hire and supervise their own development officers (Hall; 

Worth). Under the hybrid model, development officers for academic or student affairs 

units report to both the chief officer of the unit and the chief development officer and 

often split the costs for salaries (Hall; Worth, personal communication, November 13, 

2008). Therefore, this section establishes the significance of fundraising in higher 

education; defines advancement, development, and fundraising; identifies the key 

stakeholders in the fundraising function; and explains the three models for organizing 

fundraising efforts for academic and student affairs units. 
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Student Affairs Financing Overview 

The higher education financial environment in recent decades has also negatively 

affected student affairs divisions (Sandeen & Barr, 2006; Schuh, 2003a; Woodard, 1995). 

Research shows how this fiscal climate, particularly budget cuts, has forced some student 

affairs divisions to scale back key student services (Floerchinger & Young, 1992; Rames, 

2000; Schuh; Woodard). Some student affairs divisions have dealt with these fiscal 

problems by downsizing, outsourcing, merging offices and programs, and increasing 

student activities fees (Jackson, 2000; Sandeen & Barr; Schuh; Schuh, 1990; Woodard). 

As an alternative to these actions, student affairs administrators have also looked for new 

revenue sources to support operations (Jackson; Sandeen & Barr; Schuh; Woodard). 

Student affairs divisions are responsible for the management of key student services and 

academic support functions at higher education institutions (Komives & Woodard, 2003). 

These functions include such activities and services as intercultural centers, student 

advising services, student counseling centers, student financial aid, student health centers, 

and student orientation (Dungy, 2003). Student affairs divisions are led by a Chief 

Student Affairs Officer (CSAO), who at some institutions is known as a Dean of Students 

or a Vice President for Student Affairs. Therefore, in the last few decades, student affairs 

divisions, also affected by budget cuts, have searched for new ways of generating 

revenue.  

Some CSAOs have tried to counteract these financial trends by seeking voluntary 

support through fundraising activities (Bresciani, Moneta, Jackson, & Snyder, 2008; 

Jablonski et al., 2008; Jackson, 2000; Sandeen & Barr, 2006; Schuh, 2003b; Smith, Riley, 

& Clayton, 2008; Woodard, 1995). Since the early 1980s, like other higher education 
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divisions, student affairs units have been raising funds to support operations and finance 

new initiatives, programs, and facilities (Garland, 1985; Jackson; Penney & Rose, 1991; 

Terrell & Gold, 1993). Effective student affairs fundraising efforts have built student 

unions, residence halls, and intercultural centers and sponsored career development, 

alcohol and other drug education, and diversity programs to benefit students (Jackson; 

Terrell & Gold). Some student affairs units have hired full-time student affairs 

development officers and dedicated resources to raise funds (Fygetakis & Dalton, 1993; 

Gold, Golden, & Quatroche, 1993; Gordon, Strode, & Brady, 1993; Jablonski et al., 

2008; Jackson, 2000; Penney & Rose, 2001; Rovig, 2009; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; 

1993; Smith et al., 2008; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell, Gold, & Renick, 1993). Donors 

for student affairs projects have typically included alumni involved in student activities 

and leadership positions as undergraduates, parents of current and former students, 

corporations, and members of the board of trustees serving on student life committees 

(Jackson; Terrell & Gold).  

Student affairs practitioners have recognized the value of student affairs 

fundraising efforts and sharing fundraising best practices with colleagues. On March 10, 

2008, at a meeting of the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators 

(NASPA), an international student affairs professional association, it was announced that 

NASPA’s board had approved the creation of a professional knowledge community 

dedicated to student affairs fundraising entitled “Student Affairs Development and 

External Relations” (M. Morgan, personal communication, March 10, 2008; NASPA, 

2008). This action meant that one of the student affairs professional associations had 

recognized that fundraising was vital to the continuing success of many student affairs 
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units and was an important professional development topic for student affairs 

administrators. Fundraising has therefore become a proven method of bolstering student 

affairs budgets during difficult economic times.  

In addition to the financial benefits for student affairs divisions, practitioners have 

also observed that there are other advantages for CSAOs and development offices. 

CSAOs involved in fundraising “become more marketable” for presidential positions 

because of their development experience (Terrell & Gold, 1993, p. 1), and they become 

more valuable to the institution from the president’s perspective (Shay, 1984; 1993). 

Development units have also benefited from student affairs partnerships. Practitioners 

have noted the important role of student affairs staff in formulating ideas for projects that 

improve the quality of the student experience, identifying potential donors from alumni 

involved in student activities and leadership positions, and providing assistance with the 

cultivation of donors and alumni (Jackson, 2000; Penney & Rose, 2001; Terrell & Gold). 

Thus, student affairs fundraising efforts have produced tangible benefits for both student 

affairs and development units. 

Many researchers and practitioners have identified student affairs and 

development office collaboration as a key factor in successful student affairs fundraising 

efforts (Fygetakis & Dalton, 1993; Gold et al., 1993; Gordon et al., 1993; Jablonski et al., 

2008; Jackson, 2000; Penney & Rose, 2001; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; 1993; Smith et 

al., 2008; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 1993). Practitioners have defined 

fundraising success as the activities that meet their articulated student affairs divisional 

financial and institutional advancement goals (Jackson; Schuh; Terrell & Gold; Terrell et 

al.). This literature, however, has not based the strategies for forming these partnerships 
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on empirical research. Therefore, facing difficult financial times requiring additional 

revenue streams, student affairs divisions and their leaders are increasingly considering 

collaboration with development officers to raise funds for student services, activities, and 

facilities, but do not have proven strategies based on empirical evidence to accomplish 

these goals. 

Problem Statement 

There have been many calls for student affairs and development office 

collaboration, yet there is very little empirical research on the best approaches to create 

and sustain these partnerships (Jackson, 2000; Penney & Rose, 2001; Schuh, 2003b; 

Terrell & Gold, 1993). For the purposes of this dissertation, collaboration is defined as 

“working toward a common goal or mission, equal voice of involved parties, joint 

planning, and active communication that results in creation of collaborative ventures” 

(Kezar, 2003, p. 10); therefore, this dissertation applies this definition and explores all 

facets of the collaboration process—problem solving, communication, strategic planning, 

and project management. 

There are several differences between student affairs and development offices that 

often cause conflict. These differences have often been among the factors that prevent the 

formation and preservation of student affairs and development office partnerships 

(Penney & Rose, 1991; Terrell & Gold, 1993). Evidence of this divergence between 

student affairs and development units is in the differing roles, skill sets, and goals of 

CSAOs and CDOs. The role of the CDO is to manage the fundraising process. A 

commonly accepted definition views fundraising as a process with multiple steps or 

stages (Worth, 2002). Under this model, fundraising involves (a) forming a strategic plan; 



              

 

 

11 
 

(b) creating financial goals from that strategic plan; (c) identifying prospective donors for 

gifts and researching those prospects to determine if their interests match institutional 

needs; (d) cultivating prospects, or involving prospective donors in the planning process; 

(e) soliciting prospects for gifts; and finally (f) carrying out the “purposes of the 

donations” through stewardship (Worth, p. 8).  

This six-part model requires a CDO to be, in the words of a commonly accepted 

definition of the role, a salesperson: a “catalyst, manager, and leader” (Worth & Asp, 

1994). The role of salesperson refers to the solicitation of donations through a systematic, 

professional process (Worth & Asp). The catalyst role refers to the building of the team 

who will later ask for donations through the coordination of unit staff and institutional 

partners such as presidents or trustees (Worth & Asp). The manager role refers to the 

coordination of internal development office processes such as strategic planning, resource 

allocation, and donor research (Worth & Asp). The leader role refers to the adherence to 

professional standards in a development process that fulfills institutional needs and goals 

in an ethical manner (Worth & Asp). The CDOs, whose main function is to guide the 

development process, often possess skills and abilities associated with traditional 

business functions such as marketing, sales, and strategic planning.  

By contrast, CSAOs have skill sets more comparable to those of academic 

administrators or adult educators than to business managers, salespersons, or marketing 

experts (Sandeen, 1991; Winston, Creamer, & Miller, 2001). The main function of the 

CSAO, under a widely accepted model, is to be a leader, manager, mediator, and 

educator (Sandeen; Winston et al.). The CSAO leads the student affairs division, is 

responsible for strategic planning, and reports, in many cases, to institutional presidents 
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(Sandeen). The CSAO manages the student affairs division and its departments, which 

differ from one institution to another, but typically include residence life, wellness 

services, student activities, and multicultural services (Sandeen). The CSAO is a mediator 

and serves as the primary liaison between the administration and students (Sandeen). At 

most institutions, the CSAO also interacts with trustees, the president, executive 

administrators, faculty members, parents, alumni, community members, and other 

constituents (Sandeen). The final role of the CSAO, that of educator, is manifested in the 

responsibility of supporting the academic missions of institutions, facilitating student 

development inside and outside the classroom, and forming partnerships with academic 

officers (Sandeen). Thus, the CDO and CSAO roles have different functions and require 

differing skill sets, knowledge, experience, and abilities.  

These differing roles and abilities have presented problems for the formation of 

partnerships between student affairs and development offices. First, these differences 

mean that CSAOs are typically ill-equipped to plan and manage successful student affairs 

fundraising campaigns and must rely on the expertise of CDOs to do so. Research has 

shown that financial management and fundraising knowledge and skills have been 

identified as areas of improvement for many CSAOs (Ackerman, DiRamio, & Wilson, 

2005; Herdlein, 2004; Jackson, 2000; Schuh, 1990; 2003b; Sermersheim & Keim, 2005; 

Shay, 1993). Practitioners have also pointed out that many CSAOs are unfamiliar with 

elementary fundraising vocabulary and concepts (Shay). The differing knowledge, skill 

sets, and professional vocabularies of CSAOs and CDOs also present another obstacle to 

the formation of student affairs and development office partnerships.  
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Second, these differences occur within the higher education organizational 

structures that have, in many cases, a division of labor among the different functional 

areas (Balderston, 1995). Practitioners have noted how differentiation within higher 

education settings has often caused mistrust and power struggles (Balderston; Shay, 

1993; Terrell & Gold, 1993). In addition, there is also the perception among student 

affairs practitioners that trustees, presidents, and development officers do not value 

student affairs projects as much as academic affairs projects within the institutional 

context, and often view student affairs as an operational unit (Shay; Terrell & Gold). 

These two major factors provide examples of major barriers that have inhibited the 

formation of student affairs and development office partnerships.  

In summary, there are significant barriers that prevent student affairs and 

development office collaboration. At the same time, there is little empirical evidence on 

strategies for engendering successful collaborations between these two units. Many of the 

studies have provided anecdotal evidence on this subject, but have limited applicability 

for higher education professionals seeking to address this problem. A review of the 

literature detailed in Chapter 2 indicates that no useful studies have been conducted on 

student affairs and development office partnerships at private research universities to 

address these problems. Thus, this dissertation fills this gap by investigating the 

collaborative relationships of student affairs and development offices at three private 

research universities with successful student affairs fundraising efforts.   

Theory Overview 

In order to examine student affairs and development office collaboration, a 

theoretical model on which to base the investigation merits discussion. The conceptual 
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framework of this dissertation centers on organizational culture and collaboration. In the 

past, empirical studies on student affairs fundraising have applied structural models that 

were based on studies of corporations and their chief executive officers, donor motivation 

models, or fundraising organizational models (Fygetakis, 1993; Fygetakis & Dalton, 

1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Hillman, 2004; Murphy, 2007). Recently, one dissertation 

applied higher education institutional cultural and structural models to a study of three 

public research universities employing full-time fundraising staff in their student affairs 

divisions (Schoenecke, 2005). This and the other empirical studies are discussed at 

greater length in Chapter 2. No empirical studies on student affairs fundraising, however, 

have used organizational culture models to examine the collaboration of student affairs 

and development offices at private research universities. The conceptual framework of 

this dissertation has two parts: organizational culture and collaboration. These 

components of the conceptual framework will be discussed after background information 

on organizational culture is presented.   

Higher education organizational culture studies have been based on definitions 

and models formed by cultural anthropologists like Clifford Geertz (1973) and business 

management researchers like Edgar Schein (2004). By the 1980s, higher education 

adapted many of these cultural anthropological and business organizational culture 

models to higher education settings. Noted higher education researcher George D. Kuh’s 

definition of organizational culture, as applied to colleges and universities, is widely 

accepted by scholars and is employed in this dissertation: “collective, mutually shaping 

patterns of institutional history, mission, physical settings, norms, traditions, values, 

practices, beliefs, and assumptions which guide the behavior of groups and individuals in 
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an institution of higher education” (Kuh & Whitt, 1988, p. 5). In addition, Kuh and Whitt 

identified the presence and significance of subcultures within the larger higher education 

organizational cultures.  Subcultures, as defined by Kuh and Whitt, are “distinctive social 

units possessed of a set of common understandings for organizing action” (pp. 9–10). 

Thus, higher education organizational culture contains overarching institutional cultures 

along with numerous subcultures functioning within this institutional umbrella.  

The most frequently adopted and cited model for applying organizational cultural 

concepts to higher education is Tierney’s (1988) “Framework of Organizational Culture” 

(p. 8). The model is based on case studies of four public and three private higher 

education institutions, and includes six parts: environment, mission, socialization, 

information, strategy, and leadership. As Tierney’s model asserts, environment involves 

the way the organization defines and perceives the external factors that influence the 

institution and the way the world works. Mission includes the organization’s overall 

goals, decisions, and the amount of internal consensus. Socialization involves ways 

individuals are oriented to the organization and what is needed to do well in the 

organization. Information comprises the content of communications, how it is distributed, 

and who has control over it. Strategy entails how decisions are reached, who makes 

decisions, and how planning takes place. Leadership involves organizational expectations 

for leaders, the identity of leaders, and whether there are formal and informal leaders. 

This widely accepted and applied six-part model, later revised in Chaffee and Tierney 

(1988), creates an effective framework for studying higher education organization 

cultures and subculture.  
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 The other important part of the conceptual framework involves using 

organizational culture descriptions, diagnoses, and change processes as a means of 

fostering collaboration, which is, by extension, a type of intercultural dialogue between 

two different subcultures. Within this dialogue, it is important to note the significance of 

individual agency in shaping the nature of the interactions. For the purposes of this 

dissertation, collaboration refers to “working toward a common goal or mission, equal 

voice of involved parties, joint planning, and active communication that results in 

creation of collaborative ventures” (Kezar, 2003, p. 10). As well, the terms collaboration 

and partnerships are used interchangeably. Kezar’s recent empirical study (2003) on 

academic and student affairs partnerships has provided an insightful theoretical 

framework for understanding relationships between two higher education units. Kezar 

found that cultural change theories were the most pronounced among the successful 

strategies used, but that “organizations that combine structural and cultural approaches 

are best able to effectively create change” (p. 19). Therefore, collaboration forms the final 

part of the conceptual framework for this dissertation. Specifically, the collaboration 

between student affairs and development offices were investigated to determine the 

strategies that have created successful partnerships for the purposes of student affairs 

fundraising. In closing, this conceptual framework section discussed the two-part model 

for this dissertation, which is made up of organizational culture and collaboration. 

Significance of the Study 

 This dissertation makes contributions in four areas of practice and research. First, 

this study addresses the gap in the literature about proven strategies for the formation of 

student affairs and development office partnerships at private research universities. 
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Previously, student affairs fundraising at private research universities has been addressed 

by three empirical studies (Hillman, 2004; Rovig, 2009; Terrell et al., 1993). The first 

study, published in a practitioner-based journal in 1993, has significant limitations, being 

dated, and focused only on CSAOs’ fundraising activities and their perceptions of this 

role without addressing student affairs divisions’ relationships with development units 

(Terrell et al.). The second study was a dissertation on student affairs fundraising 

activities at private and public universities in Texas (Hillman, 2004). Due to a narrow 

regional focus and the fact that the dissertation did not compare public and private 

university fundraising activities, Hillman’s study also has limitations. The third study was 

a dissertation that, from 2004-2007, surveyed student affairs divisions nationally to 

determine student affairs fundraising trends (Rovig, 2009). This dissertation’s primary 

limitation was a very low response rate among study participants that called into question 

the validity of the findings.  Furthermore, Terrell, et al.’s article, Hillman’s dissertation, 

and Rovig’s dissertation did not distinguish among the differing public and private 

institutional types. This dissertation, to close that gap, offers an investigation of the 

partnerships between student affairs and development offices at private research 

universities. It is hoped that this study will provide empirical data for practitioners at 

private research universities to use to enhance their fundraising activities.  

 Second, this study provides data that will be helpful in the further understanding 

of successful strategies for higher education fundraising at the institutional level. It is 

assumed that the student affairs fundraising efforts are not just assisting student affairs 

divisions, but are augmenting the entire institution’s efforts to provide resources for 

student and academic support services that will facilitate students’ academic and personal 
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development. It is also assumed that student affairs fundraising activities help 

development offices and advancement units to achieve their goals. 

 Third, this study will be significant if it encourages both student affairs and 

development officers to recognize the importance of collaboration to achieve common 

goals. The results of this study may also assist student affairs and higher education 

administration academic and professional development programs in recognizing the 

utility of offering courses on fundraising. These courses would enable aspiring leaders to 

gain the requisite knowledge of fundraising and collaboration processes to become more 

effective higher education administrators in the future. The results may also assist student 

affairs officers in recognizing the benefits of establishing fundraising efforts for their 

units in partnership with development units. Furthermore, the results of the study may 

help higher education presidents, trustees, and development officers recognize the 

important role that student affairs plays at institutions, and consider supporting student 

affairs fundraising efforts. 

 Last, by contributing to our knowledge of student affairs fundraising, this study 

may also compel researchers to embark on further investigations of proven partnership 

creation and fundraising strategies, in order to continue addressing the many gaps in the 

literature. Furthermore, the organizational culture theoretical frameworks should be 

applied to additional institutional types to add to the empirical literature on the subject. 

As a result of these efforts, higher education officers, in both student affairs and 

development units, will be better informed about how to more effectively and efficiently 

raise funds to support their institutional missions. In the end, this dissertation, by 

enhancing student affairs fundraising practice, will support student and academic support 
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services, programs, and facilities. Higher education institutions and their students will be 

the ultimate beneficiaries of this study. 

Research Question and Subquestions 

The purpose of this study is to examine the nature of the collaboration between 

student affairs and development units at private research universities with successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts using a qualitative multiple-case study design with a 

social constructivist paradigm of inquiry. This study addresses this purpose through the 

following questions:  

1. How do student affairs and development offices define “successful” collaboration 

in fundraising? 

2. What strategies have student affairs practitioners and development officers used 

to create and sustain partnerships to successfully raise funds for student affairs 

services, activities, and facilities? 

3. How have student affairs officers established initiatives to raise funds for student 

affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

4. In what ways do successful student affairs practitioners and development officers 

interact with each other in an effort to facilitate successful fundraising efforts?  

5. How have student affairs officers with fundraising initiatives succeeded in having 

student affairs services, activities, and facilities included among institutional 

fundraising priorities? 

Definition of Terms 

 Terminology from this dissertation’s topic is replete with practitioner-based 

vocabulary. To provide clarity in this dissertation, this section defines terms used in this 
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study. Because of the length of this section, please refer to Appendix A for the definition 

of terms.  

Assumptions 

 The study assumes that organizational culture and collaboration models form an 

appropriate theoretical framework by which to analyze student affairs and development 

office partnerships. The study assumes that collaboration between student affairs and 

development units is a key component of many successful student affairs fundraising 

efforts. The study assumes that successful student affairs fundraising activities are those 

that meet their articulated goals. It also assumes that the study’s participants have been 

forthcoming in their responses to the researcher’s questions during interviews and other 

conversations conducted during the study. In addition, the study assumes that student 

affairs fundraising, by supporting student and academic support functions, benefits 

student affairs divisions, development offices, and higher education institutions. Finally, 

the study assumes that students are positively affected by such improvements in student 

services as new programs, facilities, and activities.   

Delimitations 

 Since a study cannot analyze every facet of a topic, delimitations “address how 

the study will be narrowed in scope” (Creswell, 1994, p. 110). In this study, research is 

conducted only on student affairs and development units at three private research 

universities. This limits the applicability of the study to public institutions and four-year 

private universities that are not contained within the research institution category. The 

other main delimitation is rooted in the nature of case study and qualitative research. 

Qualitative researchers have observed that findings from case studies cannot be 
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generalized widely to other populations (Merriam, 1997; Yin, 2002). Accordingly, this 

dissertation’s findings can only be applied to the three institutions participating in this 

study. The final delimitation is that this dissertation will address, but not focus on, parent, 

student and alumni engagement, and alumni programs, which have been examined in 

detail in other studies.   

Limitations  

 Researchers typically present limitations, or “potential weaknesses,” in advance 

of studies to facilitate future studies and to help readers judge the generalizability of the 

findings to other situations (Creswell, 1994, p. 110). This dissertation has three main 

limitations. First, since this dissertation was a multiple-case study of three student affairs 

fundraising programs at private research universities, there are some inherent limitations 

based on this selected methodology that prevent the application of the findings to other 

institutions and situations. Because case studies provide rich data on the phenomena 

investigated, researchers have observed that one of the features of this methodology is 

that findings are not typically generalizable to other phenomena (Merriam, 1997; Yin, 

2002). Thus, this study’s applicability to other times and places is very limited. Second, 

the two major participant groups in student affairs fundraising, student affairs and 

development officers, were involved in this project. Other significant individuals who 

may play a role in student affairs fundraising, such as members of the board of trustees, 

presidents, and academic affairs officers, did not participate in this project. Last, it is 

important to note that the researcher of this study is a student affairs practitioner in higher 

education whose biases may influence the study. To address this, Chapter 3 includes the 

researcher’s subjectivity memorandums as well as other strategies to address external and 
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internal validity. These three limitations, however, do not detract from the credibility and 

dependability of this dissertation. 

Overview of the Dissertation 

 This chapter has provided the rationale for the dissertation, offered an overview of 

the literature and methodology, and, in this summary, provides a roadmap for the reader. 

Chapter 2 identifies the literature gap to justify this study. Topics addressed include the 

role of student affairs in higher education, a history of the higher education fundraising 

profession, a history of organized student affairs fundraising activities, barriers to student 

affairs and development office relationships as they relate to fundraising, and a complete 

discussion of the gap that exists in student affairs fundraising literature. Chapter 3 

presents the methodology of the study. Qualitative case study methods are used to 

examine the student affairs and development office relationships at three research 

universities in the United States with successful student affairs fundraising programs. 

Chapter 4 features profiles of the three participating institutions. Chapters 5, 6, 7, and 8 

present the results of the data analysis and Chapter 9 discusses the implications of the 

findings and concludes with a summary of the entire document.  
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The higher education financial environment in recent decades has negatively 

affected student affairs divisions (Blumenstyk, 2009; Sandeen & Barr, 2006; Schuh, 

2003a; 2003b; Woodard, 1995). Some student affairs divisions have dealt with these 

problems by downsizing, outsourcing, and increasing student activities fees (Jackson, 

2000; Sandeen & Barr; Schuh; Woodard). As an alternative to these actions, 

administrators have also pursued fundraising as a new revenue source to support student 

affairs divisions’ activities (Sandeen & Barr; Schuh; Woodard). Scholars and 

practitioners have established the central role of student affairs and development unit 

collaboration in successful student affairs fundraising efforts (Fygetakis & Dalton, 1993; 

Gold, Golden, & Quatroche, 1993; Gordon et al., 1993; Jablonski et al., 2008; Jackson, 

2000; Penney & Rose, 2001; Rovig, 2009; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; 1993; Smith et al., 

2008; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 1993). The literature on this subject, however, 

fails to provide empirical evidence on these practices at private research universities. To 

gain insight into the issue, this dissertation focuses on the following research questions: 

(a) How do student affairs and development offices define “successful” collaboration in 

fundraising? (b) What strategies have student affairs practitioners and development 

officers used to create and sustain partnerships to successfully raise funds for student 

affairs services, activities, and facilities? (c) How have student affairs officers established 

initiatives to raise funds for student affairs services, activities, and facilities? (d) In what 

ways do successful student affairs practitioners and development officers interact with 

each other in an effort to facilitate successful fundraising efforts? (e) How have student 
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affairs officers with fundraising initiatives succeeded in having student affairs services, 

activities, and facilities included among institutional fundraising priorities? 

The purpose of this study is to examine the nature of the collaboration between 

student affairs and development units at three private research universities with 

successful student affairs fundraising efforts using a qualitative multiple-case study 

design with a social constructivist paradigm of inquiry. A study of successful student 

affairs and development partnerships at private research universities necessitates an 

examination of the literature in four primary areas: (a) student affairs divisions in the 

higher education context, (b) history of higher education fundraising, (c) student affairs 

and development office partnerships, and (e) student affairs fundraising studies. 

Appendix B presents higher education organizational culture models. To provide the 

requisite background for the study, this chapter begins with a discussion of the role of 

student affairs in higher education.  

Student Affairs Fundraising in the Higher Education Context 

 This literature review discusses the literature of practice and presents and 

critiques empirical studies on student affairs fundraising activities. This section 

introduces the histories of the student affairs and higher education fundraising 

professions to provide context for the discussion of student affairs fundraising activities. 

This literature review then narrates the history of organized student affairs fundraising 

before turning to a discussion on student affairs and development office partnerships. The 

section concludes by identifying the literature gap on student affairs fundraising activities 

by presenting and critiquing the eight major empirical works on this subject. 
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Student Affairs Divisions in the Higher Education Context 

This section delineates the role of student affairs in higher education 

organizations to put the study’s problem of practice, research problems, and literature 

review in their proper contexts. This section defines student affairs and its mission, 

situates student affairs within higher education administrative reporting structures, and 

explores the differing student affairs organizational structures in their institutional 

contexts. Because of its supporting role, its relatively recent introduction to higher 

education, and the content of critiques by critics from outside and within the field, student 

affairs divisions have often been placed in defensive positions to justify institutional 

budgetary allocations for their units (Schuh, 1990; 2003a; Shay, 1993; Terrell & Gold, 

1993; Woodard, 1995). For this reason, fundraising and other revenue-generating 

enterprises have become crucial to the success of many student affairs divisions.    

Student affairs mission and organizational models. As a field, student affairs 

has also been known by a number of other titles during its history, including student 

personnel, student services, and student development (Barr & Desler, 2000; Komives & 

Woodard, 2003). One widely accepted handbook on student services includes the 

statement that student affairs, on the whole, seeks to support and enrich “college 

students’ personal and academic lives” (Komives & Woodard, p. xv).  Student affairs 

researchers have identified two overarching concepts that have transcended higher 

education history to form the profession’s overall objectives: (a) the focus of student 

affairs on the development of the individual as a “whole person”; and (b) the commitment 

of student affairs to supporting higher education institutions’ varied missions (Nuss, 

2003, p. 65). First, the concept of the education of the “whole person” appeared in what 
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are considered the foundational documents for the student affairs profession, the Student 

Personnel Point of View (1937/1949), and is defined as broadening the goal of education 

to include “the student’s well-rounded development—physically, socially, emotionally, 

and spiritually, as well as intellectually” (American Council on Education, 1986, p. 122). 

This concept of educating the whole student was revisited in Education and Identity, the 

seminal empirical work on higher education student development (Chickering, 1969; 

Chickering & Reisser, 1993). In this book, Chickering and Reisser argue that human 

development is the central goal of higher education. Inherent in the education of the 

whole person is the regard for individual student needs “in light of the requirements for 

knowledge, competence, and human capacities…determined by particular plans and 

aspirations…” (Chickering & Reisser, p. xvii). Second, rooted in the diversity and 

complexity of United States higher education institutions, student affairs professionals 

seek to support and fulfill overall institutional missions. Each institution’s unique 

mission, according to higher education administration experts, shapes the nature of the 

student affairs practice at the individual college or university (Barr, 2000; Sandeen, 

2001). For instance, according to this commentary, student affairs programs, initiatives, 

and services at a community college, a state research university, and a private liberal arts 

college will be very different based on the differing missions, student populations, and 

campus cultures of each of these institutions (Barr; Sandeen). Thus, student affairs has a 

two-part purpose in higher education: to educate the whole, individual student and to 

fulfill varied institutional purposes.  

The wide range of higher education institutional sizes and missions has led 

student affairs researchers to identify multiple models for organizing student affairs 
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practice (Ambler, 2000; Dungy, 2003; Manning, Kinzie, & Schuh, 2006; Sandeen, 2001). 

Arthur Sandeen, a veteran administrator at the University of Florida, observed that 

institutional mission and culture is “the most important factor in determining how the 

student affairs division is organized” (Sandeen, p. 188). In fact, one study on the subject 

encapsulated the many forms of student affairs structures by stating that “one size does 

not fit all” (Manning et al., p. ix). This discussion applies two major organizational 

principles for analyzing student affairs divisional structures: the overall institutional 

reporting structure for student affairs and the internal organization of student affairs 

functions and services.  

Student affairs functions, within the institutional context, are typically organized 

under centralized or decentralized models for administrative oversight (Ambler, 2003). 

Centralized models have student affairs functions, led by a chief student affairs officer, 

reporting to an institution’s chief executive officer, another institutional officer, or two 

officers in a dual reporting role (Ambler). Decentralized models have student affairs 

functions distributed among an institution’s academic or administrative units without the 

presence of a CSAO (Ambler). Although there is no standard means of organizing 

student affairs divisions, small campuses typically organize student affairs functions 

under the centralized model (Sandeen, 2001). Larger campuses, with professional 

colleges and independent schools, typically arrange student affairs services under the 

decentralized model. In summary, student affairs divisions typically have centralized or 

decentralized reporting models within the larger institutional hierarchy.    

Internally, researchers have identified five major means of organizing student 

affairs divisions. Manning et al. (2006, pp. v–vi) grouped the organizational structures 
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into “traditional” and “innovative” models. The traditional models include out-of-

classroom-centered, administrative-centered, and learning-centered models (Manning et 

al.). Out-of-classroom-centered models emphasize student affairs functions as being 

extracurricular and independent from academic initiatives, or those that are “inside the 

classroom” (Manning et al.). In this model, student affairs staff members and faculty 

members work in separate spheres and there is little, if any, interaction between the two 

units. Administrative-centered models deliver student services from a bureaucratic 

framework with departments functioning as independent silos within the larger student 

affairs division (Manning et al.). In this model, student affairs departments are kept 

independent of each other with little collaboration. This model is typically present at 

large campuses that have decentralized administrative structures (Sandeen, 2001). 

Learning-centered models emphasize student learning and development initiatives 

organized in a centralized fashion, but keep student affairs independent of academic 

affairs’ services and initiatives (Manning et al.).  In this model, student affairs 

departments collaborate often, but do not extend this collaboration to the academic affairs 

units. Thus, the traditional models have typically displayed differentiation, and have 

organized units into individual silos with little interaction among the offices and 

academic and student affairs units (Manning et al.).    

The innovative models, by contrast, have typically focused on collaboration; they 

have organized units into functional groups with much interdivisional and 

interdepartmental interaction (Manning et al.). These models answer recent calls by 

higher education researchers and practitioners for additional partnerships between 

academic and student affairs divisions in linking the inside and outside of the classroom 
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experiences to enhance student learning and development (Chickering & Reisser, 1993; 

Kezar, 2003). The two innovative models are the student-centered model and the 

academic and collaboration model (Manning et al.). The student-centered model seeks to 

make students’ needs primary in emphasizing student-led initiatives and programs 

(Manning et al.). Under this model, the lines between academic and student affairs 

divisions are blurred to bolster student-led initiatives inside and outside of the classroom 

(Manning et al.). The academic and collaboration model seeks to have student affairs and 

academic affairs serve as partners in the learning enterprise (Manning et al.). In this 

model, academic affairs and student affairs work closely together to plan and implement 

joint initiatives (Manning et al.). Examples of these efforts include residential living and 

learning communities that cluster class members in particular residence halls to make the 

inside- and outside-the-classroom experiences seamless. Thus, these five functional 

models also display the multiple student affairs organizational structures that have 

evolved out of the variety of institutional types, missions, campus cultures, and divisional 

relationships.  

Student affairs divisions’ roles in higher education institutions. Student affairs 

divisions have often been perceived by higher education administrators as taking 

ancillary, rather than central, roles at many higher education institutions (Balderston, 

1995; Shay, 1993; Terrell & Gold, 1993). Based on a review of student affairs studies, 

there are three main factors that contribute to this positioning of student affairs divisions 

in the higher education institutional context: (a) student affairs, as a profession, is a 

relatively new phenomenon in the context of higher education history; (b) student affairs’ 

functions have been perceived as not being central to the mission and operations of most 
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higher education institutions; and (c) student affairs divisions have been subjected to 

outside critics’ critiques and internal assessments that have led to questioning the value of 

student affairs throughout its history, especially in recent decades (Woodard, Love, & 

Komives, 2000; Komives & Woodard, 2003). 

First, higher education researchers have observed that the student affairs 

profession, as a unique product of the early–20th century United States, is a recent 

phenomenon compared with other higher education administrative units such as academic 

affairs (Nuss, 2003; Rhatigan, 2000). Antecedents to the student affairs profession, 

however, have been traced by scholars to the era of the colonial colleges, the legal 

concept of in loco parentis, and the rise of the extracurriculum (Horowitz, 1987; 

Rudolph, 1990; Thelin, 2004). During the colonial era, college presidents and professors 

functioned legally in an in loco parentis capacity. Under the concept of in loco parentis, 

college presidents and faculty members acted in the place of the students’ parents and 

became “stand-in parents” for the students themselves (Barr & Desler, 2000, p. 630). 

Furthermore, during the early years of American higher education, historians have 

identified the rise of the extracurriculum, or extracurricular activities, which involved 

student athletic, social, and philanthropic pursuits conducted outside of the classroom 

(Horowitz; Rudolph). By the end of the 18th century, presidents and faculty members 

began organizing student activities outside of the classroom (Horowitz). Most scholars, 

however, agree that the beginning of the student affairs profession came much later, in 

1890, with the appointment of LeBaron Russell Briggs as the first student personnel dean 

at Harvard University (Ambler, 2000; Sandeen, 1991). Student affairs has had a long 
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history, but the professionalization of these functions did not occur until the late 19th 

century. 

Historians have divided student affairs professional history into three main 

periods: 1900–1945, 1945–1985, and 1985–present (Nuss, 2003; Rhatigan, 2000). Higher 

education researchers have traced the emergence of the student affairs profession to the 

period between 1900 and 1945, particularly in the years following World War I.  In this 

era, two national student affairs professional associations, the National Association of 

Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) and the American College Personnel 

Administration (ACPA), were founded in 1919 and 1924, respectively (Nuss). During 

these emerging years of the profession, the fundamental job descriptions of student 

affairs officers consisted of providing students with career guidance, maintaining 

accurate student records, and administering student intellectual and vocational ability 

inventories (Nuss). The birth of the student affairs profession involved the founding of 

two professional associations for practitioners and the creation of a defined niche for 

student affairs staff members in higher education institutions.  

From this foundation, historians have linked the expansion of the student affairs 

profession to the post–World War II era, between 1945 and 1985 (Nuss, 2003; Thelin, 

2004), with the burgeoning student enrollments stimulated by the Serviceman’s 

Readjustment Act of 1944, also known as the G.I. Bill. These large enrollments 

necessitated the creation of student affairs units at many institutions. Other events, 

particularly the Civil Rights movement and Vietnam War protests of the 1960s, led to 

student activism and compelled many higher education institutions to increase the 

number of student services and student affairs personnel to address student behavioral 
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issues and needs (Nuss; Rhatigan, 2000). This period was also marked by the 

specialization of the field, with whole departments created for such functions as 

admissions, financial assistance, student activities, and services for students with 

disabilities to manage the rapid growth of higher education institutions and student 

enrollments during this era (Nuss; Rhatigan). The post–World War II decades marked the 

growth and specialization of the student affairs field to keep pace with the rapidly 

expanding student populations of this era.  

Historians have pinpointed the maturing of the student affairs profession as 

occurring between 1985 and the present (Nuss, 2003; Rhatigan, 2000). This maturation 

has been marked by an increase in the number of empirical studies on students and 

student development. Research studies in the field of student affairs have also only 

matured in the past 30 years (Nuss; Rhatigan). In 1969, the publication of Feldman and 

Newcomb’s The Impact of College on Students marked the pioneering work on student 

affairs as a profession (Komives & Woodward, 2003). Since that time, student affairs 

research has matured and thousands of studies have been published on college students, 

college student development, and student affairs administration (Komives & Woodard; 

Nuss). Seminal works like Astin’s What Matters in College (1993) have added to the 

empirical literature of higher education. Student affairs now claims numerous 

practitioner-based and research-oriented magazines and journals. To date, student affairs 

researchers and practitioners have earned scores of research grants (Komives & 

Woodard). Thus, student affairs has matured in the last few decades as evidenced by the 

field being a topic for research studies and the field’s practitioners being the recipients of 

research grants.  
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Other developments in this era indicate that student affairs associations had a 

significant influence on student affairs practice. First, the number of student affairs 

practitioners belonging to the field’s professional associations has continued to grow in 

recent decades. By 2007, the two national student affairs professional associations, 

NASPA (National Association of Student Personnel Administrators) and ACPA 

(American College Personnel Association), each claimed thousands of members. In 2007, 

ACPA had 9,000 members (ACPA, 2007). In 2007, NASPA had 11,000 members 

(NASPA, 2007).  

Second, professional associations have been influential in professionalizing 

student affairs practice. ACPA and NASPA, in particular, have called for student learning 

and academic partnerships to be central to student affairs practice, and for there to be 

professional standards and ethics for student affairs practitioners. In the 1990s two 

reports, The Student Learning Imperative (American College Personnel Association, 

1996) and Powerful Partnerships (American College Personnel Association, American 

Association of Higher Education, & National Association of Student Personnel 

Administrators, 1998), called for student affairs to focus on the student learning 

experience by partnering with other higher education units, particularly academic affairs, 

to achieve these goals. In 1997, ACPA and NASPA jointly published Principles of Good 

Practice, a report that detailed standards of practice to guide practitioners on a daily basis 

(American College Personnel Association & National Association of Student Personnel 

Administrators, 1997). Seven years later, ACPA and NASPA again jointly published a 

statement, Learning Reconsidered (American College Personnel Association & National 

Association of Student Personnel Administrators, 2004), to reiterate the commitment to 
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individual student development by linking classroom and co-curricular student learning 

experiences. In addition to this dramatic growth and formalization of practice, student 

affairs has also become more specialized, with professional associations being formed for 

such areas as residence life, orientation, student activities, student judicial affairs, and 

student advising (Dungy, 2003). Compared with the academic affairs and the presidency, 

however, this history makes student affairs a young profession and student development a 

fledgling field of study within academia.  

Third, higher education researchers and leaders have often placed student affairs 

at the periphery of institutions as a function to support the central higher education 

mission of teaching, research, and service (Balderston, 1995). A widely regarded study 

on higher education administration classified student affairs as an auxiliary enterprise 

(Balderston). One university president noted that executive officers often have daily 

conversations with chief financial and academic officers, but rarely have such frequent 

contact with chief student affairs officers (Shay, 1993). In fact, the president observed 

that “Most student affairs professionals are familiar with the long struggle to establish 

their field as a major area of responsibility rather than just an adjunct to academic 

programs” (Shay, p. 19). Overall, higher education commentators have concluded that 

student affairs’ role in higher education “is often considered supportive and nonessential 

in comparison to academic affairs, which is perceived as primary and essential” (Terrell 

& Gold, 1993, p. 1).  Thus, research and practitioner-based commentaries have delineated 

the auxiliary role of student affairs at many higher education institutions.  

Last, critics from both inside and outside of student affairs have questioned the 

current state and mission of the student affairs profession (Komives & Woodard, 2003). 
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To represent some of the arguments of external critics, the Chronicle of Higher 

Education has published, in recent years, opinion pieces from higher education 

practitioners who have decried the current state of student affairs and questioned its value 

to higher education institutions and students. One critic, a dean at Colgate University, 

argued that student affairs’ focus on amenities and services has departed from the student 

affairs field’s original intention to contribute to the central missions of higher education 

institutions by fostering student leadership and service initiatives (Weinberg, 2005). 

Another critic, a former university president, in observing that student affairs’ 

specialization has produced the unintended consequence of fragmenting services and 

programs into independent silos, concluded that student affairs practice is far removed 

from the central missions of higher education: research, learning, and service (Lovett, 

2006). Thus, both critics contend that the current state of student affairs is meeting the 

needs of neither higher education nor its students.  

Internally, student affairs professionals have also questioned the lack of 

professionalism within the student affairs field. By 1980, widely respected student affairs 

researchers and practitioners judged student affairs to be an emerging profession 

(Carpenter, Miller, & Winston, 1980). Two decades later, another study reinforced this 

and pronounced student affairs to be still maturing as a profession (Winston et al., 2001, 

pp. x–xi). Student affairs professionals have also deemed their field the “hidden 

profession” since few practitioners commence their undergraduate years with the 

intention of entering student affairs career path (Richmond & Sherman, 1991, p. 8). 

These series of self-critiques led to what Woodard et al. (2000, p. 3) called a “self-

marginalization” of the student affairs profession from an internal perspective. Under this 
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concept, student affairs practitioners themselves have discounted their field’s role in the 

higher education mission (Woodard et al.). Taken together, internal and external critics 

have posited arguments that student affairs, by departing from its initial mission and 

direction, may be in need of reform and more stringent professional standards. In 

conclusion, this section on student affairs’ role in higher education demonstrates how the 

profession’s supporting role, overarching mission, organization, and functions have 

placed the field at a distinct disadvantage during times of institutional budget cuts. At the 

same time, these very factors have made it critical for student affairs officers to consider 

fundraising as a revenue-generation option in the current higher education fiscal climate.    

History of the Higher Education Fundraising Profession 

 The history of the higher education fundraising profession is significant to this 

dissertation because it provides a context for student affairs fundraising history and 

current practice. Fundraising was crucial to the birth of higher education in the U.S., and 

it has played a central role in the support of higher education institutions to the present 

day. Similar to student affairs, higher education fundraising has a rich tradition and 

history, but has only emerged as an organized profession over the last century (Worth, 

2002). This section narrates the history of the higher education fundraising profession 

and views student affairs fundraising as a recent phenomenon linked to the current trends 

involving the subspecialization and decentralization of the development field.  

Scholars have typically organized the history of higher education fundraising into 

four distinct periods: the colonial era to 1900, from 1900 to 1945, from 1945 to 1985, and 

from 1985 to the present (Cutlip, 1965; Kelly, 1998; Michael Worth, 2002). This 

historical model shows that higher education fundraising, as an organized profession, 
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dates to the early 20th century and has an evolution very similar to the student affairs 

profession’s timeline in this respect.   

First epoch of higher education fundraising. The first epoch, from the colonial 

era to 1900, was marked by support from abroad and by evangelical-based initiatives 

managed in an informal fashion by amateur fundraisers. In 1641, William Hibbens, Hugh 

Peter, and Thomas Weld launched the first higher education capital campaign when they 

traveled from Boston, Massachusetts, to London, England, to raise funds for Harvard 

College (Cutlip, 1965; Worth, 2002). Colleges received much of their funding from 

abroad during the colonial era through personal solicitations that were organized along 

the lines of this pioneering fundraising effort (Cutlip; Worth). The first annual funds and 

annuities also date to this era. Annual funds derived from higher education institutions 

selling subscriptions to local communities, churches, missionary societies, and friends on 

a yearly basis (Pray, 1981). In 1839, Azariah Williams deeded property to the University 

of Vermont, and this gift became the first example of an annuity in higher education 

history (Pray). In both the colonial era and the postindependence years, colleges also 

received support from fundraising drives organized at churches, college presidents’ 

personal requests to donors, or donations received through hired agents of individual 

institutions (Cutlip). The number of denominational colleges increased in the 19th 

century, which is evidence of the significant role that religious organizations played in 

higher education financing and fundraising in the era (Thelin, 2004). Overall, however, 

fundraising efforts in this first era (between 1641 and 1900) were, with few exceptions, 

personal entreaties for donations that occurred without the help of organizational 

infrastructure (Worth). During this first period, higher education fundraising efforts were 
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often directed abroad, organized through the auspices of the church, and were individual 

requests for donations by college presidents or paid agents of the institution. 

Second epoch of higher education fundraising. In the second epoch, from 1900 

to 1945, trends in higher education fundraising included the rise of alumni associations 

and fundraising campaigns, contributions by wealthy individuals and their foundations, 

and the emergence of systems for soliciting funds created and managed by fundraising 

consultants (Broce, 1986; Kelly, 1998; Worth, 2002). By 1900, alumni associations had 

become organizational frameworks to stimulate alumni giving to higher education 

institutions (Worth). Alumni giving, through “organized alumni support,” became more 

widespread especially after 1918, with the donation of substantial alumni gifts to higher 

education institutions starting in this era (Curti & Nash, 1965, p. 186). An example of an 

early alumni campaign of this era is the University of Michigan raising $1 million from 

alumni during 1914–1915 to build a new campus union building (Curti & Nash, p. 202). 

At the same time, another trend in fundraising was, in Cutlip’s words (1965, p. 33), the 

emergence of “Big-Scale Philanthropy.” After accumulating a great deal of wealth, 

philanthropists, including Andrew Carnegie and John D. Rockefeller, started foundations 

to create new higher education institutions and support existing ones (Cutlip). In 1889, 

John D. Rockefeller gave $600,000 to help found the University of Chicago (Cutlip). In 

1905, Rockefeller endowed the General Education Board with $130 million to support 

higher education research (Cutlip). In 1900, Andrew Carnegie established the Carnegie 

Institute of Technology; in 1902, Carnegie founded the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching (Cutlip). Therefore, alumni and philanthropic giving through 
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the organizational frameworks of alumni campaigns and foundations increased in this 

second major epoch of higher education fundraising history. 

During the early 20th century, a nonprofit administrator, acting as a consultant, 

organized the first professionally managed fundraising campaign in higher education 

history. In 1914, the University of Pittsburgh hired Charles Sumner Ward, a Young 

Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) executive with success in fundraising, to raise $3 

million for the institution (Worth, 2002). After meeting this goal for the University of 

Pittsburgh, Ward introduced a systematic method for conducting fundraising campaigns 

that became the foundation for the modern development profession (Worth). There were 

two parts to Ward’s model: development and fundraising. Ward and his team formed 

what became the first higher education fundraising consultant firm and provided strategic 

and managerial guidance for higher education institutions (Worth). In the first half of the 

20th century, consultants, like Ward’s team, were conducting most higher education 

fundraising campaigns (Worth). In 1935, fundraising consultants formed the American 

Association of Fund Raising Consultants (AAFRC) as their trade association (Kelly, 

1998). For this reason, one scholar has dubbed the years between 1919 and 1945 the “era 

of the fundraising consultants” (Kelly p. 140). Thus, the second epoch of higher 

education fundraising history put in place the foundation for the modern era with the 

advent of alumni associations and fundraising campaigns, corporate giving, professional 

fundraising consultants, and the rise of development as a profession.   

Third epoch of higher education fundraising. The third epoch, from 1945 to 

1985, included two major trends: the continuing formalization of the development field 

and the transition from consultants to full-time staff fundraisers. The first trend, 
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formalization, involved the creation of a national association of fundraising professionals 

and the introduction and dissemination of the advancement concept. From the AAFRC, a 

small trade association with limited membership, higher education fundraisers joined in 

1974 with higher education public relations professionals to form the Council for the 

Advancement and Support of Education (CASE) (Kelly, 1998). This professional 

association symbolized the maturation of the profession, as evidenced in the idea of 

advancement, or the link among public relations, fundraising, and event management 

professionals at higher education institutions (Kelly; Worth). By 2007, CASE had over 

3,300 colleges, universities, and private schools as institutional members (CASE, 2007). 

By uniting various higher education areas under the umbrella concept of advancement 

and by creating a national association for advancement professionals, higher education 

fundraising had matured and been formalized during this era. 

The second trend of this epoch was a transformation in fundraising staffing 

structures to accommodate higher education’s needs for voluntary funds to support 

institutional operations. By 1965, many higher education institutions began hiring full-

time staff members to manage fundraising campaigns (Kelly, 1998; Worth, 2002). The 

period between 1965 and the present has been deemed the “era of staff fundraisers” to 

designate this trend of higher education institutions creating development divisions with 

full-time officers while using consultants occasionally for advice (Kelly, p. 140; Worth). 

Today, there are development staff members at almost every higher education institution 

in the United States (Worth). In some cases, higher education development offices’ staff 

members number in the hundreds (Strout, 2005; Worth). For instance, both The Johns 

Hopkins University and the University of Maryland at College Park have fundraising 
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staffs that exceed 400 and 250 full-time professional staff members, respectively (M. J. 

Worth, personal communication, March 13, 2008). In 2007, CASE had over 51,000 

advancement professionals in its membership ranks. Therefore, the third epoch, with the 

professionalization of the field and the introduction of full-time professional fundraisers, 

formed the foundation for the current practice of higher education fundraising. 

Fourth epoch of higher education fundraising. The fourth, and current, epoch 

of the higher education profession, spanning from 1985 to the present, has been marked 

by three major trends: the growth of collective and individual higher education 

fundraising efforts, the introduction of business models to manage higher education 

development practices, and the subspecialization of the field (Worth, 2002).  

The growth in higher education’s fundraising yields in recent decades has been 

dramatic, and will probably continue into the future. As discussed in Chapter 1, in 1983–

1984, United States colleges and universities raised $5.6 billion in voluntary support 

(Dunn, 1986). By comparison, in 2007, United States colleges and universities set a 

fundraising record by raising $29.7 billion in voluntary support (Council for Aid to 

Education, 2008). Predictions on the amount of wealth transfer in the coming decades 

indicate that higher education institutions will continue to be aggressive in raising 

voluntary funds. From 1998 to 2052, it is estimated that between $41 trillion and $136 

trillion will be donated by individuals and foundations to philanthropic organizations 

(Schervish & Havens, 2001). Higher education institutions, no doubt, will be trying to 

secure a portion of this wealth transfer. Therefore, these statistics and expert 

commentaries indicate that fundraising is critical to the current and future states of higher 

education financing.  
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Related to this escalation in dollars raised by higher education fundraising 

activities, periodicals report a growing number of institutions launching capital 

campaigns of over a billion dollars (Kinzie, 2007; Strout, 2006). In 2006, there were 22 

higher education institutions conducting billion-dollar capital campaigns (Strout). These 

institutions included both private and public institutions (Strout). One illustration of this 

trend is the University of Virginia, which launched a campaign to raise $3 billion as part 

of the institution’s capital campaign held between 2004 and 2011 (Kinzie). In addition, 

with the growing number of public and private institutions launching capital campaigns 

of over $1 billion, fundraising has become big business and requires large numbers of 

staff members to meet these ambitious financial goals. 

These aggressive institutional goals for capital campaigns and higher education 

fundraising activities, expanding staff structures, and subspecialization of the field have 

led many chief development officers to turn to business models for guidance on how to 

manage these enterprises (M. J. Worth, personal communication, March 13, 2008; Worth, 

2009). As the history of higher education fundraising indicates, professionalization is a 

recent phenomenon. For decades, higher education fundraising was led by amateurs and 

staffed by volunteers. With development activities having expanded at many institutions 

in recent years, however, the higher education fundraising profession has introduced 

business models into its practice.  

There are many examples of the ways business models have been integrated into 

the higher education fundraising field. Both Rosso’s (2003) Achieving Excellence in 

Fundraising and Worth’s New Strategies for Educational Fundraising (2002), two 

widely accepted texts on the topic, contain entire sections on managing successful 



              

 

 

43 
 

fundraising activities. These sections include chapters detailing management models; 

staff training and development; strategic planning, information technology applications; 

benchmarking, accountability, and assessment; and accounting and budgeting to support 

fundraising efforts. The chapter on management in Rosso’s book presents a five-part 

fundraising matrix: “human resources, information resources, financial resources, 

physical resources, and relationship management” (Elkas, 2003, p. 310). Each of these 

resources, in turn, is managed through analysis, planning, execution, control, and 

evaluation (Elkas).  This model signifies just one way that business concepts have been 

applied to philanthropic practice to enhance development officers’ abilities to effectively 

and efficiently manage resources and intricate fundraising processes.  

Another sign of the higher education development field’s maturation, by the 

1980s and 1990s, is what Michael Worth (2002) has called the “subspecialization in the 

development profession” (p. 30). Subspecialization has occurred within development 

units as well as across higher education institutions. Subspecialization has been marked 

by the creation of organizations for fundraising practitioners in particular unit roles, such 

as the Association of Professional Researchers for Advancement (APRA) and the 

National Committee on Planned Giving (NCPG) (Worth). These associations exhibited 

the way particular development functions had become highly specialized in recent 

decades.  

Further specialization is also evidenced, by the late 1980s and early 1990s, in the 

launching of fundraising campaigns by academic units and student affairs divisions (Hall, 

1993; Terrell & Gold, 1993). A 1989 study found that, between 1985 and 1988, over 40% 

of 213 research universities had hired a development officer for their business or 
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engineering schools (Hall, p. 36). At many universities, deans and academic vice 

presidents have been responsible for raising voluntary funds for their schools or divisions 

(Hall; Krahenbuhl, 2004). By the early 2000s, studies on successful strategies for 

academic deans listed development and external relations among the deans’ central 

position functions (Krahenbuhl). Periodicals also reported that faculty members have 

been enlisted by administrators to ask for donations and help plan fundraising campaigns 

(Strout, 2007). Furthermore, many higher education institutions’ libraries have been 

raising funds to build new facilities, offer new services, and support operations for some 

time (Brower & Streit, 2003). By the 1980s, student affairs divisions had also entered the 

fundraising arena (Terrell & Gold, 1993). Fundraising specialization is the final 

characteristic of the current epoch in higher education fundraising history.  Therefore, 

over the last century, fundraising has evolved into a profession with specialized roles and 

functions and has become crucial to the success of higher education institutions. 

History of Organized Student Affairs Fundraising Activities 

 Concerted student affairs fundraising activities have mirrored many of the recent 

trends in the practice of higher education development. Student affairs fundraising, 

coupled with academic affairs fundraising, presents evidence of the decentralization of 

many development functions and the subspecialization within the development field itself 

(Worth, 2002). Student affairs fundraising has a short history; but this history is crucial to 

the understanding of current and future practice. Formalized student affairs fundraising 

and development office partnerships began taking shape in the late 1970s and early 1980s 

and have become more widespread in current practice. Because of the lack of empirical 

literature on the topic, however, little is known about student affairs fundraising 
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compared with many other topical areas in higher education fundraising, such as 

development efforts by academic deans or chief academic officers. 

Specific accounts of student affairs fundraising date to the 1980s, when national 

economic issues began to negatively influence higher education and student affairs 

budgets. Noted higher education historian John R. Thelin has observed that, by the late 

1970s and early 1980s, the financial portrait for institutions was “worse than had been 

anticipated,” exacerbated by the larger economy’s problems with inflation and rising oil 

prices (Thelin, 2004, p. 17). During this decade, financial issues also affected student 

affairs and compelled leaders in the field to seek new funding sources (Garland, 1985).  

The first mention of student affairs fundraising occurred in 1980, with the 

publication of a practitioner-based article on the subject in a regional student affairs 

association’s journal (Donhart & Gehring, 1980). In 1984, in another practitioner-based 

journal, John E. Shay Jr., a college president at the time, called for CSAOs to become 

more involved in the strategic management of higher education institutions. Shay cited 

solicitation as one of the tangible means of CSAOs assisting chief executive officers to 

fulfill institutional goals. In 1985, a practitioner-based book on the effect of higher 

education financing on student affairs included a reference to fundraising efforts as an 

effective way of supporting student services: “the involvement of student affairs in the 

attraction of gifts and the management of endowment funds is growing” (Garland, 1985, 

p. 53). That same book noted that student affairs fundraising efforts most often supported 

student scholarships, cultural activities, and residence hall construction and renovations 

(Garland). These trends were further corroborated by the appearance of articles in 

practitioner-based journal articles on using fundraising to sponsor campus activities 
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programs (Kintigh, 1986) and recommending that student affairs divisions embark on 

fundraising campaigns to support operations (Kimmell, 1986). A 1986 dissertation that 

surveyed 159 CSAOs found that many of these student affairs leaders predicted that 

fundraising would be an important future trend in student affairs financing and a 

significant part of student affairs leaders’ work responsibilities (Barker, 1987). Thus, by 

the 1980s, negative financial conditions had compelled some student affairs divisions to 

start fundraising and references to these initiatives began to appear in the literature of 

practice and in a dissertation. 

By the late 1980s, student affairs professionals from numerous institutions had 

been successfully conducting fundraising campaigns by creating partnerships with 

development office staff members (Gordon et al., 1993). In a few cases, these 

partnerships led to full-time fundraisers being charged with securing donations to support 

student affairs projects and operations. One successful partnership between the student 

affairs and development units at Arizona State University raised between $130,000 and 

$200,000 annually over 5 years to fund student scholarships, purchase equipment for a 

student services building, and finance tutoring services (Gordon et al.). By the second 

year of the campaign, the cost of a full-time fundraiser’s salary was shared by the 

institution’s development and student affairs units (Gordon et al.). In the late 1980s, 

Colorado State University’s CSAO also embarked on a similar partnership with the 

development office that led to the hiring of a full-time fundraiser for student affairs and 

raised $800,000 in restricted funds and close to $80,000 in unrestricted funds from 

parents, vendors, foundations, and corporations over the first year and a half (Gordon et 

al.). Innovative student affairs divisions, compelled to take action by the negative higher 
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education financial trends in the 1970s and 1980s, began to pursue fundraising 

partnerships with development offices in the 1980s as a means of offsetting budget cuts 

and expanding student services.  

By the early 1990s, fundraising had become a more widely accepted practice 

among student affairs divisions, and additional practitioner-based and empirical literature 

appeared on the topic. In 1993, one commentary from the literature of practice concluded 

that, “We believe that although there are problems associated with the involvement of 

student affairs in institutional advancement, the benefits outweigh the risks” (Terrell & 

Gold, 1993, p. 1). This major practitioner-based book on the topic also called for student 

affairs divisions to partner with development divisions and to consider adding staff 

dedicated to student affairs fundraising (Terrell & Gold). That same year, Terrell, Gold, 

and Renick (1993) published an article in a practitioner-based journal that studied 

CSAOs’ involvement in and attitudes toward institutional fundraising to provide 

benchmarks for involvement in these activities. The study found that 41.2% of the 

CSAOs reported that they participated in fundraising activities. Many of the CSAOs had 

not received any formal fundraising training and 84% of those individuals surveyed 

reported having no prior fundraising experience or instruction. The study also found that 

74% of the CSAOs felt that they should become more involved in fundraising activities 

in the future, and 71.8% of those surveyed disagreed with the statement that CSAOs 

should not solicit funds. The 1990s brought the first national empirical study of student 

affairs fundraising and first book on the topic written by higher education practitioners. 

Both of these articles included calls for more student affairs units to become involved in 

fundraising activities.   
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In the 1990s, three dissertations, studying various student affairs fundraising 

topics, supplied empirical data on the topic and indicated that fundraising had already 

become an accepted practice in many student affairs divisions across the country 

(Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 1991). First, Kroll investigated student 

affairs fundraising at Midwestern liberal arts colleges and found that 17 of the 25 CSAOs 

participating in the study actively engaged in their institutions’ fundraising efforts. The 

major student affairs projects supporting by fundraising activities included residence hall 

construction, student center construction, and the endowment of student financial aid 

scholarships (Kroll). Second, Fygetakis studied the relationships between student affairs 

and development offices at public research universities and concluded that the majority of 

these interactions were cooperative, and not competitive, in nature. Third, Hendrix-Kral 

studied capital campaigns’ implications for public research universities’ student affairs 

divisions and also found that successful student affairs and development offices’ 

fundraising relationships were cooperative in nature. By the end of the 1990s, student 

affairs fundraising had been documented in the literature of practice and in dissertations. 

There is also evidence that student affairs fundraising, particularly student affairs and 

development partnerships, were well-established at a number of higher education 

institutions of differing sizes and missions, including private colleges and public 

universities.   

By 2000, fundraising efforts had become even more widespread among student 

affairs divisions as evidenced by references in the literatures of practice and empirical 

data. Michael L. Jackson, Vice President of Student Affairs at the University of Southern 

California at the time, concluded that student affairs fundraising should be regarded as a 
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best practice for the field: “Student affairs programs now have the opportunity to help 

their institutions finance projects that may not have been funded by external sources a 

decade ago” (Jackson, 2000, p. 610). That same administrator recommended that CSAOs 

lead these initiatives similar to the way deans led academic affairs fundraising efforts: “It 

is important that chief student affairs officers and their staffs take advantage of 

opportunities to gain support for programs in a manner similar to deans, faculty, and staff 

in academic departments” (Jackson, pp. 610–611).  

One dissertation on student affairs fundraising provided further evidence that 

there were growing numbers of CSAOs with fundraising experience and training. In 

2002, Hillman found that over 62.1% of all CSAOs of Texas’ colleges and universities 

had fundraising experience and 59% of these CSAOs had fundraising training.  In 

addition, that same study of Texas institutions found that 18% of the student affairs 

divisions responding to the survey had fundraising offices (Hillman). In 2001, Penney 

and Rose published a comprehensive handbook to assist student affairs practitioners in 

starting, managing, and sustaining fundraising efforts. The handbook drew extensively 

from higher education and nonprofit development literatures of practice, and included 

testimonials from student affairs and development officers who had conducted successful 

student affairs fundraising campaigns in the past (Penney & Rose, 2001). These sources 

show that, by the 2000s, student affairs fundraising activities had become a widely 

accepted practice for many CSAOs, CDOs, and their units.  

In the current state of research on student affairs fundraising, additional 

dissertations identified means of organizing fundraising initiatives that refined the 

knowledge of practitioners and researchers on strategies and best practices. At the same 
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time, these dissertations, which analyzed the topic from different angles, have also 

provided evidence that development officers assigned to student affairs divisions on a 

full-time basis were becoming more common in the field. Adopting a framework 

established by academic affairs and development office partnerships (Hall, 1993), one 

dissertation identified centralized, decentralized, and hybrid models as the major 

frameworks for managing student affairs fundraising (Murphy, 2007). Centralized 

models involved development officers working with student affairs staff members, but 

reporting to the CDO. Decentralized models involved fundraising professionals working 

with student affairs divisions and reporting to the CSAO. Hybrid models involved 

fundraising staff members reporting to both the CSAO and the CDO. This same 

dissertation applied a business model of managerial leadership behavior to study the 

interactions between student affairs and student affairs development officers (Murphy). 

In the study, 17 of 62 public research universities were found to have dedicated student 

affairs development officers. Another dissertation published in 2005 employed qualitative 

methodology to add to the literature on student affairs fundraising by studying student 

affairs fundraising programs at three public, land grant institutions with dedicated student 

affairs development officers (Schoenecke, 2005). Using data gathered between  

2004 and 2007, Rovig (2009) furnished information on student fundraising trends 

including the percentage of student affairs units raising funds, the projects sponsored by 

these initiatives, and the dollar amount raised by student affairs fundraisers on an annual 

basis. These recent dissertations have added to the depth of practitioner and researcher 

knowledge of student affairs fundraising practices and have illustrated the trend of higher 
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education institutions having staff members dedicated to fundraising to support student 

affairs activities.  

Fundraising has also entered the current literature of practice as a proven method 

of financially supporting student affairs initiatives in difficult economic times. Two of the 

widely accepted handbooks on student affairs administration devoted considerable space 

to student affairs’ role in fundraising and institutional development efforts (Barr & 

Desler, 2000; Jackson, 2000; Komives & Woodard, 2003; Schuh, 2003b). Furthermore, 

practitioner-based articles and presentations at student affairs conferences have shared 

tips on student affairs fundraising to also indicate there was demand among student 

affairs practitioners for information on student affairs fundraising (Appleton, 2006; 

Batke, 2008; Carducci, 2008; Hemphill & Holmes, 2005; Sullivan & Hemphill, 2006). 

To illustrate the popularity of this topic among practitioners, the 2008 NASPA 

conference included three presentations that focused on student affairs fundraising 

activities (Bresciani et al., 2008; Jablonski et al., 2008; Smith et al., 2008). Two of the 

sessions on student affairs fundraising were facilitated by CSAOs (Bresciani et al.; 

Jablonski et al.). Recently, the prevalence and benefits of student affairs fundraising have 

also been recognized by development practitioners. CASE President John Lippincott, in a 

2006 presentation to student affairs administrators, made the point that student affairs 

fundraising efforts were beneficial to student affairs divisions as well as higher education 

institutions. In 2008, NASPA announced the formation of a professional knowledge 

community dedicated to student affairs fundraising entitled “Student Affairs 

Development and External Relations,” the creation of an email list for student affairs 

fundraisers, and the staging of a conference on student affairs fundraising (M. Morgan, 
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personal communication, March 10, 2008; NASPA, 2008). Thus, as evidenced by the 

growing number of empirical and practitioner-based studies documenting this practice, 

the current state of fundraising is that it is taking a more prominent role in the 

administration and financing of student affairs divisions. There is still, however, a paucity 

of empirical evidence and articles on the subject. This has produced literature gaps and 

made student affairs fundraising a topic that warrants additional study.   

Student Affairs and Development Office Partnerships 

This section of the literature review lays the foundation for the understanding of 

the collaboration between student affairs and development offices for the purpose of 

raising voluntary funds for student affairs units. This section first discusses the 

importance of student affairs and development office partnerships for successful student 

affairs fundraising efforts, then examines the barriers to the formation of these 

collaborative relationships. This section then critiques the eight major empirical works on 

student affairs fundraising activities. The section concludes with a discussion of major 

recommendations on student affairs fundraising from the literature of practice. 

Importance of Student Affairs and Development Office Partnerships  

A review of the literature demonstrates that the core component of successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts has been collaboration between student affairs and 

development offices (Fygetakis, 1993; Fygetakis & Dalton, 1993; Gold et al., 1993; 

Hillman, 2002; Kroll, 1991; Murphy, 2007; Shay, 1993; Terrell & Gold, 1993). Many of 

the empirical studies have shown that student affairs and development offices that have 

the most extensive collaboration and teamwork networks are often the teams that raise 

the most money among those partnerships studied (Fygetakis; Fygetakis & Dalton; 
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Hendrix-Kral, 1996). Moreover, the practitioner-based literature has pointed out the 

benefits of student affairs fundraising for student affairs and development offices. Student 

affairs units that have conducted successful fundraising efforts receive resources to build 

new facilities, renovate existing facilities, sponsor new programs and events, and expand 

student services (Shay, 1993). Practitioners have also observed other benefits for CSAOs: 

CSAOs involved in fundraising “become more marketable” for presidential roles when it 

comes to having fundraising skills and experiences (Risacher, 2004; Terrell & Gold, p. 

1), or they become more valuable to the institution from the president’s perspective 

(Shay, 1984; 1993).  

Development units have also recognized the benefits from creating partnerships 

with student affairs divisions. Development practitioners have noted the important role of 

student affairs staff in formulating projects that can serve to improve the quality of the 

student experience, identifying potential donors from alumni involved in student 

activities and leadership positions, and providing assistance with the cultivation of donors 

and alumni (Jackson, 2000). Therefore, the student affairs and development office 

partnerships have produced tangible benefits for both units.  

There is often, however, a disparity in the fundraising skill levels between the two 

units. This is due, in large part, to development officers having the knowledge, 

experience, infrastructure, and abilities to manage fundraising campaigns (Murphy, 2007; 

Terrell & Gold, 1993; Worth, 2002). In addition, development officers have the overall 

responsibility within the higher education administrative structure to conduct fundraising 

activities (Shay, 1993; Worth). At the same time, development officers also have control 

over prospective donor contact information (M. Worth, personal communication, 
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November 13, 2008). In contrast, many student affairs officers have limited skills, 

knowledge, and abilities in many of these advancement areas, particularly in planning 

and managing fundraising efforts (Hillman, 2002; Jackson, 2000; Shay; Schuh, 2003).  

One illustration is that many student affairs staff members lack a fundamental 

understanding of fundraising vocabulary and concepts (Gordon et al., 1993, p. 9). 

Furthermore, development offices often have the resources, including such infrastructure 

as prospect research databases and development information systems, to facilitate 

fundraising efforts (Ferris, 2002; Siegel, 2002). In fact, central development offices often 

control access to prospects through clearance systems to coordinate donor cultivation and 

solicitation activities (Worth, 2002). Therefore, development office cooperation and 

participation is essential to student affairs divisions’ fundraising efforts because 

development officers have the resources, infrastructure, skills, and authority to launch 

and manage campaigns to raise funds.  

Obstacles to Creating Fundraising Partnerships 

Notwithstanding the successful examples of student affairs and development 

office collaborations (Gordon et al., 1993), numerous obstacles exist that interfere with 

the establishment of partnerships between student affairs and development offices. These 

barriers exist within student affairs and development office organizational subcultures 

themselves and within the larger institutional structural and cultural contexts. 

Student affairs barriers. Several barriers to fostering student affairs and 

development office partnerships exist within student affairs divisions’ missions and 

cultures. First, commentators have observed that the time student affairs staff members 

dedicate to fundraising diverts crucial resources from the central mission of student 



              

 

 

55 
 

affairs to educate and develop the individual student (Terrell & Gold, 1993). Under this 

critique, student affairs’ time and staffing resources could be applied to other projects or 

initiatives that directly impact student life. Second, many student affairs staff members 

lack the requisite financial and fundraising knowledge, skills, and abilities to partner with 

development offices (Gordon et al.). Financial management and fundraising knowledge 

and skills, as many studies have demonstrated, have been identified as areas of needed 

improvement for many student affairs professionals, including CSAOs, according to 

empirical studies on the topic (Ackerman et al., 2005; Herdlein, 2004; Sermersheim & 

Keim, 2005). Taken together, student affairs units’ central missions and staff members’ 

lack of fundraising skills and knowledge present obstacles to the formation of student 

affairs and development office partnerships.  

Structural barriers . There are also several other institutional barriers that 

interfere with the creation of student affairs and development office partnerships. First, 

higher education practitioners and scholars have long discussed the differentiation of 

higher education functions into divisions or subunits (Balderston, 1995). This traditional 

separation of higher education functions into independent silos organizes fundraising 

activities under CDOs, student services activities under CSAOs, and precludes 

collaboration between the two units (Gordon et al., 1993). Second, one of the most 

significant barriers in practice is that the CSAO must first have the prior consent of the 

CDO before convincing the president and board of trustees on the merit of including a 

student affairs fundraising effort within the institution’s larger advancement campaign 

(Gordon et al.; Shay, 1993).  The differentiation of higher education function areas, 

coupled with the task of the CSAO convincing the CDO, president, and board of trustees 
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of the utility of student affairs fundraising, pose two institutional barriers to the formation 

of student affairs and development office partnerships.  

Institutional barriers . From the perspective of development offices, there are 

also major institutional barriers to student affairs and development officers forming 

partnerships to sponsor student affairs fundraising efforts. First, related to the history and 

mission of the student affairs profession, some higher education executives, including 

trustees, presidents, and development officers, perceive student services as being 

auxiliary to the central academic mission of institutions (Gordon et al., 1993). For one, 

some development officers and higher education chief executive officers feel that 

advancement resources are better applied to raising funds that support academic affairs 

initiatives (Shay, 1993). In another sense, academic affairs fundraising practice has a 

more well-developed body of literature than student affairs fundraising practice from a 

development officer’s perspective (Hall, 1993; Krahenbuhl, 2004). Finally, as evidenced 

by empirical and practitioner-based studies, many academic deans are accustomed to 

having fundraising campaigns be part of their position descriptions (Hall; Krahenbuhl). 

By comparison, student affairs fundraising is rarely, if ever, part of student affairs 

officers’ articulated roles and responsibilities (Jackson, 2000; Schuh, 2003b). Second, 

development officers traditionally have had control over the major advancement 

functions, including fundraising, at most institutions. This issue of control and ownership 

also touches on the reluctance of development officers to have student affairs staff 

members asking potential donors for student affairs–related donations that could have 

been earmarked to other areas of the institution, such as academic affairs or the 

institution’s endowment itself (Gordon et al.). These institutional issues form the third set 
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of barriers that interfere with the formation of student affairs and development office 

partnerships. 

Therefore, significant barriers to forming student affairs and development office 

partnerships exist on the institutional, divisional, and individual levels. To surmount these 

obstacles and create effective student affairs and development office collaboration, there 

must be change at the institutional and divisional levels. This dissertation seeks to address 

this problem by analyzing three successful student affairs and development office 

partnerships at private research universities and how institutional stakeholders 

approached this change process, surmounted barriers, and formed effective collaborative 

relationships.       

Student Affairs Fundraising Empirical Studies 

 One peer-reviewed article and seven dissertations form the empirical studies on 

student affairs fundraising efforts and partnerships with development offices. This 

critique will analyze each of the eight empirical studies and relate each study to the 

purpose of this dissertation. A review of these eight empirical studies identifies the 

literature gap that this dissertation seeks to fill.  

In the peer-reviewed article, Terrell et al. (1993) used a quantitative approach to 

evaluate CSAO fundraising activities. Terrell and Renick were executive leaders of 

higher education institutions at the time of the article’s publication. Gold held a faculty 

position in Student Personnel Administration at the time of the article’s publication. The 

purpose of the study was to examine the involvement of CSAOs in fundraising and to 

determine how CSAOs “define their actual and their ideal role in regard to fund-raising” 

(Terrell et al., p. 192). The population for this study included CSAOs who were voting 
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delegates of NASPA, one of the two national student affairs professional associations. 

Voting delegates were chosen because they are often the CSAO of an institution. The 

authors assumed that CSAOs were responsible for the majority of student affairs 

fundraising activities at higher education institutions (Terrell et al.).  

 Data collection involved a survey that was mailed to a random sample of 543 

voting delegates of NASPA. The sample had a return rate of 64% and appeared to be 

representative of the diversity of higher education institutions, with 58% of the 

respondents having positions at community colleges and 33% having positions at four-

year institutions (Terrell et al., 1993). Apart from a pilot study conducted prior to the 

survey distribution and the random sampling, the article did not include information on 

data analysis techniques to ensure quality control.  

 There were three major limitations to the study. First, the study’s population 

excluded some individuals who would have added to the validity of the study. Terrell et 

al. (1993) surveyed CSAOs who were NASPA members. This population excluded the 

numerous CSAOs who were solely members of ACPA, the other student affairs national 

association. Second, as a practitioner-based study, the researchers included little 

information on data analysis methodology, so the reader is unable to determine how the 

findings were generated and validated. This limitation is tempered by the fact that the 

authors were veteran administrators or professors experienced in higher education 

administration and research. Last, because higher education has changed significantly 

since 1993, this calls into question the usefulness of data collected over 15 years ago. 

Recent higher education and student affairs trends will likely have altered many of the 
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findings and make the data less applicable to the current dissertation and student affairs 

fundraising practice. 

 Terrell, et al.’s (1993) findings have relevance to this dissertation in three main 

respects.  First, the study concluded that there were no major differences in the 

involvement of student affairs professionals in fundraising at private versus public 

institutions (Terrell et al.). This conclusion is very important to the current dissertation, 

which focuses on student affairs fundraising activities at private universities. Second, the 

study pointed out that many CSAOs cited factors other than a lack of interest in 

fundraising for choosing not to raise funds, a point that relates to this dissertation 

addressing barriers to student affairs fundraising (Terrell et al.). The researchers 

explained that CSAOs felt that the demanding chief executive role did not permit them to 

have the time to become involved in fundraising or develop the skills they perceived were 

required to conduct these initiatives (Terrell et al.). Last, the study judged student affairs 

professionals to be “an untapped resource” for institutional fundraising and called for 

institutions to include fundraising in CSAO position descriptions in the future (Terrell et 

al., p. 190).  

This dissertation will update many of the study’s findings on the attitudes of 

CSAOs toward fundraising and the effect of the fundraising role on the CSAO position. 

Most importantly, the current dissertation will judge whether the trends in fundraising at 

private research universities resemble the findings from empirical studies which have 

mainly addressed student affairs fundraising at public universities.    

 In the first dissertation, Kroll (1991), employing a mixed-method approach and 

naturalistic paradigm of inquiry, studied CSAOs involvement in fundraising at 12 
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Midwestern private liberal arts colleges. The purpose of the study was to determine the 

role of CSAOs in fundraising, the kinds of student affairs fundraising activities, and the 

perceptions of higher education presidents, CSAOs, and CDOs on student affairs 

fundraising activities (Kroll). The population for this study was limited in scope, and 

included the 12 member institutions of the Great Lakes College Association and 13 

member institutions of the Associated Colleges of the Midwest, all of which were private 

liberal arts colleges.  

 Data collection methods were twofold: an initial questionnaire sent to CSAOs, 

CDOs, and presidents and in-depth, follow-up interviews with CSAOs and CDOs.  The 

questionnaire, which included questions on the type, frequency, and origin of student 

affairs fundraising activities, was sent to 75 individuals and completed by 55 individuals, 

for a 73.4% return rate (Kroll, 1991). For the in-depth, in-person interviews, the 

researcher selected six institutions from each of the two regional liberal arts college 

associations and interviewed six CDOs and six CSAOs from this pool. Nine of the 12 

CDOs interviewed had backgrounds in student affairs. There were different interview 

guides for CSAOs and the CDOs involved in the study (Kroll).  

 Data analysis for the interviews involved data reduction, data display, and 

conclusion drawing and verification under a coding system developed by Miles and 

Huberman (Kroll, 1991). Member checking, triangulation of data, and prolonged 

engagement were among the strategies used by the researcher for quality control. 

Member checks were performed after the completion of the interviews to ensure that the 

conclusions drawn were accurate reflections of the conversations. Data were triangulated 

using the initial questionnaire results and the interview content to ensure independent 
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corroborating evidence. Prolonged engagement with study participants occurred over the 

8 months that Kroll conducted the study (Kroll, 1991). Taken together, these techniques 

enhanced the internal reliability of the study according to researchers’ standards for 

qualitative studies (Yin, 2002; Maxwell, 1996; Merriam, 1997). 

 There are four major limitations to the study.  First, although the author prepared 

an in-depth narrative on methods for collecting and analyzing her interview data, Kroll 

did not provide any guidance on her methods for analyzing the data from the 

questionnaires. A statement on these methods would have provided the reader with more 

sufficient information to judge the reliability of the data. Second, 9 of the 12 CDOs 

surveyed had earlier career experiences as student affairs professionals. The reader is led 

to the conclusion that the sample included individuals who have very different 

backgrounds than many development officers at other higher education institutions. It is 

assumed that a much lower percentage of development officers at other institutions would 

have student affairs backgrounds, compared with the study’s participants. Third, the 

specific regional and institutional type, Midwestern liberal arts colleges, involved in the 

study limits the generalizability of the results. Last, since the study was conducted over 

16 years ago, many recent developments in higher education financing and fundraising 

make the study’s findings outdated. Taken together, these findings are not generalizable 

to research universities in today’s higher education environment.   

 However, Kroll’s dissertation had three findings that are relevant to this 

dissertation. First, the dissertation included evidence that some development officers 

welcome student affairs divisions participating in fundraising activities. Anecdotal 

evidence cited by the author explained that some development officers participating in 
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the study perceived student affairs officers as sharing a long-term, “institutional 

perspective,” and having leadership and management skills transferable to fundraising 

activities (Krol1, 1991, p. 69). Despite that much of the student affairs practitioner and 

empirical literature emphasized barriers to student affairs and development office 

partnerships, Kroll’s dissertation found evidence of commonalities between CSAOs and 

CDOs in the taking of a long-term, institutional-wide perspective. Second, the 

dissertation provided data on CSAOs’ perceptions of fundraising activities. For one, the 

researcher noted that most of the CSAOs had become involved in fundraising activities at 

the request of the institutions’ presidents. Interestingly, while 75% of the CSAOs said 

that they were involved in fundraising activities, only 55% of the CSAOs felt that 

CSAOs, in general, should be involved in such activities (Kroll). Last, the dissertation 

related some of the student affairs initiatives that were supported at the institutions of the 

CSAOs surveyed, and the nature of CSAOs’ involvement in fundraising activities. The 

student affairs projects supported by the fundraising campaigns included residence halls, 

student centers, and financial aid scholarships (Kroll). The CSAO fundraising activities 

included managing senior class gift efforts, participating in fundraising phoneathons, 

working with parent councils, and attending alumni events (Kroll).  

Thus, this dissertation provides initial information on the involvement of CSAOs 

in student affairs fundraising efforts and the perceptions of presidents and CDOs on 

CSAOs’ participation in these activities. This dissertation will add to Kroll’s findings by 

focusing on private research universities, an institutional type that is different from the 

one she studied, and by providing current data on the relationships between student 

affairs and development offices and student affairs’ fundraising activities. This 
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dissertation builds on Kroll’s findings by investigating whether there is indeed shared 

cultural and structural attributes among CSAOs and CDOs.  

In the second dissertation, Fygetakis (1993) studied the relationship of student 

affairs and development offices for the purpose of student affairs fundraising activities at 

159 public universities with enrollments of over 10,000 students who were institutional 

members of NASPA. Fygetakis later co-authored, based on her study, a chapter on 

student affairs and development office relationships titled “The Relationships Between 

Student Fundraising and Institutional Advancement Offices in Education Fundraising” 

(Fygetakis & Dalton, 1993) in a book on the topic entitled New Roles for Educational 

Fundraising and Institutional Advancement (Terrell & Gold, 1993).  Fygetakis’ 

dissertation is the seminal work on student affairs fundraising. For her dissertation, 

Fygetakis used a quantitative survey instrument for the following purposes: (a) whether 

CSAOs and CDOs perceived student affairs fundraising as achieving mutual goals; and 

(b) if so, what type of relationships between student affairs and development offices 

produce successful fundraising results. In addition, the study also sought to determine the 

types of student affairs activities supported by fundraising efforts, the dollar amounts 

raised by fundraising activities, and the degree to which the theoretical framework of 

competition and cooperation apply to student affairs and development office relationships 

(Fygetakis).  

The researcher used an instrument that was based on Deutsch’s theory of 

competition and cooperation in business organizations. Under Deutsch’s model, group 

goals can be either cooperatively or competitively linked (Fygetakis, 1993). Cooperative 

goals foster positive, helpful interactions since groups perceive other parties as having 
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shared goals. Competitive goals foster negative, interfering interactions since the groups 

perceive each other as having contradictory goals. Within these models, the main issues 

for investigation are communication, assistance, and attitudes. Fygetakis’ dissertation was 

the first study, of what would be many, to apply Deutsch’s model to student affairs and 

development office interactions.   

 Data collection methods involved sending the survey to a purposive sample of 

159 CDOs and 159 CSAOs of public universities with enrollments of over 10,000 

students. Surveys were returned from 100 CDOs and 112 CSAOs for an overall return 

rate of 66.67%. Data analysis for the questionnaire involved chi square tests, descriptive 

statistics, and multivariate and correlation analyses (Fygetakis, 1993).   

 Based on this data analysis, Fygetakis (1993) devised tables to track the frequency 

and rank order of student affairs programs, services, and activities supported by 

fundraising activities that included both student affairs and development office combined 

data, and each office’s data displayed independently. The sums raised were also 

organized into tables displaying the amount of money raised by student affairs and 

development office partnerships for student affairs activities, the amount of money raised 

by development offices alone for student affairs activities, and the amount of money 

earmarked for specific projects such as residence hall construction or renovation. The 

researcher also categorized participants’ responses into tables using various statistical 

analyses to display the extent to which individuals perceived the student affairs and 

development office relationships as being cooperative or competitive.  

 There are three limitations to the study. First, the researcher noted how Deutsch’s 

model may not be relevant to the higher education environment based on the frequency of 



              

 

 

65 
 

student affairs and development officers’ cooperative behaviors and absence of 

competitive behaviors (Fygetakis, 1993). One explanation is that Deutsch’s framework, 

based on studies of the business sector, may be more relevant to corporations because of 

the competitive nature of those enterprises. Second, the study’s focus on public 

universities limits its generalizability to private universities. Private university settings 

may be very different from public institutions’ environments for student affairs and 

development office interactions. Last, since the study was conducted over 15 years ago, 

recent trends in higher education financing and fundraising make some of the studies' 

conclusions outdated. These limitations, however, do not detract from what is, overall, 

the major empirical work on student affairs fundraising and the relationship between 

student affairs and development offices.     

 But there are numerous findings from Fygetakis’ (1993) study that are significant 

to this dissertation. First, Fygetakis found that there is little evidence of competition 

among student affairs and development officers when raising funds for student affairs 

projects. Second, Fygetakis found that there was a relationship between total dollars 

raised by fundraising efforts and the factors of cooperation between student affairs and 

development officers. Third, Fygetakis found that the most prevalent projects supported 

by student affairs fundraising included women’s or multicultural student centers, career 

centers and their programs, alcohol and other drug education programs, disability support 

services, and performing arts centers (Fygetakis). Most of the larger fundraising 

campaigns were launched in support of construction projects involving student unions, 

residence halls, and health and wellness centers (Fygetakis). These findings correlate 

with many of the other empirical studies and the anecdotal evidence in the literature of 
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practice (Gordon et al., 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Jackson, 2000; Schuh, 2003; Terrell & 

Gold, 1993). Last, Fygetakis found that 80 development offices and 104 student affairs 

divisions of the 110 surveyed reported participating in fundraising campaigns.  These 

campaigns produced revenue totaling $100,000 as an average amount, with the highest 

being $5.6 million for the construction of a residence hall and the lowest being $300 for a 

student activities program.   

This dissertation builds on these findings by examining student affairs fundraising 

and student affairs and development office partnerships with a theoretical framework 

based on higher education organizational culture rather than a leadership model based on 

managers’ behaviors. Fygetakis’ theoretical model, Deutsch’s competition and 

cooperation framework, used a business model that the researcher listed among her 

limitations due to the absence of competition between CSAOs and CDOs at particular 

institutions. This dissertation seeks to use a model that has been based on studies of 

organizational culture at higher education institutions that may be better suited to 

examining the dynamics between student affairs and development offices than the 

business models employed in Fygetakis’ study.   

 In the third dissertation, Hendrix-Kral (1996) studied the relationship of student 

affairs and development offices in capital campaigns conducted at 211 public universities 

with enrollments of over 10,000 students. Each university had institutional memberships 

in both NASPA and CASE. The purpose of the study was to examine the role of capital 

campaigns in the fundraising activities of student affairs divisions, the nature of the 

student affairs and development office partnerships, the student affairs initiatives 
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supported by capital campaigns, and the organizational structures used to manage student 

affairs fundraising efforts.   

Data collection methods involved sending a survey, adapted from Fygetakis’ 

instrument, to 211 CSAOs and CDOs. Hendrix-Kral (1996) revised Fygetakis’ (1993) 

survey to address the topic of the relationship between student affairs and fundraising 

offices in institutional capital campaigns. Like Fygetakis, Hendrix-Kral used Deutsch’s 

theory of competition and cooperation as her theoretical framework. Of the CDOs 

participating, 114 individuals completed the surveys, for a return rate of 54%. Of the 

CSAOs participating, 111 individuals completed the surveys for a return rate of 52.6%. 

Most of the CSAO and CDO responses were uniform across institution size. However, 

there were many more CDOs than CSAOs represented from institutions of over 20,000 

students. Data analysis for the questionnaire included chi-square tests, frequency 

distributions, and descriptive statistics for measuring the variables. The data gathered 

from two open-ended questions, however, were not analyzed using widely accepted 

qualitative methods, but listed in the body of the study.  

There are three major limitations to this study. First, the researcher did not 

employ appropriate qualitative methods to analyze data gathered from the survey’s open-

ended questions. The lack of methodological rigor makes it difficult for the reader to put 

the data from these questions in the proper context. In addition, the lack of organizational 

structure makes it challenging to comprehend the data. Second, the researcher’s six major 

research questions often strayed from the overall purpose of the dissertation and placed 

unrelated information together in a results section that resembled a laundry list of items. 

Last, Hendrix-Kral’s dissertation studied only institutions that were participating in 
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capital campaigns at the time. This population excluded the many institutions that were 

not, at the time, conducting capital campaigns. Taken together, Hendrix-Kral’s study has 

significant limitations that make the findings cautiously generalizable to the current 

dissertation.  

Although these significant limitations detract from the study’s reliability, 

Hendrix-Kral’s (1996) dissertation has some relevance to the current dissertation in four 

main areas. First, the majority of CSAOs and CDOs participating in the study working 

together on fundraising campaigns viewed their relationships as being good or excellent. 

Second, the study found that most of the student affairs and fundraising partnerships 

employed a hybrid model that included fundraising staff reporting to both the CSAO and 

the CDO. Third, the student affairs projects supported by capital campaigns mirrored 

many of the trends reported in previous studies (Fygetakis, 1993; Fygetakis & Dalton, 

1993). Construction projects supported student unions, recreation centers, residence halls, 

and performing arts center. Other funds supported career planning, women’s and 

multicultural centers, and disability support services. Last, the study provided support for 

the theme of student affairs and development offices exhibiting cooperative attributes 

being the most successful from a fundraising perspective, as measured by dollars raised. 

This current dissertation builds on Hendrix-Kral’s study by applying an alternative 

theoretical framework based on organizational culture models.  

In the fourth dissertation, Hillman (2002) studied student affairs fundraising 

activities and training within student affairs divisions at Texas colleges and universities, 

including two- and four-year institutions and public and private institutions. The purpose 

of the study was to investigate how many Texas student affairs officers were trained in 
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fundraising, the kinds of fundraising training student affairs officers received, the extent 

of student affairs officers’ involvement in fundraising, institutional support of student 

affairs fundraising efforts, and the relationship of student affairs and development units in 

fundraising efforts. 

Data collection methods involved sending surveys, based on Fygetakis’ and 

Hendrix-Kral’s instruments, to the 149 higher education institutions in Texas, based on a 

stratified purposeful sample. The survey instrument was also predicated on Deutsch’s 

model of cooperation and competition and was adapted to fit Hillman’s (2002) research 

questions. The survey was completed by 72 development officers and 95 student affairs 

officers, for a return rate of 60.7%. Responses came from 85% of Texas’ public four-year 

institutions, 75% of the private four-year institutions, and 77% of the public two-year 

institutions. Prior to conducting the study, Hillman completed a pilot study with nine 

CSAOs and CDOs. Data analysis methods included descriptive statistics and chi-square 

tests. In addition to the limitations on the theoretical framework discussed in the sections 

on Fygetakis and Hendrix-Kral, there is one important limitation to Hillman’s 

dissertation. Hillman’s study examined student affairs fundraising in Texas only. With 

this limited regional focus, the data is not generalizable outside the Texas borders. One 

illustration of this limitation is Hillman’s finding that a large percentage of Texas student 

affairs divisions’ fundraising efforts supported athletic programs, facilities, and services. 

This was due, in no small part, to the large number of Division I athletics programs, 

particularly football, at Texas’ higher education institutions. At the same time, however, 

Hillman’s study was the first to encompass both two- and four-year institutions and 

private and public institutions. Yet, Hillman did not decouple the data on student affairs 
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fundraising at private versus public institutions. Furthermore, Hillman did not distinguish 

among institutions of different sizes and missions. Therefore, Hillman’s dissertation has 

very limited generalizability to the topic of student affairs fundraising at private research 

universities.  

Although the dissertation focused solely on Texas’ higher education institutions, 

Hillman’s (2002) findings have relevance to the current dissertation. First, Hillman’s 

study collected data on student affairs fundraising activities and training that provided 

benchmarks for future studies. Hillman found that 59% of the CSAOs surveyed had 

fundraising training, whether on the job or in classes or seminars. Of the CSAOs 

surveyed, 62% played a direct role in fundraising activities. Of all student affairs units 

participating in the study, 18% had hired fundraising staff members. Of the student 

affairs units hiring fundraisers, 30% of the offices had a fundraising officer assigned to 

them by the development office. The largest percentage of fundraising activities was 

geared toward intercollegiate athletics and financial aid scholarships, which might be 

explained, in part, as a Texas regional difference. Student affairs needs were included in 

capital campaigns according to 53% of the student affairs offices and 44% of 

development offices participating in the study. Of all respondents, 60% reported that 

presidents strongly or moderately supported student affairs fundraising. Second, the study 

also reinforced the notion of student affairs and development offices having collaborative 

partnerships. Hillman also found that cooperation and trust among CSAOs and CDOs 

were correlated in responses to the survey. Both student affairs and development officers 

agreed that fundraising was a shared responsibility. In fact, 91% of the development 

offices and 82% of the student affairs offices reported good to excellent relationships 
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with each other. Last, Hillman’s dissertation was the second empirical study to collect 

data on private universities. This dissertation adds to Hillman’s findings by providing 

data on private research universities and determining how the institutions being studied 

compare with student affairs fundraising at Texas colleges and universities.     

In the fifth dissertation, Schoenecke (2005) studied, using qualitative case study 

methods and a constructivist paradigm of inquiry, three public universities in the eastern, 

southern, and western United States with enrollments of 17,000, 44,000, and 37,000 

students, respectively, whose student affairs divisions had full-time development officers. 

The institutions, for confidentiality reasons, were referred to in the dissertation as Eastern 

University, Southern University, and Western University. There were four major 

purposes of the study. First, the dissertation identified fundraising best practices for 

student affairs divisions. Second, the dissertation studied the influence of institutional 

development offices’ practices on student affairs fundraising efforts. Third, the 

dissertation identified the types of projects supported by student affairs fundraising 

activities. Last, the dissertation tried to identify strategies to increase the amount of 

money raised during student affairs fundraising campaigns (Schoenecke).   

The researcher employed a four-part theoretical framework emphasizing cultural 

and organizational structural theories. First, Tierney’s framework for organizational 

culture, which combines environment, mission, socialization, information, strategy, and 

leadership as the main components to comprehend how higher education institutions 

work, was employed in the study. Second, Kast and Rosenzweig’s model that divides 

organizations into rigid, or stable-mechanistic, organizations and flexible, or adaptive-

organic, organizations as a means of understanding organizational structure and 
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functioning was used in the study. Third, Narayanan and Kast’s environmental model that 

has three parts, including the task (internal organizational) environment, 

industry/competitive environment (organization and its competitors), and the 

macroenvironment which includes both the task and industry environments, was applied. 

Last, Bolger’s concept of experience as an important managerial factor formed the final 

part of the theoretical model. Thus, Schoenecke’s (2005) theoretical framework 

combined donor motivation theory, fundraising management, business, and higher 

education organizational culture models.  

Data collection methods involved interviews, document analysis, and 

observations during site visits to the three institutions (Schoenecke, 2005). Each 

interview was recorded and transcribed by the researcher. In addition to the CSAOs and 

the CDOs, other stakeholders were interviewed to triangulate the data. Data analysis 

strategies included ethnographic, constant comparison, and content analysis techniques. 

Other strategies to ensure internal validity included triangulation of interview data with 

written document analysis, member checks of transcripts, and peer examination of data. 

All of these number among best practices to ensure internal validity for qualitative 

research projects (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2002).   

There were two main limitations found in the study. First, Schoenecke (2005) did 

not explain his methods for selecting two of the three institutions for the study other than 

that their student affairs offices had dedicated development officers. One of the 

institutions, known by the pseudonym “Eastern University,” was recommended to be 

included in the study by NASPA staff members for the effectiveness of its fundraising 

efforts. The three institutions varied greatly in size and geographic location. Second, 
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there are some limitations inherent in the case study methods that Schoenecke used in his 

dissertation. As qualitative researchers have observed, case studies generally do not have 

generalizability (Merriam, 1997; Yin, 2002). One of the areas of the case study, however, 

that could have benefited from additional quantification was Schoenecke’s research 

question related to the projects supported by the three institutions’ student affairs 

fundraising efforts. Rather than measuring data through dollar amounts raised, 

Schoenecke presented a narrative on the various projects sponsored by the institutions.  

Schoenecke’s (2005) findings have great relevance to this dissertation. First, his 

findings contradict some of the earlier trends in the empirical literature on student affairs 

fundraising. As opposed to earlier studies that found institutional presidents encouraging 

CSAO participation in fundraising (Shay, 1984; 1993), the three student affairs 

fundraising efforts studied were instigated by the student affairs officers themselves. In 

addition, Schoenecke also found that the most effective fundraiser in all three of the 

institutions were those individuals with extensive development office career experiences 

and knowledge of fundraising strategies and models. These findings could be evolving 

trends in student affairs fundraising. Second, Schoenecke points out student affairs 

fundraising best practices of the institutions including the establishment of voluntary 

advisory boards, use of centralized development office infrastructure such as research 

databases, and a dual reporting structure for the development officers to both the CSAOs 

and the CDOs. This dissertation builds on Schoenecke’s findings by studying private 

research universities, institutions that often have financing and governance characteristics 

differing from those of public universities (Balderston, 1995; Breneman & Finney, 1997). 

Furthermore, this dissertation seeks to determine whether Schoenecke’s findings are 
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evolving trends in student affairs fundraising or isolated issues endemic to the institutions 

participating in his study.  

In the sixth dissertation, Murphy (2007) conducted a quantitative study on the 

perceptions of leadership behaviors of CSAOs and student affairs development officers at 

public, doctoral granting universities. The purpose of Murphy’s study was to determine 

whether the CSAO and student affairs development officers displayed similar patterns of 

leadership behaviors, to better understand ways that these two positions worked together 

at higher education institutions. Murphy used a competing values managerial behavior 

instrument, a model that was created by Quinn and Rohrbaugh to analyze the 

effectiveness of organizations and their leaders. Under this model, individuals are 

situated along a continuum of having organizational focus, or focusing on the needs of 

individuals, or having external focus, or focusing on the needs of the organization itself to 

the detriment of the needs of individuals. From this initial continuum, individuals are 

identified, depending on their responses, as one of eight managerial leadership types.  

Data collection methods included an online survey that was emailed to 32 CSAOs 

and student affairs development officers at public, doctoral granting institutions that 

employed a student affairs fundraising officer. Replies were received from officers from 

17 of the 32 institutions, including a response rate of 53.1% from CSAOs and 56.3% of 

the student affairs development officers. Data analysis for the responses included t-tests, 

descriptive statistics, quadrant reliability coefficients, and multivariate analysis of 

variance (Murphy, 2007).   

There are two major limitations to the study. First, the study’s sample size is very 

small for a quantitative study and this raises questions about the generalizability of the 
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study. As researchers have observed, mixed methods, or combined qualitative and 

quantitative design, in this case, could have been used effectively to triangulate the 

quantitative data with additional data to ensure additional internal and external validity 

(Creswell, 1994). Second, the study focused only on institutions that had dedicated 

student affairs development officers reporting to the CSAO. This population excluded 

student affairs divisions that have centralized or hybrid models for organizing student 

affairs fundraising efforts.   

 There are findings in Murphy’s study that are relevant to the current dissertation. 

First, the study’s findings showed that CSAOs and student affairs development officers at 

the institutions studied had very similar leadership behaviors and attitudes (Murphy, 

2007). Heretofore, much of the literature of practice had emphasized the differences 

between CSAOs and student affairs development officers. Second, Murphy found that the 

officers studied exhibited leadership attributes in all four quadrants of the leadership 

complexity model, an indication that the demands of student affairs fundraising required 

CSAOs and student affairs development officers to use attributes from multiple 

perspectives, or frames. This dissertation expands on this concept of officers using 

different frames under hybrid models similar to the ones that Murphy identified in her 

study. This study provides support for the current dissertation’s application of cultural 

frame models to the problem of student affairs fundraising, particularly the partnerships 

between student affairs and development units.  

In the seventh dissertation, Rovig (2009) conducted a quantitative study on the 

relationship between the nature of development effort characteristics and the amount of 

dollars raised for student affairs units. The purpose of Rovig’s study was to determine 
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which institutional attributes led to institutions, between July 2004 and June 2007, to 

successfully raising funds for student affairs divisions. Rovig used a quantitative 

methodology to investigate the relationship of five independent variables—number of 

development officers assigned to student affairs fundraising, level of involvement of 

CSAO in fundraising, level of support of the president, endowment size, and institutional 

type—with the dependent variable of dollars raised for student affairs projects.  

Data collection methods included an online survey that was emailed to 1,000 

student affairs representatives as listed in the 2008 Higher Education Directory (Rovig, 

2009). Between July 2004 and June 2007, Rovig received completed surveys from 102 of 

the 1,000 institutions, totaling a response rate of 10% from the population. Rovig 

analyzed the data using one-way ANOVA, regression analyses, and descriptive statistics.    

There are two major limitations to the study. First, the study’s return rate was very 

low, and this raises questions about the generalizability of the study. Rovig (2009) had an 

initial goal of a 20–30% response rate. The overall response rate, 10%, was much lower 

than the targeted response rate. The study could have been improved by Rovig taking 

additional action to increase the response rate. Second, the study’s design, by focusing on 

five independent variables, leaves out many variables that could be relevant to the dollars 

raised to support student affairs projects. For instance, the study did not focus on the 

agency of fundraisers who are part of student affairs units and report to the CSAO as one 

of the five variables. This and other variables could have contributed to the dollars raised 

at the successful student affairs fundraising institutions.     

 There are findings in Rovig’s (2009) study that are relevant to the current 

dissertation. First, the study’s findings showed that the successful student affairs 
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fundraising practices typically involved the following factors: more than one full-time 

development officer assigned to the unit as a liaison, the involvement of student affairs 

director level staff (particularly the career center and student activities director in 

fundraising), student affairs staff members’ participation in student affairs fundraising 

activities, and development officers’ participation in student affairs fundraising activities. 

Heretofore, much of the literature of practice had emphasized the importance of CSAOs 

and CDOs in the fundraising process and not included the agency of student affairs and 

development staff in student affairs fundraising. Second, while the response rate raises 

questions about the validity of the data, Rovig’s study attempts to update student affairs 

fundraising statistics on the number of institutions having student affairs fundraising 

initiatives, the projects supported by these initiatives, and the average dollars raised by 

these initiatives. This dissertation seeks to build on Rovig’s recent study by providing 

additional data on the nature of student affairs fundraising as private research 

universities. With Rovig’s data dating to 2004–2007, this dissertation’s data, collected in 

April and May 2009, provide an updated perspective on student affairs fundraising. In 

addition, this dissertation takes a qualitative approach to add rich, nuanced data on recent 

student affairs fundraising practices at three private research universities.  

 In summary, these eight empirical studies lend credence to this current 

dissertation’s investigation of the strategies used to form and sustain student affairs and 

development office partnerships to raise funds for student affairs’ divisions. The studies 

also put forth evidence demonstrating that student affairs and development office 

fundraising collaboration has been essential to the success of these initiatives, as 

measured by the dollars raised and their ability to meet the programs’ articulated goals.  
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At the same time, the studies also indicated that there is a gap in the empirical 

literature on the nature of student affairs and development office relationships at private 

research universities. The only studies that have collected specific data on private 

universities’ student affairs fundraising activities were Terrell et al.’s (1993) study on 

CSAOs’ fundraising activities and attitudes toward fundraising, Hillman’s (2002) study 

on Texas higher education institutions, and Rovig’s (2009) study on student affairs 

fundraising. These studies, however, have significant limitations as detailed in the 

critiques. Thus, based on the very small number of empirical studies on student affairs 

fundraising and student affairs and development office partnerships, this literature essay 

identifies a significant literature gap that will be filled by this dissertation. 

Recommendations from the Literature of Practice 

 With the continuing significance of revenue generation to the financial health of 

many student affairs divisions and the existing barriers to many divisions implementing 

fundraising activities, the literature of practice offers useful strategies for fostering 

student affairs and development office collaboration and effectively managing existing 

student affairs fundraising campaigns. Based on their experiences in the field, veteran 

student affairs practitioners, primarily CSAOs and higher education presidents, have 

published the majority of articles in the literature of practice on the topic (Fygetakis & 

Dalton, 1993; Gold et al., 1993; Jackson, 2000; Penney & Rose, 2001; Shay, 1993; 

Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 2003; Schuh, 2003b). Noticeably absent from the 

literature of practice are the perspectives of development officers, who have not written 

empirical studies or practitioner-based articles on student affairs fundraising. Based on a 

review of the relevant books and articles, the literature of practice has recommended 
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three major ways of creating and sustaining productive student affairs and development 

office partnerships to raise voluntary funds.  

First, many practitioners have agreed that the CSAO leadership is crucial to the 

success of student affairs fundraising efforts and that there are common actions and 

attributes on the part of officers leading these productive programs (Gold et al., 1993; 

Jackson, 2000; Penney & Rose, 2001). Practitioners have recommended specific CSAO 

actions to create, manage, and sustain student affairs fundraising initiatives, many of 

which have been predicated on best practices among higher education development 

offices.  

In this respect, student affairs fundraising, like higher education fundraising in 

general, is a process that has distinct stages. In the first stage, CSAOs should develop 

educational fundraising plans that place the student affairs fundraising effort within the 

contexts of the mission and values of the institution (Gold et al., 1993). In the second 

stage, the CSAO, through relationship building, should have conversations with the 

institution’s president and the CDO about the possibility of student affairs fundraising 

and its value to the development unit and the Western University as a whole (Shay, 1984; 

1993). In the third stage, the CSAO should apply strategic planning and management 

techniques to student affairs fundraising and determine, with the help of the CDO, 

whether the effort requires a centralized, decentralized, or hybrid model (Gold et al.). In 

the fourth stage, the CSAO should develop planning, or advisory, committees which are 

composed of institutional stakeholders and donors, a strategy that many successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts have employed in the past (Jackson; Terrell & Gold, 

1993). In the final stage, the CSAO, with the help of the CDO, other development staff 
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members, and student affairs staff members, should learn about and follow a widely 

accepted four-part fundraising model involving goal setting, donor research and 

cultivation, solicitation, and stewardship (Shay, 1993; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Worth, 

2002). This five-part recommendation from the literature of practice suggested tangible 

actions on the part of CSAOs to create and sustain fundraising campaigns for their units.   

Second, many practitioners have agreed that successful student affairs fundraising 

efforts have been the result of effective teamwork among student affairs officers and 

development officers, presidents, academic officers, board of trustees, and other 

institutional stakeholders (Fygetakis & Dalton, 1993; Gordon et al., 1993; Jackson, 2000; 

Shay, 1984; 1993; Terrell & Gold, 1993). Practitioners have pointed out that student 

affairs fundraising must be sanctioned by the president, members of the board of trustees, 

and the CDO before the activities can begin (Shay, 1993; Terrell & Gold). In fact, one 

dissertation found that student affairs fundraising programs were often launched at the 

request of the institution’s president (Kroll, 1991). Once the student affairs fundraising 

campaign has been approved by the president, board of trustees, and CDO, most 

practitioner-based studies on student affairs fundraising have identified development 

officers and student affairs officers as the two key individuals in the higher education 

structure to create, manage, and sustain student affairs fundraising efforts (Shay, 1984; 

1993; Terrell & Gold). These two groups form the central relationship to facilitate student 

affairs fundraising, according to most of the literature of practice (Shay; Terrell & Gold; 

Jackson; Schuh). One way of CSAOs and CDOs developing collaborative partnership is 

through the formation and maturation of “formal lateral contact between division heads” 

(Gordon, et al., p. 9). This relationship is vital for the student affairs fundraising 
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campaign since, in the words of one president, a CSAO launching into fundraising effort 

without the consent of the CDO is “doomed to more than failure” (Shay, 1993, p. 19). 

Thus, teamwork among presidents, members of the board of trustees, CSAOs, and CDOS 

are vital to the creation, management, and continuance of student affairs fundraising.  

 Last, practitioners have identified student affairs facilities and programs that have 

received fundraising support in the past as well as likely donor groups to target for 

cultivation and eventual solicitation (Jackson, 2000; Terrell & Gold, 1993). The facilities 

that have been built through student affairs fundraising campaigns include student centers 

or student unions, residence halls, health centers, community service center, and 

intercultural centers (Gordon et al., 1993; Jackson). The programs that have been 

supported through student affairs fundraising campaigns include student leadership 

programs, student scholarships, diversity programs, community service programs, alcohol 

and other drug education programs, career education workshops, and summer internship 

and mentor programs (Jackson; Terrell & Gold). These particular facilities and programs 

are significant in guiding student affairs and development officers on projects that have 

been successfully funded by student fundraising in the past. As such, they provide 

guidance on the content of a comprehensive campaign for student affairs fundraising 

(Worth, 2002, p. 399). Student affairs fundraising practitioners have also identified 

prospects, or individuals who have potential interest in making a gift (Worth). These 

targeted donors for student affairs fundraising include alumni who have participated in 

student activities or served in paraprofessional staff positions, such as residence hall staff 

members, parents of current or former students, corporations as sponsors and program 

participants, and trustees, particularly those who serve on student life committees 
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(Gordon et al.; Jackson). Therefore, practitioners have identified likely facilities and 

services as well as prospects to target for their fundraising campaigns.    

 The literature of practice has demonstrated that collaboration, especially among 

CSAOs and CDOs, is essential to the success of student affairs fundraising efforts. 

Although research shows that student affairs and development office collaboration is 

crucial to the success of student affairs financing and fundraising, the literature is 

predicated primarily on practitioner-based articles and fails to include an empirical 

analysis of the strategies for the formation of these partnerships at private research 

universities.  

Summary 

This literature review examined the literature of practice and research on 

collaboration between student affairs and development offices for the purpose of raising 

voluntary funds for student affairs units. This section commenced with a discussion on 

the existing barriers to forming student affairs and development office partnerships 

before examining the significance of these collaborative relationships to fundraising 

success. Second, this section examined the barriers to creating these partnerships. Then, 

this section concluded by critiquing the facets of major empirical works on student affairs 

fundraising activities that are relevant to this dissertation before analyzing the major 

recommendations on student affairs fundraising from the literature of practice.   

Gap in the Literature 

 In order to establish the foundation for the study of student affairs and 

development office partnerships at private research universities, this chapter furnished a 

review of empirical and practitioner-based literature on student affairs mission and 
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organization, the history of the higher education fundraising profession, the history of 

student affairs fundraising activities, and the current state of student affairs fundraising 

efforts and partnerships. This dissertation’s literature review explored these topics, their 

connections, and corresponding research, and addressed the need for additional research 

in these areas.  

As demonstrated in this literature review, researchers have not yet fully 

investigated student affairs fundraising activities and development office collaboration at 

private research universities. Researchers and practitioners both have called for additional 

information on student affairs fundraising strategies and a better understanding of the 

nature of student affairs and development office relationships at private research 

universities. This dissertation’s research on student affairs fundraising at three private 

research universities will provide practitioners with empirical data on student affairs 

fundraising best practices. Furthermore, student affairs professionals at private research 

universities are seeking advice on how to introduce student affairs fundraising initiatives 

at their institutions or expand existing student affairs fundraising activities. At the same 

time, this dissertation fills a literature gap on the topic. Student affairs research literature 

has only eight empirical studies focusing on student affairs fundraising. Three of these 

studies have produced data on student affairs fundraising at private research universities 

(Hillman, 2002; Rovig, 2009; Terrell et al., 1993). This study will enable student affairs 

divisions at private research universities to have best practices and empirical data on 

student affairs fundraising that may help them fund facilities, services, and programs to 

foster student academic and personal development that will benefit higher education 

institutions and their students. 
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The purpose of this study is to examine the nature of the collaboration between 

student affairs and development units at private research universities with successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts using a qualitative multiple-case study design with a 

social constructivist paradigm of inquiry. This study addresses this purpose through the 

following questions:  

1. How do student affairs and development offices define “successful” collaboration 

in fundraising? 

2. What strategies have student affairs practitioners and development officers used 

to create and sustain partnerships to successfully raise funds for student affairs 

services, activities, and facilities? 

3. How have student affairs officers established initiatives to raise funds for student 

affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

4. In what ways do successful student affairs practitioners and development officers 

interact with each other in an effort to facilitate successful fundraising efforts?  

5. How have student affairs officers with fundraising initiatives succeeded in having 

student affairs services, activities, and facilities included among institutional 

fundraising priorities? 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Scholars and practitioners have established the central role of student affairs and 

development unit collaboration in successful student affairs fundraising efforts (Fygetakis 

& Dalton, 1993; Gold et al., 1993; Gordon et al., 1993; Jablonski et al., 2008; Jackson, 

2000; Penney & Rose, 2001; Rovig, 2009; Schuh, 2003; Shay, 1984; 1993; Smith et al., 

2008; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 1993). The purpose of this study is to examine 

the nature of the collaboration between student affairs and development units at private 

research universities with successful student affairs fundraising efforts using a qualitative 

multiple-case study design with a social constructivist paradigm of inquiry. The problem 

of practice is that while facing difficult financial times, student affairs divisions and their 

leaders are increasingly considering collaborating with development officers and other 

institutional partners to raise funds for student services, activities, and facilities. Student 

affairs leaders, however, do not have tested strategies based on empirical data for making 

these decisions. The research problem addressed by the study is that, although the 

literature suggests that student affairs and development office collaboration is often a 

crucial factor in the success of student affairs fundraising, the literature is predicated 

primarily on anecdotal evidence. This body of literature fails to include an empirical 

analysis of the strategies employed in the formation of successful student affairs 

fundraising partnerships at private research universities. This chapter establishes this 

study’s research questions, paradigm of inquiry, research design, site selection, 

instrumentation, data collection strategy, data analysis methods, data presentation plan, 

consideration of human participants, budget, and timeline.   
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Paradigm of Inquiry 

I selected social constructionism as the paradigm of inquiry. Social 

constructionism emphasizes the ways individuals or groups construct, or make meaning 

of, their individual or collective experiences (Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Crotty, 1998; 

Merriam, 2002; Schwandt, 2001). Social constructionism also places great emphasis on 

the ways social and cultural factors influence how individuals and groups perceive their 

experiences (Crotty; Schwandt).   

I used social constructionism for two main reasons. First, I explored the ways 

successful student affairs and development units and their staff members interacted with 

each other to raise funds and how these individuals and groups made meaning of these 

experiences. As a consequence, this study itself, which encompassed both individual and 

collective constructions of meaning, was predicated on a social constructivist paradigm of 

inquiry.   

Second, I took a social constructivist approach rather than a positivist or 

postpositivist approach for several reasons. Previously, six of the eight empirical studies 

on student affairs fundraising examined this research topic from positivist or 

postpositivist paradigms of inquiry (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Hillman, 2004; 

Murphy, 2007; Rovig, 2009; Terrell, et al., 1993). Two researchers used a social 

constructivist paradigm of inquiry to examine this topic (Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005). 

I applied social constructionism to provide additional, qualitative data to what is 

primarily existing quantitative data on this topic. As a result, the application of a social 

constructivist paradigm of inquiry furnished an insightful means of studying this topic.  
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Research Design 

 Following a qualitative research design, I gathered data at three private research 

universities using a multiple-case study format. This design was an appropriate one to 

address the purpose of the study and the research questions.  

Qualitative Research Design 

 A qualitative research design and its attributes formed the foundation for this 

study. I selected this research design for two main reasons. First, the rich data collected in 

this study will be of great value to researchers and practitioners seeking empirical data on 

student affairs fundraising. As detailed in Chapter 2 of this dissertation, six of the eight 

empirical studies on student affairs fundraising produced quantitative data. This 

quantitative data has value, but lacks the nuanced, thick descriptions afforded by 

qualitative research designs. For example, this study collected strategies on how the 

differing organizational cultures of student affairs and development units were bridged to 

produce successful student affairs fundraising initiatives. Qualitative data will also 

provide insight into how, why, and in what ways student affairs and development units 

collaborate to create and sustain successful fundraising initiatives. As a consequence, this 

study provided new insights into the student affairs fundraising process by adding depth 

to the primarily quantitative literature on this topic (Mertens, 1998).  

Second, the multifaceted interactions and processes involved in student affairs 

fundraising were well-suited to the inductive nature of qualitative research designs.  

Researchers recommend employing qualitative designs when attempting to understand 

complex phenomena (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992). For this reason, a qualitative research 

design offered an effective method for examining the interaction of numerous staff 
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members from student affairs and development units as well as the many other 

individuals who play a role in raising funds for student affairs activities. The rich, 

detailed data collected will advance researchers’ and practitioners’ understanding of 

student affairs fundraising activities at private research universities. In summary, these 

major attributes of qualitative research made the design an appropriate one for this study.  

Case Study Design 

Case studies investigate specific, or bounded, phenomena such as events, people, 

processes, institutions, or social groups with complicated contexts and multiple variables 

(Merriam, 2002; Stake, 1995; 1998; Yin, 1994; 2003). The three private research 

universities’ student affairs fundraising activities over the last 14 years formed the 

study’s bounds. These bounds along institutional lines were established because of the 

differing organizational cultures surrounding the three institutions’ student affairs 

fundraising initiatives, which made it difficult to generalize about this phenomenon 

without recognizing the institutional contexts for these activities. 

I selected a case study design for three main reasons. First, the nature of the 

research problem was multifaceted and the case study design lent itself well to studies 

with many variables (Merriam, 1988; Yin, 1994; 2003). This examination of student 

affairs fundraising activities at three institutions involved the intersection of many 

variables. For example, staff interactions took place on the university-wide, divisional, 

departmental, and individual levels. Furthermore, interactions occurred on many different 

levels in the organizational structure: between student affairs and development officers as 

well as among student affairs and development support staff members.  
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Second, case studies also produce detailed descriptions of phenomena (Merriam, 

1988; Yin, 1994; Stake, 1995). This study on student affairs fundraising yielded valuable 

findings for practitioners and researchers because many of the previous findings have 

furnished quantitative data. The data gathered on student affairs and development staff 

member collaboration and their individual and collective perceptions of this phenomenon 

within their institutional and organizational contexts will offer valuable information for 

both practitioners and researchers to advance their understanding of student affairs 

fundraising.  

Last, case study designs, in particular, are effective when there are under-studied 

phenomena (Merriam, 1988; Yin, 1994; 2003). As discussed in Chapter 2, student affairs 

fundraising at private research universities had little, if any, empirical data based on a 

qualitative research design. As under-studied phenomena, student affairs fundraising 

activities at private research universities formed a topic that warrants examination 

through a case study research design.  Therefore, for these three reasons, I selected a case 

study research design for this dissertation.  

Multiple-Case Study Design 

I chose a multiple-case study design, involving the selection of three private 

research institutions for the study’s sample, for two main reasons. First, this multiple-case 

study design produced more data on this topic than a single-case study alone. This 

additional data will assist practitioners and researchers in gaining wider perspectives on 

how these three higher education institutions conducted successful student affairs 

fundraising activities.  
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Second, by comparing and contrasting student affairs fundraising efforts at three 

institutions, the project provided comparative data that a single case alone could not 

furnish. These comparisons generated data that may be triangulated to provide greater 

confidence than findings from one site alone. At the same time, I selected three 

institutions to participate in the study to allow for a “thick” description of the student 

affairs fundraising initiatives at each of the institutions (Geertz, 1973, p. 5). With more 

than three institutions, the rich data and thick descriptions would be diluted. Because of 

the unique nature of campus culture, a multiple-case study design allowed for an 

exploration of how institutional and organizational cultures influenced collaborations 

between student affairs and development officers. For these reasons, the multiple-case 

study design, involving three participating institutions, was a suitable research design for 

the topic. 

This section established the qualitative multiple-case study design by detailing the 

three levels of this research design. In closing, this section included a discussion of how 

this research design was the appropriate one to apply to address the research questions 

and the purpose of this study.   

Theoretical Framework 

Chaffee and Tierney’s (1988) three-part organizational culture model, which 

updated Tierney’s (1988, p. 8) “Framework of Organizational Culture,” formed the 

theoretical framework. The first part of this framework posits that higher education 

organizational culture has three general dimensions: (a) structure, (b) environment, and 

(c) values. The second part involves these three dimensions interacting through a model 

of culture that has three major parts: (a) time, (b) space, and (c) communication. The third 
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part includes higher education leaders employing three different techniques to “nurture 

and influence organizational culture” (Chaffee & Tierney, p. 22): (a) strategy, (b) culture, 

and (c) leadership.  

Structural, Environmental, and Values Dimensions 

In the first part of Chaffee and Tierney’s (1988) model, the foundational elements 

include the structural, environmental, and values dimensions. The structural dimension 

refers to an organization conducting its activities through programming, fiscal, and 

governance structures. Examples of this dimension include reporting lines and 

organizational structure and hierarchy. Student affairs fundraising and student affairs and 

development unit collaboration occur underneath the umbrella of institutional hierarchies 

and reporting lines. Interactions occurring between student affairs and development units 

are also affected by governing boards, presidents, and other administrators.  

The environmental dimension constitutes both the objective, physical 

environment, and also the ways individuals in the organization understand and perceive 

the organization and its environment, or the enacted environment (Chaffee & Tierney 

1988; Tierney, 1988). One illustration of this dimension involves how macroeconomic 

conditions can affect a higher education institution’s enrollment management patterns 

and finances. These financial conditions, as the literature shows (Donhart & Gehring, 

1980; Garland, 1985), often influence student affairs officers’ decisions to start 

fundraising initiatives.  

The values dimension embraces “beliefs, norms, and priorities held by members 

of the institution” (Chaffee & Tierney, 1988, p. 20) as manifested in the organizational 

mission and behavior of the organization’s leaders. This dimension is exhibited in a 
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mission or value statement or a public address by an institutional or unit leader. Student 

affairs fundraising communications, particularly case statements, often contain mission 

statements to provide compelling reasons for individuals to donate funds. Thus, Chaffee 

and Tierney’s model superstructure involves the structural, environmental, and values 

dimensions that all have relevance to understanding student affairs fundraising and the 

collaboration between student affairs and development units. 

Time, Space, and Communication 

In the second part of the model, the three dimensions of structure, environment, 

and values interact through a model of culture that has three major parts: time, space, and 

communication (Chaffee & Tierney, 1988; Tierney, 1988).   

Time includes history, tradition, and habits (Chaffee & Tierney 1988; Tierney, 

1988). An illustration of this theme is a saga, a legend that has become institutionalized 

and may depict an interesting anecdote that led to the founding of an institution (Clark, 

1970; 1983; 1984). Student affairs fundraising and student affairs and development unit 

interactions vary, in part, because each university has its unique campus culture and 

traditions that overarch these phenomena.  

Space includes both physical and symbolic contexts for action (Chaffee & 

Tierney 1988; Tierney, 1988). College campuses, including buildings, statues, and quads, 

manifest this second theme. This study’s themes, particularly collaboration, are also 

influenced by the physical and symbolic space at each of the institutions. Physical space 

provides both opportunities and limitations for student affairs fundraising efforts. For 

instance, many student affairs divisions raise funds by having donors purchase naming 

rights for campus residence halls or other buildings under their supervision.  
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Communication is the major way that individuals understand and perceive the 

world (Chaffee & Tierney 1988; Tierney, 1988). This final theme includes oral, written, 

and electronic forms of communication. Communication between student affairs and 

development units were manifested in such informal ways as email messages and in such 

formal ways as case statements. Under this model, the three dimensions of structure, 

environment, and values intersect within the overarching elements of time, space, and 

communication.    

Leadership Dimension 

In the final part of this model, leaders affect culture, and, at the same time, culture 

gives meaning to leadership (Chaffee & Tierney, 1988; Tierney, 1988). It is important to 

note the influence of individual agency in the leadership dimension and within the entire 

framework, writ large. The goal of leaders is to have the organization’s structure, 

environment, and values in a state of equilibrium which, according to Chaffee and 

Tierney, is rarely, if ever, reached. In this final part of the model, leaders employ various 

strategies to keep their institutions in equilibrium, which poses a “constant challenge” for 

leaders to improve their institutions (Chaffee & Tierney, p. 22). To do so, leaders 

function within unique cultures that are affected by internal and external factors. Leaders 

also have the ability to influence these cultures through decision-making and other 

decisive actions. Thus, this widely accepted model for understanding organizational 

culture took a multifaceted approach that includes three distinct parts for the 

understanding of organizational culture and the ways internal and external factors interact 

with each other in this framework. 
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Justification for Theoretical Framework 

Chaffee and Tierney’s (1988) model was an appropriate theoretical framework for 

four main reasons. First, as indicated by the number of studies of higher education 

institutions and organizational units that have used the model, Chaffee and Tierney’s 

framework is a widely accepted and very frequently applied theory in higher education 

research. The framework has been applied to many different higher education institutions 

(Beodeker, 2007; Kezar, 2003; Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Murphy, 2007; Schoenecke, 2005; 

Scott, 2001). Studies on public and private universities, public and private colleges, and 

community colleges have all used this framework (Beodeker; Kezar; Kezar & Eckel; 

Murphy; Schoenecke; Scott). The model has also been used by qualitative researchers to 

examine different higher education units, including student affairs, academic affairs, and 

development offices. Studies on student affairs, academic affairs, and development units 

have all used Chaffee and Tierney’s model or Tierney’s model as their theoretical 

framework (Beodeker; Kezar; Kezar & Eckel, Murphy; Schoenecke; Scott).  

Second, the framework’s flexibility allows it to be applied to institutions with 

differing campus cultures and institutional contexts. Although each of the institutions 

studied was a private research university, scholars have noted that institutions often have 

very divergent campus cultures even within the same Carnegie classification (Kuh & 

Whitt, 1988). Accordingly, Chaffee and Tierney’s organizational culture model was 

useful in understanding the specific contexts for these three institutions’ student affairs 

fundraising activities and collaborative relationships.   

Third, this same flexibility enables Chaffee and Tierney’s (1988) framework to be 

applied to many different higher education functional areas. Student affairs and 
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development units, like other higher education divisions, have very different cultures, 

vocabularies, and missions (Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Terrell & Gold, 1993). Based on its 

flexibility, Chaffee and Tierney’s model encompasses the nuances of these two different 

functional areas and the relationships between the two units and their leaders and staff 

members.   

Last, Chaffee and Tierney’s (1988) model, which combines external factors, 

internal factors, and leadership strategies, is relevant to this study’s purpose. As discussed 

in Chapter 1, external factors, such as higher education’s financial climate, affect both 

student affairs and development units and their collaborative relationships. As discussed 

in Chapters 1 and 2, internal factors, such as the differing student affairs and development 

vocabularies and cultures, also influence the collaborative relationships. As discussed in 

Chapters 1 and 2, the leaders of the two units, the Chief Student Affairs Officer (CSAO) 

and Chief Development Officer (CDO), are key agents in the collaborative relationships 

between student affairs and development units. Individual actions by these and other 

individuals influence these interactions. For these reasons, I selected Chaffee and 

Tierney’s organizational culture model as the theoretical framework.  

Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to examine the nature of the collaboration between 

student affairs and development units at private research universities with successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts using a qualitative multiple-case study design with a 

social constructivist paradigm of inquiry.  

This study addresses this purpose through the following questions:  
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1. How do student affairs and development offices define “successful” collaboration 

in fundraising? 

2. What strategies have student affairs practitioners and development officers used 

to create and sustain partnerships to successfully raise funds for student affairs 

services, activities, and facilities? 

3. How have student affairs officers established initiatives to raise funds for student 

affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

4. In what ways do successful student affairs practitioners and development officers 

interact with each other in an effort to facilitate successful fundraising efforts?  

5. How have student affairs officers with fundraising initiatives succeeded in having 

student affairs services, activities, and facilities included among institutional 

fundraising priorities? 

Site Selection  

Private research universities with student affairs and development units that raise 

funds for student affairs services, activities, and facilities formed this study’s population. 

This population included higher education institutions classified by The Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching in 2008 as “Research Universities with 

very high research activity” (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 

2008). In 2005, of the 96 research universities listed in this category, 33 were private 

institutions (See Appendix C).   

The study’s focus was on the private research institutions that belong to student 

affairs and development professional associations (See Appendix D). Of the original 33 

private universities in the “very high research activity” category in 2008, six institutions 
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did not belong to both a student affairs association and the development professional 

association. This population of 27 institutions included institutional members of either or 

both of the two national student affairs professional associations, the National 

Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) and the American College 

Personnel Administration (ACPA), and the development professional association, 

Council for the Advancement and Support of Education (CASE). I selected institutional 

members of NASPA or ACPA to ensure that the institutions had student affairs units that 

managed student services and facilities. I chose institutional members of CASE to 

guarantee that the institutions had development units that raised voluntary funds to 

support institutional operations.   

I selected private research universities with student affairs and development 

offices because this population had been studied in few quantitative studies and none of 

the qualitative studies (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Hillman, 2004; Kroll, 1991; 

Murphy, 2007; Rovig, 2009; Schoenecke, 2005). Following the recommendations of 

qualitative and case study researchers, I decided to include three institutions in the study 

to provide comparative case study data while collecting rich, qualitative data called for by 

researchers and practitioners that would not be possible with a larger sample (Creswell, 

2005; Merriam, 1988; 2002; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 1994; 2003).  

From the list of 27 universities, using purposeful and extreme case-sampling 

strategies, I selected three private research universities with successful student affairs 

fundraising efforts that have at least one full-time professional staff member dedicated to 

raising funds to support student affairs initiatives (Creswell, 2005; Maxwell, 1996; 2005; 

Merriam, 1988; Yin, 1994; 2003). As a means of identifying participants, I followed 
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extreme case-sampling strategies (Creswell; Merriam; Yin) to identify successful student 

affairs fundraising programs. In this case, success, in fundraising, was measured in 

dollars and cents. The student affairs fundraising programs in question must have raised 

money from voluntary donations in the last year, and preferably over the last 5 years. The 

most successful efforts were judged based on the ratio of the dollars raised compared 

with the student affairs operating budget. Second, the staff member criterion was applied 

because having a dedicated fundraising officer meant the presence of documents that 

could be collected and interviews that could be staged to examine the topic.  

Site Descriptions  

I invited the institutions that had dedicated student affairs fundraising staff 

members and had met or exceeded institutional and divisional student affairs fundraising 

goals to participate in this study. Based on these two criteria, I selected three private 

research universities as the sample. I masked the names of these universities to respect 

participant confidentiality. Each of the three universities employed a full-time student 

affairs fundraising officer at the time of this study and had raised considerable funds in 

the last 5 years, at a minimum, to support student affairs services, facilities, and activities. 

As such, these three institutions have been successful in student affairs fundraising and 

have allocated financial and human resources to support these specific fundraising 

activities. In addition, all three of the institutions met or exceeded the established unit and 

institutional fundraising goals. All three of the targeted institutions participated in the 

study.  

I invited the institutions that fulfilled these two sampling criteria to participate in 

this study following a specific process in each case. First, I contacted the Chief Student 
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Affairs Officer (CSAO) and Chief Development Officer (CDO) of each institution 

individually by email messages and follow-up phone calls to discuss the research project. 

Second, during the discussions, I asked the CSAOs and CDOs whether they would be 

interested in participating in this proposed study. Third, I sent each CSAO and CDO an 

email message detailing the project. After the officers reviewed this information, I spoke 

with each individual to address any questions or concerns. Last, I asked the individuals to 

sign and return an institutional consent form to confirm participation in this project (See 

Appendix E). This institutional consent form included information on individual and 

institutional confidentiality issues and was the means of verifying approval to commence 

the data collection at the individual institutions targeted for this study (See Appendix F). 

There are two major issues that may have interfered with the sample that were 

addressed proactively by the research design. First, I anticipated that some universities’ 

student affairs and development officers had neither the time nor the interest to 

participate in this study.  Second, the nature of the student affairs and development unit 

relationship was, in some cases, marked by conflict, and participants were not willing to 

disclose these issues to a researcher. To address these concerns, I selected institutional 

members of student affairs and development associations. These institutional members 

are typically willing to share best practices at national conferences. I also protected the 

identities of the institutions and individual participants by assigning pseudonyms to each 

of the participating institutions. Furthermore, both student affairs and development 

leaders completed the institutional consent forms to confirm their participation.    

To address participant interest and enhance this study’s participation rate, I made 

personal contact with the CSAO and CDO of each institution initially and offered to 
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share the findings with these individuals so that they can use the information for 

continuous improvement efforts. In the end, these findings will help student affairs and 

development officers work better together in the long term by identifying strategies of 

three successful collaborations. Documentation on in-person interview advanced 

notification, introductory comments, institutional consent form, and responses to 

anticipated resistance from prospective participants is also included in the appendix of 

this paper to detail some of the processes for making initial contact with the study 

participants. 

This study’s profiles of the three participating institutions are included in Chapter 

4 of this dissertation.  

Protocol 

Using a qualitative multicase study research design, I collected data from public 

and private documents, observations, and semistructured interviews. I also recorded 

research procedures in personal subjectivity memorandums that served as an audit trail 

(Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 1988; Mertens, 1998; Yin, 1994; 2003). This section will first 

present The George Washington University’s (GW’s) Internal Review Board (IRB) 

procedures before detailing the protocols for collecting data and drafting subjectivity 

memorandums.  

IRB Procedures 

Before embarking on data collection, two important preparatory activities were 

completed. First, following Creswell’s (2005) standards for data collection, I secured IRB 

approval from The George Washington University (GW) for the project before inviting 

institutions to participate in this study. Second, once the IRB approval form was received, 
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I contacted the institutional “gatekeepers” (this individual, according to Creswell (p. 

209), provides “entrance to a site, helps researchers locate people, and assists in the 

identification of places to study”) to invite the targeted institutions to participate in this 

study (See Appendix E for a copy of the Site Visit Proposal Letter Template). These 

gatekeepers were crucial individuals who facilitated the data collection at each of this 

study’s sites. Following Creswell’s (p. 209) model, I created a document for the 

gatekeepers to serve as an introduction or a “calling card”: reason their institution was 

selected as a site for the study, activities to be conducted at the site, length of time that 

this researcher will be present at the site, possibility that this researcher will be a 

disruption at the site, how the data from the site will be used in the dissertation, and 

benefits of the study for the host institution. Taken together, IRB approval and the initial 

contact with institutional gatekeepers were the two important precursors to this study’s 

data collection activities.  

Document Analysis 

Following the guidelines of qualitative researchers, both public records and 

private documents were collected during the research process (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 

1988; Mertens, 1998). Throughout the research process, I wrote subjectivity 

memorandums to serve as audit trails to document all phases of the project (Creswell; 

Merriam; Mertens; Peshkin, 1988).  

Public and private documents and subjectivity memorandums. I collected 

public and private documents to establish the institutional and divisional contexts for 

student affairs fundraising activities at the three participating institutions. Following the 

guidance of qualitative researchers, documents offer insight into phenomena that 
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researchers are not able to observe (Mertens, 1998). For example, documents such as case 

statements, annual fundraising reports, and student affairs fundraisers’ position 

descriptions were gathered to examine student affairs and development unit 

collaboration.  

Following the recommendation of noted qualitative researcher Alan Peshkin 

(1988), I also established a series of subjectivity memorandums for the dissertation. 

Throughout the project, at all stages, I wrote in a research journal that collected detailed 

instructions on this study’s research process and also my personal reflections on the ways 

bias and reflexivity affected this study (Peshkin). This research journal, following the 

recommendations of qualitative researchers (Maxwell, 2005; Peshkin), provides readers 

with ample data to review a study’s document trail in order to judge the study’s quality. 

At the same time, this journal provides information for researchers to replicate the study 

in another time and place (Maxwell; Peshkin). This research journal is included in the 

appendix (See Appendix G).  

I gathered a variety of documents relating to student affairs fundraising. The first 

step in data collection was my searching for documents that had been posted on the three 

institutions’ websites relating to institutional and unit missions, organizational structures, 

case statements, services, events, and programs. In particular, documents posted on the 

websites regarding student affairs fundraising activities were of special interest. The 

documents and records posted on these websites were public and available for inclusion.   

Private records and documents from the major student affairs and development office 

officials at the participating institutions were also gathered.  



              

 

 

103 
 

Examples of documents of special importance to this study fell into four major 

categories: human resources, financial records, external communications, and internal 

communications. Human resource documents relating to student affairs fundraising 

included such items as position descriptions of staff members responsible for raising 

student affairs funds and CSAO and CDO position descriptions that include roles and 

responsibilities that reference student affairs fundraising or student affairs and 

development unit collaboration. Financial records included such documents as those that 

track fundraising revenue in support of student affairs activities and expenditure records 

relating to raising funds and staging donor programs and events. External 

communications included such collateral as student affairs fundraising case statements, 

brochures, presentations, and materials. Internal communications included such 

documents and records as agendas and minutes from student affairs and development unit 

meetings, agreements between student affairs and development office units on 

fundraising issues, and annual reports relating to student affairs fundraising activities. 

Therefore, four main document types were collected that addressed this study’s purpose 

to examine student affairs and development office collaboration for the purpose of raising 

funds for student affairs activities. In the process, I collected multiple sources of evidence 

and used documents as data sources to provide contextual information for this study. The 

documents were also subjected to internal and external criticism during the interview 

process to confirm their authenticity.  

Document collection procedures. Creswell’s (2005) guidelines formed the main 

document collection protocols.  First, after performing an in-depth search of the three 

institutions’ websites, I collected documents based on the standard that the data addressed 
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the study’s purpose. Second, I asked study participants, student affairs officers and staff 

members, development officers and staff members, and staff members responsible for 

student affairs fundraising, for their ideas on additional documents that were relevant to 

this study’s research questions. Following qualitative research protocol, the only 

documents used in this study were those approved for inclusion by the documents’ 

owners (Creswell). 

Observations 

Using the guidelines of qualitative researchers, I conducted observations during 

the three site visits to participating institutions (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 2002). 

Observations were useful in examining the institutional cultures and student affairs and 

development subcultures as well as in documenting the behavior of participants, 

particularly student affairs and development officers, and how they interacted with each 

other. I took on the roles of a “participant observer” and a “nonparticipant observer” 

when visiting campuses and offices (Creswell, pp. 211–212). To adhere to Creswell’s 

guidelines, I changed “observational roles” to fit the situation at hand and collected data 

relevant to the study’s purpose (p. 212).  

Observation procedures. Creswell’s (2005) guidelines formed the basis for my 

observation procedures at the three field sites. The observation procedures had three 

parts: before the site visit, during the site visit, and after the site visit. First, prior to 

visiting the site, I spoke with interviewees, particularly the CSAOs, development officers, 

and student affairs fundraisers, to determine what or whom to observe and the length of 

time to conduct the observations (Creswell). Before the site visit, I also created an 

“observational field notes” document (Creswell, p. 213). Using Creswell’s ideas on 
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observation protocol (p. 213), I created a form to record and keep “field notes” (See 

Appendix H). This form included a header with information about the date, time, place, 

setting, and my role as an observer. Each page has two columns, one for notes that 

describe activities and the other to collect my personal reflections during the 

observations. Second, during the site visit, I adhered to Creswell’s strategies for 

conducting field observations. I attempted to collect more than one observation during 

each of the site visits (Creswell). During the observations, I attempted to remain passive 

and “unobtrusive” to avoid disrupting interactions at the field sites (Creswell, p. 214). 

Last, after the observations, I thanked the participants for allowing me to observe the 

activities. I also recorded reflective notes on the experiences to collect my thoughts on 

the observations.    

Interviews 

At each of the three private research institutions participating in this study, I 

conducted semistructured, qualitative interviews with CSAOs and other student affairs 

staff members, development officers serving as the main points of contact for the student 

affairs unit, and the staff members directly responsible for student affairs fundraising. I 

selected these individuals because of their direct participation in the student affairs 

fundraising process.  

Semistructured interviews provide flexibility by permitting the option of 

departing from the interview script to talk about a topic of interest raised by the 

interviewee, in a process called probing (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 1988; Mertens, 1998). 

The related benefits of this interview format were that the researcher could “respond to 

the situation at hand, to the emerging worldview of the respondent, and to new ideas on 



              

 

 

106 
 

the topic” (Merriam, p. 74). In examining an under-studied topic in higher education 

research literature, I used a semistructured interview format because it provided great 

flexibility to address the research questions and collect rich data on an under-studied 

topic in higher education administration. Under a social constructivist paradigm of 

inquiry that values participant perceptions, these data were amenable to self-reporting 

during semistructured interviews. 

Description of interview protocol. The interview protocols for student affairs 

and development and alumni affairs officers contained 13 open-ended questions. The 

interview protocol for student affairs fundraisers contained 12 open-ended questions. I 

supplemented some of the questions with probe questions to elicit additional information 

from interviewees on pertinent issues. 

 I based the interview protocols for this study on three major sources: (a) standard 

qualitative research recording templates (Creswell, 2005; Denzin & Lincoln, 2003; 

Patton, 1990); (b) the theoretical framework of this study (Chaffee & Tierney, 1988; 

Tierney, 1988); and (c) the six existing instruments in the student affairs fundraising 

literature (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Hillman, 2004; Kroll, 1991; Murphy, 

2007; Schoenecke, 2005).   

First, I used a widely accepted qualitative research template developed by 

Creswell (2005) to create the framework for the interview protocols for this study. The 

interview-recording template for this study contained the instructions for the interview 

and the specific questions to be addressed during the course of the interviews (Creswell). 

The protocol documents also included, following Creswell’s template, headers 
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identifying this study’s title, names of the interviewer and interviewee, interview date, 

and interview location. 

Second, the theoretical framework of this study, Chaffee and Tierney’s 

“Framework of Organizational Culture Model,” influenced the nature of the interview 

protocol questions (Chaffee & Tierney, 1988; Tierney, 1988). Chaffee and Tierney’s 

model, which has been applied in many organizational culture studies of higher 

education, focuses on such issues as institutional hierarchy, structure, roles, perceptions 

of the institution’s internal and external environments, leadership approaches and 

initiatives, and mission and case statements (Chaffee & Tierney; Tierney). Accordingly, 

parts of this model also appeared in the interview protocols.  

Last, of the eight differing instruments used in past studies on student affairs 

fundraising, six are quantitative (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Hillman, 2004; 

Murphy 2007; Rovig, 2009; Terrell et al., 1993), one is mixed-methods (Kroll, 1991), 

and one is qualitative (Schoenecke, 2005). For this study, which employs a qualitative 

research design with a social constructivist paradigm of inquiry, the most useful studies 

were Kroll and Schoenecke because these studies also took qualitative or mixed-method 

approaches. The interview protocol questions related to specific questions in previous 

studies are identified with an American Psychological Association (APA) citation as a 

source for that particular question.   

Because of the differing nature of project participants’ positions, student affairs 

and development unit missions, and student affairs and development job responsibilities 

and experiences, I followed Kroll’s (1991) and Schoenecke’s (2005) formats. There were 

separate protocols for (a) student affairs officers and staff members (See Appendix I); (b) 
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development officers and staff members (See Appendix J); and (c) staff members 

responsible for student affairs fundraising (See Appendix K).   

Crosswalk tables. Several crosswalk tables are included in the appendix that 

illustrate the connections between each of the interview protocol questions and this 

study’s research questions: (a) crosswalk table for the interview protocol for student 

affairs officers and staff members (See Appendix L); (b) crosswalk table for the interview 

protocol for development officers and staff members (See Appendix M); and (c) 

crosswalk table for the interview protocol for staff members responsible for student 

affairs fundraising (See Appendix N). The intention of the crosswalk table is to show that 

the interview protocols contained questions directly related to this study’s research 

questions.   

Validation of interview protocol. A panel of six experts reviewed the interview 

protocols for content validity. This panel of experts included subject matter experts in 

student affairs and higher education fundraising. Another individual, a qualitative 

researcher, was asked to review the interview protocol and provide comments. The 

experts provided suggestions on the content of the interview protocols from their 

standpoints as practitioners.   

After the panel of experts reviewed the interview protocols for this study, a 

student affairs practitioner and a development officer at The George Washington 

University (GW) participated in a pilot test of the interview questions for this study to 

provide one additional level of validation. These two interviews were audio-recorded and 

served as pilot tests for this proposed project. The pilot tests helped determine such things 
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as the length of time needed for the interviews and whether all of the logistics had been 

covered in the interview protocol templates.  

Expert reviews. The two major categories of experts reviewing the interview 

protocols for this study were student affairs and development professionals. The student 

affairs professionals reviewing the study’s protocol were two individuals who work in 

Student and Academic Support Services, The George Washington University’s (GW’s) 

student affairs division. At the time of the reviews, both of these student affairs 

professionals had over two decades of experience in the field. Furthermore, both 

individuals partnered with colleagues in GW’s Development and Alumni Relations 

Division on a variety of projects that link the two divisions.  

The development professionals reviewing the study’s protocol were two 

individuals who work in Development and Alumni Relations, GW’s development 

division. At the time of the review, each of the development professionals had acquired 

over a decade of experience in the field. Furthermore, related to the central topic of the 

dissertations, three of the expert reviewers were responsible for raising funds to support 

student affairs facilities and activities at GW. The limitation in the panel of experts is that 

all of the individuals were affiliated with a single higher education institution. The expert 

reviews resulted in procedural and content-based edits to the interview protocols. 

Field tests. I conducted the field tests with a student affairs administrator and a 

student affairs officer who once worked as a development officer. The field tests for this 

study used the same procedures as those planned for the project. As such, the field tests 

involved my following the specific interview protocols based on the individual roles of 

the interviewee (i.e., student affairs or development officer). The student affairs director 
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field tested the student affairs officer interview protocol. The student affairs staff member 

who was a former development officer field tested the development officer interview 

protocol. The 45-minute interviews were audio-recorded and interviewees completed the 

specific interview consent forms used in the study. I established 45 minutes as the 

interview length to respect the busy schedules of study participants, ensure there was 

ample time between interviews at site visits to travel to another meeting location, and 

have a few minutes to debrief with interviewees following the interviews.  

After the field test interviews, I debriefed with the interviewees to determine what 

worked well and what could be improved for future interviews. These conversations 

focused on the following items: (a) clarity of interview questions; (b) ease with which 

questions could be answered; and (c) important questions that were not asked during the 

conversation.  

The two field test participants judged the interview protocols and procedures to be 

well-designed and the interview questions to be thorough. The participants, however, 

raised logistical, mechanical, and content-based suggestions during the debriefings. I 

reviewed these suggestions and edited the interview protocols for a second round of pilot 

tests. This second series of tests determined that the number of interview questions 

should be decreased to ensure the interviews lasted for roughly 45 minutes each.   

After reflecting on the suggestions from the expert reviews and the field tests, I 

edited the interview protocols and also wrote a reflective memorandum to capture 

specifics that I should remember when collecting the data for my dissertation. The 

reflective memorandum is included in Appendix G. In summary, both the expert reviews 
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and the pilot tests produced valuable suggestions that helped me improve the data 

collection procedures, especially the interview protocols.   

Interview Procedures 

Creswell’s (2005) guidelines also formed the main interview protocols. This 

dissertation used snowball sampling to ask study participants about other experts on 

student affairs fundraising at their institutions who should be interviewed to provide 

insight into the topic. The number of interviews conducted for this study was three per 

site, for a total of nine interviews.   

I followed data collection guidelines recommended by qualitative researchers to 

conduct interviews with study participants (Creswell, 2005; Denzin & Lincoln, 2003; 

Fontana & Frey, 2000; Patton, 1990). I was the only interviewer for the study, and I 

conducted audiotaped, semistructured interviews that lasted an average of 45 minutes 

following widely accepted guidelines for qualitative research (Creswell; Denzin & 

Lincoln; Patton).   

There were two major parts to the interview procedures: the preinterview 

logistical arrangements and the interview procedures. The preinterview logistics involved 

two major actions. First, I identified the major participants at each site in advance to 

review and sign the informed consent forms prior to their participating in the interviews. 

In advance of each of the interviews, each interviewee reviewed and signed “an informed 

consent form” (Creswell, 2005, p. 218). When scheduling the interviews, I emailed 

copies of the interview consent form to the interviewees (See Appendix O). The 

interviewees were notified in writing and by phone that the interviews were to be 

audiotaped and later transcribed. At the interview, I reminded the interviewees of the 
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consent form’s contents and that the interviews were recorded and later transcribed. 

Second, each of the recorded interviews for this study, with three exceptions, was 

conducted in person rather than by telephone. The interviews were conducted in private 

offices. These in-person interviews had the benefit of allowing the interviewer to read 

body language and facial expressions. I took brief notes during each of the interviews to 

capture the major themes and to serve as contingencies in case the recording equipment 

malfunctioned. Thus, the preinterview logistics included my preparations for the taped, 

in-person interviews. 

The interview procedures included an introduction, the main body, and the 

conclusion. At the commencement of the interview, I thanked the interviewees for their 

participation and established the initial rapport with the interviewees. The first part of the 

interview incorporated the following items: the purpose of this study, data to be collected 

for this study, actions to protect interviewee confidentiality, and the length of time for the 

interview (Creswell, 2005). During the course of the interview, if there was reason to 

have the interviewee elaborate on issues or ideas raised, I asked probing questions to 

explore a topic of interest (Creswell). At the conclusion of each interview, I thanked each 

participant for participating in the study and asked whether the interviewee was willing to 

have a follow-up conversation if there were factual or spelling issues that arose during the 

transcription process. 

I solicited participant assistance to perform reviews of interview transcripts to 

correct any errors in transcription (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 1998; 2002). The digital 

audio recorder was stored in a secure location before the recording was downloaded to a 

secure computer’s hard drive (Creswell, Merriam). I copied each recording to a flash 
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drive and stored the computer files in two separate, secure locations. I secured each 

interview transcript on a password-protected, encrypted hard drive of a personal 

computer. I personally transcribed the interviews. The interview procedures therefore 

adhered to qualitative research guidelines to ensure the confidentiality of study 

participants, preserve data integrity, and foster a high degree of quality control.  

 

Data Management 

I followed commonly accepted data management guidelines recommended by 

qualitative researchers (Creswell, 2005; Miles & Huberman, 1994). I took special 

precautions to prepare the data for analysis, ensure data integrity, and respect participant 

confidentiality. The four major data sources—documents, interviews, observations, and 

memorandums—each required distinct data management procedures. In each case, I 

masked the names of institutions and individuals to protect their identities.   

Each document was inspected prior to the data analysis stage to ensure its 

relevance and accuracy using Merriam’s (1998) checklist for document authenticity. I 

judged the relevance of the documents by determining whether the data had a relationship 

to the research questions and study’s purpose. I determined the accuracy of the 

documents by comparing the document with the content of the observations, interviews, 

and other documents collected for the study. Following Creswell’s (2005) 

recommendations, I scanned each document into a password-protected database and the 

hard copies of the documents were stored in a secure location and shredded after the 

study’s completion. I used this database to store the documents and personal 
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memorandums created as an audit trail. This database protected the participants’ 

identities while providing a means for organizing the documents for data analysis.    

I also created a form on which to record my personal thoughts on subjectivity 

issues throughout the research process. The form included a header with information 

about the date, time, place, and topic covered in the memorandum. These memorandums 

are collected in the appendix (See Appendix G).  

Following Creswell’s guidelines (2005), I transcribed each of the audiotaped 

interviews in a specific, standardized format. To immerse myself in the data, I transcribed 

the interviews. There were two-inch margins on each side of the document and separate 

fields for interview questions and interviewees’ responses. Each document had a header 

with the date, location, and participant’s name. All words, pauses, or sounds were 

transcribed carefully and accurately. Interviewees were invited to participate in member 

checks of interview transcripts to ensure that the transcription process accurately 

reflected the conversations. Interviewees were permitted to correct any misspellings or 

factual errors, but were not allowed to otherwise change the content of the transcript. If 

there were words or names that were not easily deciphered from the interview tapes, I 

contacted interviewees to discuss these parts of the interviews. Each of the documents 

and transcripts from the interviews was stored in a secure location to protect participant 

confidentiality and ensure data integrity.  

Data Analysis Method and Strategies 

Following the recommendations of qualitative researchers, I conducted data 

analysis “simultaneously” with data collection (Creswell, 1994, p. 153; Merriam, 1988). 

The data collected were individually reviewed, coded, and collapsed following open and 
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axial coding techniques (Creswell, 2005; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 

1998). The overall coding procedures, following widely accepted practices in qualitative 

research, involved the three within-case analyses occurring before the cross-case analysis 

commenced (Creswell, 2005; Miles & Huberman).  

Data Analysis 

I based the data analysis guidelines on the common standards established by 

qualitative and case study researchers for open and axial coding (Coffey & Atkinson, 

1996; Creswell, 2005; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Merriam, 1988; Miles & Huberman, 1994; 

Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Yin, 1994). The overall goal for data analysis was to approach 

what Coffey and Atkinson (p. 16) have called the qualitative standard of “thick analysis,” 

which derives from Geertz’s (1973) “thick description” qualitative research ideal. Thick 

analysis involves capturing the nuances and essence of the data to produce findings that 

address the research questions in a robust manner.  

I hand-analyzed the data. This procedure conformed with Creswell’s (2005) 

guideline that data should be analyzed by hand, rather than by computer, if the volume of 

documents, including interview transcripts, does not exceed 500 pages. The data 

collected did not exceed this limit. This procedure also followed the recommendation of 

qualitative researcher Travis Wright, Assistant Professor of Educational Research at The 

George Washington University, who noted that hand analysis of data increases a 

researcher’s engagement with and knowledge of the data collected in a study (personal 

communication, March 3, 2008).  

I followed the commonly accepted practice in qualitative research that data 

analysis should occur at the same time as data collection (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996; 
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Creswell, 2005; Maxwell, 2005; Mertens, 1998). As the documents were collected and 

the interviews and observations were conducted, I organized the data into categories, took 

notes, and wrote memorandums to document ideas and emerging themes. Initially, the 

data were organized into specific categories that relate to the research questions. The two 

major groupings were student affairs and development office collaboration and student 

affairs fundraising practices. These categories were subject to change, based on the 

content of the data collected. Furthermore, interview questions were edited for 

subsequent discussions and to reflect the content of these preliminary analyses and the 

interviews’ content. 

Coding, which has been defined by Creswell (2005) as “the process of 

segmenting and labeling the data,” formed the central data analysis procedure (p. 237). 

The basic procedures for coding featured the following stages for each document and 

interview transcript collected: (a) understanding the data on the whole; (b) dividing data 

into codes, based on the emerging themes from the data; (c) examining the codes for 

overlapping themes; and (d) collapsing the codes into larger, global themes (Creswell; 

Merriam, 1988; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 1994). 

Within-case analysis. I pursued within-case analysis guidelines as the initial step 

in data analysis before turning to the cross-case analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994; 

Merriam, 1988). To pursue the initial stage of within-case analysis, I selected one 

document, observation memorandum, or interview transcript to begin the data analysis 

process.  

This four-step process followed open coding procedures (Creswell, 2005; Strauss 

& Corbin, 1998). First, I read a specific document, without attempting to code data, to get 
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a sense of the document’s content. Second, after the first reading, I revisited the same 

document and the coding process began by my labeling segments of data with words or 

phrases to capture the theme of the individual word, phrase, sentence, or paragraph. 

Special attention was given to the content that related to the research questions. After 

completing this first document, a list of all of the codes handwritten on the document was 

compiled and typed into an electronic document. Third, after the first document was 

coded, another document was coded, the list of codes was updated, and the process was 

repeated for each document associated with that case. Last, once all of the documents had 

been coded and listed, I reduced this list of codes to five to seven larger themes or 

categories. I used axial coding techniques to identify a central theme and examine its 

relationship to all the other themes emerging during the open coding process (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1998). At this point, I revisited the research questions to determine whether I was 

asking the right questions to understand the topic. Furthermore, additional research 

questions and subquestions also arose from the data.   

Once I identified these larger themes in the first case study’s documents, 

interview transcripts, observations, and memorandums, I conducted the individual within-

case analyses of the other two cases in the same fashion as the first case study. As a 

concluding action, following Yin’s (1994) recommendation, I wrote the reports for each 

of the cases independently of each other. Thus, the first overall step involved my 

performing within-case analyses for each of the three cases and findings generated for 

these three individual cases.  

Cross-case analysis. After the within-case analyses were completed, I began 

cross-case data analysis (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 1988; Miles & Huberman, 1994; 
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Ragin, 1987; Yin, 1994). During the first stage of cross-case analysis, I followed Ragin’s 

comparative method, which involves looking for similarities and disparities among the 

cases. I used axial coding procedures to note the commonalities and contradictions 

among the three cases’ themes (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Outcomes and causes across the 

three sites were compared and contrasted. After these cross-case analyses had been 

completed, I followed Yin’s (1994) procedures by (a) drawing cross-case conclusions, (b) 

modifying findings if necessary, and (c) writing the cross-case report. Merriam has 

observed that cross-case analysis is, by and large, very similar to within-case analysis, 

only that the data analysis occurs across three different sites. Therefore, I conducted a 

cross-case analysis after the three within-case analyses and reports for these case studies 

had been completed.  

Data Display 

I used a series of matrices and figures to organize the data for analysis, and 

subsequently report the findings in Chapters 4 and 5. Following widely accepted 

qualitative case study research standards, I created within-case and cross-case data 

displays to preserve the integrity of the three institutions’ individual cases while 

comparing and contrasting findings across each of these three sites (Miles & Huberman, 

1994).   

First, the comparative contextual information for each of the three institutions was 

presented in a demographic table, as recommended by Creswell (2005). I presented this 

table so that the pertinent demographic information, such as enrollments, endowments, 

operating budgets, campus size and location, and other information, could be compared 

and contrasted across the cases. I also created a table with specific information on the 
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student affairs units of each institution, including reporting structures, number of staff 

members, and number of student organizations to supply the reader with background 

information on the student affairs division.  

Second, a second series of charts compared and contrasted the demographic data 

and histories of the three student affairs fundraising initiatives. One table compared 

general demographic information across the three cases. The other table represented the 

stages of each institution’s student affairs fundraising history to point out how these 

initiatives evolved in differing fashions. Therefore, a variety of data display strategies 

were used as tools to analyze the data and later to visually represent the findings.    

Limitations  

 There are three major limitations to this study. The first limitation, an inherent 

and unavoidable one in any qualitative research study, involves the individual 

researcher’s biases and subjectivity (Merriam, 1988; Peshkin, 1988). The researcher, as 

many studies have mentioned, is the primary tool for data collection and primary 

instrument in qualitative studies (Creswell, 1998; 2005; Glesne & Peshkin, 1992; 

Merriam). With the researcher having so much control over the data in qualitative 

projects, researcher bias poses a threat to the quality of such studies. These precepts were 

applicable to this study and my status as a researcher, too. Under this study’s social 

constructivist paradigm of inquiry, I viewed subjectivity as being an inevitable part of the 

research process (Peshkin). I attempted to manage these bias threats by introducing four 

specific quality assurance measures. First, I wrote subjectivity memorandums at all points 

of the research process, and have included these documents in Appendix G. Second, I 

invited participants to check transcripts in case there were factual issues that needed to be 
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corrected. Third, I asked a colleague for assistance in reviewing my transcripts, codes, 

and findings to ensure that there was a logical progression from the data to the 

conclusions. Last, this study included extensive audit trail and subjectivity memorandums 

to enable researchers and readers to judge whether the conclusions were reasonable ones.  

The second limitation involved participant reflexivity (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 

1988). These limitations were minimized by my assigning the participating institutions 

pseudonyms and masking the identities of individuals participating in the study. In all 

instances, I excluded information that would identify institutions or individuals. All of the 

invitation letters and consent forms emphasized this practice of keeping institutions and 

individuals confidential during the course of the study. 

The third limitation, relating to the reliability of this study, was that the study 

cannot be replicated “exactly in another context” (Creswell, 2005, p. 159). Due to the fact 

that contextual factors, such as campus and organizational cultures, played significant 

roles in this study, it will be very difficult to replicate this study in another time and 

place. I have, however, included detailed information on this study’s design, data, and 

findings to assist future scholars who would like to design similar studies for different 

contexts. Therefore, there are three major limitations to this study’s research design. I 

addressed these limitations, however, by implementing quality control and proactive 

measures that were part of the verification procedures. 

Verification Procedures 

As verification procedures, I employed strategies recommended by qualitative 

researchers to address internal validity and external validity issues (Creswell, 2005; 

Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 2002; Yin, 1994). I followed four commonly accepted 
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qualitative research strategies to heighten the internal validity of the data analysis 

processes: triangulation, member checks, peer debriefing, and negative case analysis 

(Creswell; Lincoln & Guba; Merriam; Yin). Furthermore, I also followed commonly 

accepted strategies relating to addressing external validity issues (Creswell; Lincoln & 

Guba; Merriam; Yin). Taken together, these strategies ensured that the research 

procedures produced accurate findings. 

Internal Validity Strategies 

The first strategy, triangulation, which forms the central standard for establishing 

credibility in qualitative research, is defined as “checking information that has been 

collected from different sources or methods for consistency across different sources of 

data” (Mertens, 1998, p. 183). The chief purpose of triangulation is to view a 

phenomenon from “more than one vantage point” (Schwandt, 2001, p. 163) using more 

than one data set, theory, and model (Yin, 1994).  

I used data triangulation to produce this dissertation’s findings. First, I used 

triangulation of method, or multiple sources of evidence, primarily documents, 

observations, and interviews. Second, I also used triangulation of sources from different 

individuals, offices, and institutions to produce both within-case and cross-case findings. 

Last, I followed Patton’s (1990) triangulation prescriptions. This involved comparing 

data gathered during interviews with data collected from documents and observations, 

comparing participants’ public and private statements, checking the consistency in 

participants’ statements over time, and analyzing participants’ opinions on relevant topics 

that include differing perspectives and viewpoints based on their roles in student affairs 

fundraising. Thus, I used data triangulation techniques as the central validation strategy. 
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The second strategy, member checks, involved the review of the data collected 

with study participants to correct any errors in transcription or inaccuracies in the 

documents collected (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1988). I followed member check 

protocols to ensure the accuracy of the transcripts and authenticity of the documents 

collected (Creswell, 2005; Merriam). First, immediately after the interviews were 

transcribed, I contacted interviewees to correct any questionable unclear names or words 

in their respective interview transcripts. Second, after documents were collected, I 

consulted with major study participants on whether there were additional documents 

relevant to the study that they would be willing to share, and to guarantee that the 

documents collected were the most current ones.   

The third strategy, peer review, called for the researcher to enlist the assistance of 

colleagues to review and provide comments on the research design, data collection, data 

analysis, and data reporting of a study (Creswell, 1994; Maxwell, 2005; Merriam, 2002). 

Peer review features reflective conversations on procedural matters as well as in-depth 

reflections on political and ethical issues that arise during the course of a study 

(Schwandt, 2001). Two colleagues of mine assisted in the pretesting of the instrument by 

participating in interviews using the main protocols. I also enlisted the assistance of a 

trusted colleague to discuss political and ethical issues that arose during the course of the 

study.  

The final strategy, negative case analysis, involves the researcher identifying and 

including data that cannot be explained in a study and which, at times, contradicts the 

overall findings of a study (Maxwell, 2005). Researchers recommend that both 

supporting and contradictory data be presented in studies to enable readers and other 
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reviewers to make judgments on the appropriateness of the findings (Maxwell). I 

followed this strategy by presenting both corresponding and discrepant data. 

Furthermore, I also had a peer review the findings to determine whether the discrepant 

data places the conclusions in doubt (Maxwell).   

External Validity Strategies 

 According to qualitative researchers, external validity, or generalizability, is 

limited in qualitative studies (Creswell, 1994; Merriam, 2002). To address the external 

validity issues, I used two main strategies (Creswell). The first strategy was my stating 

that the intention of my dissertation was not to enable other researchers and practitioners 

to generalize the findings to other cases, but to read about three unique student affairs 

fundraising efforts. The second strategy was my being clear to readers that this could not 

be replicated in another context (Creswell). I provided very detailed information on 

methods so that readers could make their own decisions about the accuracy of the 

findings and the applicability of the findings to other situations.  

 In conclusion, this section has detailed the verification procedures featuring the 

internal and external validity strategies. The overall goals of these steps in the research 

process were to ensure data integrity, respect participant confidentiality, and approach the 

qualitative research standard of “thick analysis” (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996, p. 16). 

Human Subjects and Ethical Issues 

This section confirms the Human Subjects / Internal Review Board (IRB) 

documentation and discusses the major ethical issues associated with the study.  
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This dissertation received IRB-exempt approval from The George Washington 

University on November 24, 2008, and was assigned IRB #110803 by GW’s IRB (See 

Appendix P: IRB Form).  

Similar to any study, there were ethical issues associated with this dissertation. 

There were four main issues that arose: (a) the possible trauma that might be caused by 

the data collection procedures of this study; (b) the possible harm that might be caused by 

revealing the names of participating institutions and individuals interviewed for this 

study; (c) copyright and plagiarism issues, particularly the use of previous instruments to 

create the interview protocol for this study; and (d) the threat of researcher fraud in 

collecting and analyzing data and reporting the study’s results.  

To address the first ethical issue, student affairs fundraising and the topics 

explored in this study did not cause trauma among study participants. The topic itself is 

related to professional best practices and has few, if any, emotional or personal 

repercussions for participants. The study’s participants were senior-level administrators 

who have typically served in higher education positions for decades, so power 

relationships did not pose an issue.   

The second ethical issue, revealing the names of the institutions and the identities 

of the participants, posed a more viable issue for this study. The small number and high-

profile nature of participants made confidentiality difficult because many in the 

development and student affairs professions are familiar with the leaders that were 

interviewed for this study. I addressed the threats associated with this issue by masking 

the identities of individual participants and participating institutions. In addition, 
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participants’ responses, whenever possible, were reported in aggregate and the names of 

interviewees were masked in the study.  

The third ethical category, plagiarism, including copyright infringement, was 

managed by my adapting existing instruments used to examine student affairs fundraising 

for this project and specifying the particular sources for the interview questions and 

template.   

The final threat, researcher fraud, was neutralized by two measures that follow 

best practices in qualitative research (Creswell, 2005; Denzin & Lincoln, 2003; Merriam, 

2003). The first measure was my requesting that study participants perform member 

checks of interview transcripts. Member checks corrected factual issues that arose during 

the interviews. The second measure was peer review at all stages of the research process. 

In addition to the pilot interviews with peers, a peer reviewed the data, codes, and 

preliminary findings to ensure that the conclusions reached were congruent with the data 

collected. In closing, I took measures to minimize the risks to participants while 

collecting rich data forming an audit trail for others. 

Project Budget 

Based on the interview procedures and the three institutions selected for this 

study, there will be estimated costs of $2,880 associated with the data collection and 

analysis. These costs are detailed in Appendix Q. 

Timeline for the Project 

 The timeline for this dissertation is included as Appendix R.    
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CHAPTER IV 

PROFILES OF PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study is to examine the nature of the collaboration between 

student affairs and development units at private research universities with successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts, using a qualitative multiple-case study design with a 

social constructivist paradigm of inquiry. The problem of practice is that while facing 

difficult financial times, student affairs divisions and their leaders are increasingly 

considering collaborating with development officers and other institutional partners to 

raise funds for student services, activities, and facilities. Student affairs leaders, however, 

do not have proven strategies based on empirical data to make these decisions. The 

research problem addressed by the study is that, although research shows that student 

affairs and development office collaboration is often a crucial factor in the success of 

student affairs fundraising, the literature is predicated primarily on practitioner-based 

articles. This body of literature fails to include an empirical analysis of the strategies 

employed in the formation of successful student affairs fundraising partnerships at private 

research universities. This dissertation studies this gap in the research literature.  

I collected data in three main ways. First, I interviewed participants, following the 

plan set forth in Chapter 3, including each institution’s CSAO, primary development 

point of contact for student affairs fundraising, and student affairs fundraiser. Second, I 

conducted observations at all three institutions, including tours of campus led by 

admissions staff members, environmental scans relating to fundraising and student affairs 

facilities and activities, and visits to each institution’s student affairs and development 
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offices. Last, I collected and analyzed documents relating to student affairs fundraising 

and the student affairs and development units and overall organizational culture at each 

institution (See Appendix S). 

Chapter 4 presents individual and comparative profiles of the three participating 

institutions. Findings specific to the institutions participating in the study will be 

presented in Chapters 5, 6, and 7 before turning, in Chapter 8, to a comparison of the 

three institutions’ student affairs fundraising practices. Chapter 9 concludes this study 

with a discussion of the implications of the findings.  

Overview of the Profiles of Participating Institutions 

I masked the identities of the three participating institutions and assigned 

pseudonyms—Western University, Southern University, and Eastern University—to the 

three respective universities. All three private research universities, “Western 

University,” “Southern University,” and “Eastern University,” were chosen to participate 

because they, at the time of the site visits, were institutional members of at least one of 

two of the student affairs associations, ACPA and NASPA, and the development 

association CASE. Also, the three institutions have all had successful student affairs 

fundraising records over the last 5 years at a minimum, and have at least one full-time 

professional staff member dedicated to raising funds to support student affairs activities, 

programs, and facilities.  

In addition, the three universities were selected because of their status as private 

institutions with successful fundraising and alumni engagement records. First, as detailed 

in Chapter 2, an examination of student affairs fundraising at private institutions was 

needed to fill the literature gap. Second, these three studies provided additional insight 
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into student affairs fundraising practices at private institutions that have legacies of 

successful overall fundraising and alumni engagement practices. Although many public 

institutions have stepped up their fundraising efforts in recent years, private research 

universities still dominate the top higher education fundraisers. In 2008, eight of the top 

10 fundraising institutions in total dollars raised over that year were private universities 

(Council for Aid to Education, 2009a). Moreover, the participating institutions all had 

successful student affairs fundraising, overall institutional fundraising, and alumni 

engagement records. In 2008, each of the three participating institutions was among the 

top 20 higher education fundraisers in total dollars raised over that year (Council for Aid 

to Education). In addition, from 1995 to 2009, each of the three institutions had raised 

millions of dollars for student affairs facilities, projects, and activities. In 2008, the three 

universities were also listed among the top institutions nationally in the annual giving rate 

among their alumni (“America’s Best Colleges,” 2009). These successful records made 

the three institutions compelling and useful case studies to add to and fill a gap in the 

student affairs fundraising literature.  

This section presents individual profiles of the three institutions before turning to 

a comparison of the three institutions. This section and the following chapters present the 

profiles and case studies in chronological order, based on the dates of the individual site 

visits.  

Western University’s Profile: From Local to Global 

 To provide context for Western University’s case study report, this section 

establishes background information on the private research university’s founding, 

organization, location, mission, enrollment, and student and alumni characteristics.   
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In over 125 years in existence, Western University’s organizational structure has 

been marked by rapid growth. Western University, according to a fact sheet posted on the 

university’s website, has expanded its teaching ranks from 10 individuals at its founding 

to over 3,200 faculty members at the time of the site visit; in that same time, the 

enrollment increased from 53 to over 33,500 students. Established originally as a liberal 

arts college, Western University, at the time of this study, was one of the leading 

comprehensive private research universities in the world, with 19 schools, a $3.65 billion 

endowment (as of June 2008), and an annual operating budget of $2.0 billion in 

expenditures.  

Environmentally, Western University is situated on over 300 acres in a large city 

on the West Coast of the United States. Palm trees, tropical flora, and fountains flank the 

academic buildings on campus. This location ties the university to the surrounding 

community, a city of over 3.8 million people as well as the Pacific Rim, a region easily 

accessible from this city by air.  

The values articulated in Western University’s mission statement call for service 

to the city, region, and world. The overall mission, amended in 1993, calls for service to 

society through the “cultivation and enrichment of the human mind and spirit.” The 

primary activities to fulfill this mission include teaching, research, “artistic creation,” and 

service. The student experience expressed in the mission emphasizes “academic, 

professional, extracurricular and athletic programs.” The mission statement’s values are 

fourfold: orientation toward both research and teaching, acceptance of diversity, 

emphasis on alumni support and lifelong affinity, and participation in public service on 

the local, regional, and global levels.   
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Western University’s student and alumni population reflect its location in a 

cosmopolitan setting and identity as a private research university. Western University’s 

strategic plan mentions in the first paragraph that the university’s international student 

population is among the highest in the United States, and represents over 100 nations.  In 

2008, Western University’s 33,500 students were divided almost evenly between 

undergraduate students (16,500) and graduate students (17,000). Western University’s 

undergraduate tuition in 2009/2010 of $36,700 places it in line with the highest tuitions in 

the state and region. The cost of tuition, however, is comparable to other institutions 

nationally within that same Carnegie classification (he Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching, 2008). Western University also spent over $300 million in 

2008/2009 on financial aid grants to further support student access.  

Western University draws a talented student body. Outside of the classroom, 

Western University students may choose from among 700 approved student 

organizations. Once they graduate, many students opt to stay on the West Coast, with 

over 75% of Western University’s alumni living in the region. Many alumni, moreover, 

stay involved with the university by volunteering, donating money, or attending sporting 

events, especially football games played in a stadium with over 90,000 seats. In over 125 

years, Western University transformed from an institution with a local focus to one with a 

global viewpoint and from a liberal arts college to a comprehensive research university. 

Demographic and background information on Western University is collected in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Western University: Demographic and Background Information  

 

Category     Information 

 

Location     West Coast 

Affiliation     Private 

Carnegie Classification (2009)  Large Research University 
      Very High Research Activity 
 
Dates of Site Visit    March 15, 2009, and March 16, 2009 

University Budget (2008/2009 fiscal) $2.0 billion 

Undergraduate Enrollment (Fall 2008) 16,500 

Graduate Enrollment (Fall 2008)  17,000 

Endowment (June 2008)   $3.65 billion 

Tuition (2009/2010)    $37,700 

 

 

 

Southern University’s Profile: Value of a Transformative Gift  

 To provide context for Southern University’s case study report, this section 

establishes background information on the private research university’s founding, 

organization, location, mission, enrollment, and alumni and student characteristics.   

With its original mission to provide an education for ministers of the region when 

it was founded as a normal school in the first quarter of the 19th century, Southern 
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University has made a remarkable conversion into a leading research university over the 

course of the 20th century. This change in mission was the result of a major gift by a 

wealthy family in the early 20th century. Bolstered by the large endowment, Southern 

University moved to a larger campus in the 1920s and had, by 2009, expanded to over 

220 buildings and over 30,000 employees, including 1,700 faculty members. Established 

originally as a liberal arts college, Southern University, at the time of this study, was 

among the leading private research universities in the world, with nine schools, a $6.0 

billion endowment (as of June 2008), and an annual operating budget of $3.7 billion in 

expenditures.  

Environmentally, Southern University is situated on over 1,400 acres on the 

outskirts of a small city in the Southeastern United States. Magnolia and dogwood trees 

and lush gardens border the Gothic-style academic buildings on Southern University’s 

campus. This location is in a small city of over 250,000 people in an area that has grown 

in recent decades due to the banking and biotechnology industries.  

The values articulated in Southern University’s mission statement emphasize 

liberal education for undergraduates and professional and graduate education for lifelong 

learners. The mission, amended in 2001, calls for inside- and outside-of-the-classroom 

education. The primary activities to fulfill this mission include teaching, research, and 

service. The student experience articulated in the mission emphasizes scholarship, 

leadership, citizenship, and public service. The values contained in the mission are 

threefold: acceptance of diversity, participation in public service on the local, regional, 

and global levels, and a “commitment to learning, freedom, and truth.”   
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Southern University’s student and alumni population reflect a private research 

university with national recognition and reach. This was evidenced by, in 2008, over 85% 

of Southern University’s students coming from outside of the university’s state. At the 

same time, in 2008, over 85% of Southern University’s alumni resided out of state 

(Southern University’s CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009). In addition, all 

50 states and over 100 nations are represented among Southern University’s student 

enrollment. In 2008, Southern University’s 13,450 students were divided almost evenly 

between undergraduate students (6,340) and graduate students (7,110). Southern 

University’s undergraduate tuition of $39,075 places it among the highest in the state and 

region. The cost of tuition, however, is among the tuition levels of the private research 

universities within the same Carnegie classification (the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching, 2008). In 2008, Southern University successfully 

accomplished a $300 million fundraising goal to support financial aid merit-based 

scholarships to address student financial access issues. In over 170 years, Southern 

University transformed from a normal school whose mission was to educate ministers of 

the region to a comprehensive research university attracting students from all of the states 

and from around the world. Demographic and background information on Southern 

University is collected in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Southern University: Demographic and Background Information  

 

Category      Information

 

Location      Southeast 

Affiliation      Private 

Carnegie Classification    Large Research University 
       Very High Research Activity 
 
Dates of Site Visit     March 15, 2009, and March 16, 2009 

University Budget (2008/2009 expenditures)  $3.7 billion 

Undergraduate Enrollment (Fall 2008)  6,340 

Graduate Enrollment (Fall 2008)   7,117 

Endowment (June 2008)    $6.0 billion 

Tuition (2009/2010)     $39,000 

 

 

 

Eastern University’s Profile: Higher Education Leader and Innovator 

In its almost 150 years in existence, Eastern University’s history has been 

distinguished by the university playing a significant role in United States higher 

education history. Eastern University has been a leader in introducing innovations in 

curriculum and administration. Founded by two politicians, one of whom endowed the 

university and the other who was the first president of the university, Eastern University 
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began as a nonsectarian, coed college. At its founding, 400 students attended Eastern 

University. As of fall 2008, there were over 20,000 students enrolled at Eastern 

University spread across three campuses, one of which is located outside of the United 

States. Eastern University’s students may enroll in seven undergraduate schools or four 

graduate or professional schools. In 2008, Eastern University had a $5.3 billion 

endowment and an annual operating budget of $2.5 billion in expenditures.  

Environmentally, Eastern University is situated on over 745 acres in a small city 

of 20,000 citizens in a rural part of the Northeastern United States. Eastern University’s 

campus has a well-defined location in which geographic barriers, hills, roads, and a river 

separate much of the campus from the surrounding community. The campus includes 

19th century edifices along with cutting-edge engineering facilities and scientific 

laboratories.  

Eastern University’s overall mission emphasizes equal access to education and a 

comprehensive curriculum. In carrying out these functions, the institution seeks to 

produce leaders and generate knowledge. Both of these endeavors seek to serve the local, 

regional, national, and global communities. Eastern University places value on instilling 

an environment of “collegiality, civility, and responsible stewardship.” 

Eastern University’s student population reflects its status as one of the leading 

comprehensive research universities in the world. According to a fact sheet posted on the 

university’s website, in 2008, Eastern University’s 13,510 undergraduate students and 

7,323 graduate students attended the university from across the country and around the 

world. Over 17% of the student population came from abroad. Approximately one-third 

of all students hailed from Eastern University’s state. Eastern University’s tuition of 
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$37,750 in 2009/2010 places it among the highest in the state and region. The cost of 

tuition, however, is comparable to the cost at peer institutions. Outside of the classroom, 

Eastern University students may choose to join any of the 700 approved student 

organizations. In addition, students may also select from approximately 70 Greek 

organizations because Eastern University is host to one of the largest Greek systems in 

the country. Once they graduate, over 40% of Eastern University’s alumni opt to reside 

after graduation in the Mid-Atlantic States. Demographic and background information on 

Eastern University is collected in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Eastern University Demographic and Background Information  

 

Category      Information 

 

Location      Northeast 

Affiliation      Private 

Carnegie Classification    Large Research University 
       Very High Research Activity 
 
Dates of Site Visit     April 12, 2009, and April 13, 2009 

University Budget (2008/2009 expenditures)  $2.5 billion 

Undergraduate Enrollment (Fall 2008)  13,510 

Graduate Enrollment (Fall 2008)   7,323 

Endowment (June 2008)    $5.3 billion 

Tuition (2009/2010)     $37,750 

 

 

Comparative Background Information 

 To place the case study reports and cross-case analysis in context, this section 

establishes background information on the private research universities’ locations, 

regions, sizes, histories, enrollments, student and alumni characteristics, missions, 

structures, and organizations.  See Table 4 for comparative background information.  
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Table 4  

Comparative Demographic and Background Information  

 

Category    Western  Southern  Eastern 
University University University 

 
 

Location    West Coast Southeast Northeast 

City/Town Population   3.6 million 250,000 20,000 

Campus Acreage   300  1,400  745 

Founding Decade   1880s  1920s  1860s   

Total Enrollment   33,500  13,457  20,833 

Undergraduate Enrollment  16,500  6,340  13,510 

Graduate Enrollment    17,000  7,117  7,323 

2008-2009 Expenditures  $2.0 billion $3.7 billion $2.5 billion 

Site Visit Dates   March 15-16 March 22-23 April 12-13, 2009  

Endowment (June 2008)  $3.65 billion $6.1 billion $5.3 billion 

Endowment Dollars: Student Ratio $108,955 $453,296 $254,404 
(dollars per student) 
   
Alumni Giving Rate (2008)  39%  39%  32% 

Number of Schools   19  9  11 

Number of fraternities/sororities 37  37  69 
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The institutions had many differing attributes. All three institutions were located 

in different parts of the country. Each of the three institutions were situated in differing 

environments, with Western University located in one of the largest cities in the United 

States, Southern University in a small city, and Eastern University in a small town. The 

institutions were also situated in different regions of the United States: the West Coast, 

Southeast, and Northeast. The size of the campuses also varied, with Western University 

having the smallest campus of the three at 300 acres, and Southern University having the 

largest campus at 1,400 acres. Although the institutions were all founded during the 19th 

century, it took many years before Western University and Southern University were able 

to build their institutions into universities. A “transformative” gift from an affluent family 

fueled the rise of Southern University in the early 20th century; entrepreneurial activities, 

fundraising, and West Coast population growth sustained the expansion of Western 

University in the early to middle 20th century. Meanwhile, Eastern University enjoyed a 

prestigious place among higher education institutions soon after its founding in the 

middle part of the 19th century. 

Although all three institutions attracted students from across the United States and 

the globe, the enrollments also differed. Western University had the largest number of 

students with, in 2008, over double the enrollment of Southern University. In addition, at 

the time of the site visits, both Western University and Southern University had more 

graduate students than undergraduates. Western University’s location on the West Coast, 

with a proximity to Asia and Mexico, produced one of the largest international student 

populations in the country. Western University also attracted many students from the 

West Coast. Meanwhile, enrollments at both Southern University and Eastern University 
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drew heavily from the Northeastern and Middle Atlantic states. Most of Western 

University’s alumni chose to live on the West Coast; most Southern and Eastern 

university alumni lived in the Mid-Atlantic States after graduation. These enrollment 

trends reflected the regional differences among the three institutions.  

The three institutions shared some attributes: each had a far-reaching mission, a 

complex, decentralized organizational structure, a strong Greek system, and successful 

alumni engagement efforts. At the time of the site visits, all three universities had many 

undergraduate, graduate, and professional schools. All three institutions had over nine 

schools, with Western University having the most, 19 schools. Eastern University had 

three different campuses, one of which is located outside of the United States. All three 

institutions had 2008/2009 operating budgets of over $2 billion in annual expenditures. 

Greek life was also an important part of student life and the campus community on all 

three campuses. As of January 2008, according to the institutions’ Greek life websites, 

while Western and Southern universities each had over 35 fraternities and sororities, 

Eastern University had 69 fraternities and sororities. In addition, all three universities had 

effective alumni engagement programs, with alumni giving rates over 30%, placing them 

among the top-tier institutions nationally in this category (“America’s Best Colleges,” 

2009). As three leading research universities, the institutions’ multifaceted organizational 

structure stemmed from similar missions linking research, teaching, and service and 

having complex structures with large operating budgets and successful alumni 

engagement records.  

In summary, although the three institutions had the same Carnegie classification, 

very similar missions, complex organizational structures, strong Greek systems, and 
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strong alumni engagement initiatives, they differed greatly in their location, acreage, 

founding, enrollments, student and alumni characteristics, and endowments. The 

individual and comparative profiles of the three participating institutions indicated three 

distinct campus cultures that overarched student affairs fundraising at each private 

research university. Chapter 5 contains Western University’s case study report. Chapter 6 

contains Southern University’s case study report. Chapter 7 contains Eastern University 

case study report. Chapter 8 compares student affairs fundraising practices across the 

three institutions.  
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CHAPTER V 

COMMUNITY BUILDING THROUGH A CAPITAL PROJECT: 

WESTERN UNIVERSITY’S CASE STUDY REPORT 

Introduction 

This case study report presents the findings on student affairs fundraising at 

Western University. I approached the data analysis in terms of the dissertation’s primary 

research question: How do student affairs and development offices define “successful” 

collaboration in student affairs fundraising? This dissertation’s sub-research questions 

and theoretical framework informed facets of this overall topic and form the major 

organizing structures for this case study report: (a) institutional, student affairs, and 

development organizational cultures and practices relating to student affairs fundraising; 

(b) history of student affairs fundraising practices, including CSAO actions to establish a 

student affairs fundraising effort and prioritizing student affairs fundraising projects 

among the approved institutional fundraising projects; and (c) student affairs and 

development office collaboration and other partnerships relating to student affairs 

fundraising and how these relationships are perceived by both student affairs and 

development officers.  

Western University’s Organizational Culture and Subcultures 

This section delineates attributes of Western University’s organizational culture 

and subcultures that overarch student affairs fundraising practices at the university. This 

section follows the theoretical framework of this dissertation, Chaffee and Tierney’s 

(1988) three-part organizational culture model, which updated Tierney’s (1988, p. 8) 
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“Framework of Organizational Culture.” The organizational culture framework, more 

broadly, asks the question, in Chaffee and Tierney’s words (p. 6), “‘what holds this place 

together’” and makes the institutional unique. Components of this model that will be 

discussed include “environment, mission, information, strategy, and leadership” (Tierney, 

2008, p. 30). I included a detailed discussion of the organizational culture models applied 

in this study in Chapter 3 and Appendix G. To analyze Western University’s 

organizational culture and subcultures, I examine the university’s institutional culture 

before turning to discussions of the student affairs and development subcultures.   

Western University’s Organizational Culture and Practices  

Western University’s organizational culture had three major attributes that shaped 

student affairs fundraising practices: (a) an institutional history and culture supporting 

fundraising and alumni engagement; (b) an institutional commitment to outside-the-

classroom activities such as school spirit, community building, diversity, leadership 

development, and public service; and (c) decentralized staffing and budgetary structures. 

 Western University’s history, mission, strategic plan, and campus artifacts were 

evidence of an organizational culture that encouraged fundraising and alumni 

engagement. Fundraising formed a central theme in Western University’s history. When 

leading citizens of the region bought the land for the university, Western University was 

founded by a pooling of their individual gifts. Five years after Western University’s 

founding, its graduates formed the university’s first alumni association. After a series of 

successful capital campaigns during the 20th century, a campaign in the 1960s doubled 

the university’s endowment. In the 2000s, according to the university’s strategic plan, 
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Western University’s capital campaign was the largest one in the history of higher 

education at the time.  

Western University’s communications, particularly its mission statement and 

strategic plan, emphasized fundraising and alumni engagement and agency among its 

core values. In addition to expressing pride at the institution’s “entrepreneurial heritage,” 

the mission statement included the statement that “alumni, trustees, volunteers and 

friends … providing generous financial support, participating in university governance, 

and assisting students at every turn.” The mission also defined the campus community as 

consisting of students, alumni, faculty, and staff. In this mission, alumni played an 

important role in the university community. These two parts of the university’s mission 

statement pointed to the significance of alumni involvement and fundraising in support of 

the university’s core values. 

Western University’s most recent strategic plan, completed in 2008, also 

emphasized fundraising and alumni engagement. In the plan’s first paragraph, one of the 

lead achievements was the fivefold increase of the endowment over the last 13 years 

ending in 2008. The plan’s discussion of Western University’s values also placed alumni 

engagement among its top priorities: “these standards include caring and respect for one 

another as individuals; appreciation of diversity; team spirit; strong alumni networks; and 

commitment to service.” Therefore, Western University situated fundraising and alumni 

engagement among its priorities in the strategic plan. 

Two other pieces of evidence pointed to high levels of alumni participation and 

fundraising. As of 2008, the annual alumni giving rate at Western University was just 

under 40%, an indication of the institution’s engaged alumni (“America’s Best Colleges,” 
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2009). In addition, during my visit to campus, I observed many of Western University’s 

campus artifacts that related to fundraising and alumni engagement. Statues, walkways, 

fountains, buildings, and benches all had plaques identifying individuals or corporations 

who donated money to contribute to the construction and upkeep of these brick-and-

mortar projects. In addition, a university history project sponsored signs at strategic 

locations on campus to offer biographies on notable institutional figures and anecdotes on 

key topical areas. Two of the key topical markers presented information about 

fundraising and alumni development. The fundraising marker was placed adjacent to the 

main development building; the alumni affairs marker was placed near the alumni affairs 

office. Therefore, Western University’s history, mission, strategic plan, and campus 

artifacts all indicated the university’s commitment to fundraising and alumni 

engagement.     

 Evidence of Western University’s commitment to student affairs activities, 

programs, and facilities was contained in Western University’s organizational culture. 

Western University’s history, communications, and space were all indicative of a campus 

culture that recognized the value of student affairs to the university and the student 

experience. The first piece of evidence, Western University’s mission statement, stated 

that education occurs inside and outside of the classroom “through a broad array of 

academic, professional, extracurricular, and athletic programs.” The mission statement 

presented the notion of student affairs, or “extracurricular,” activities being a significant 

part of the student experience. Another unique part of this statement was the inclusion of 

athletics among the core institutional programs. In fact, each of the individuals I 

interviewed (Western University’s CSAO, alumni affairs officer, and student affairs 
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fundraiser, personal communication, March 16, 2009) reinforced this idea of the far-

reaching influence of intercollegiate football on school spirit and alumni affinity. On 

game days, they explained, the campus swelled to over 100,000 visitors, many of whom 

were alumni. The mission statement also included another student affairs area, public 

service, as a primary means of accomplishing the mission. Also featured among the 

values of Western University was a commitment to diversity, or the university’s overall 

mission as “pluralistic, welcoming outstanding men and women of every race, creed and 

background” and the preservation of a “genuinely supportive community.” These 

precepts, relating to cocurricular activities, athletics, diversity, and community building, 

situated outside of the classroom, or student affairs, activities among the core university 

values. 

The second piece of evidence, Western University’s strategic plan, also situated 

student affairs among institutional priorities. The central feature of the strategic plan, the 

university’s vision for the future, focused Western University’s “education programs on 

meeting the needs of qualified students worldwide.… This commitment will guide our 

choices regarding pedagogy, instructional technology, curriculum, admissions, and 

support services.” Western University’s strategic plan called for a “learner-centered 

orientation,” which it defines as “thinking expansively about who our students are, how 

their backgrounds and needs may change in the future, and how to best engage them in 

learning.” This concentration on student needs and support services included student 

affairs programs and facilities among the core strategic plan initiatives.  

The third piece of evidence, my environmental scan of Western University’s 

campus, also reinforced the notion of student affairs taking a significant role in the 
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institutional culture. In 2005, Western University dedicated over $100 million in 

institutional resources to build a new student center that is scheduled to open in fall 2010. 

This student center was located within a few feet of the main administration and student 

affairs administration building. During my visit to Western University, I witnessed 

construction activity associated with the project. Other campus artifacts reinforced the 

notion of student affairs being important to Western University. Located at the center of 

campus was a statue of Western University’s symbol and sports team namesake. This 

statue symbolized the importance of athletic and spirit activities to campus life. Spirit 

programs and the marching band were among the student affairs departmental areas. One 

more sign of student affairs inclusion among institutional priorities was a marker 

dedicated to student affairs history. The marker narrated the history of the student affairs 

administration building and the importance of student organizations to campus life. Thus, 

student affairs played an important role in Western University’s organizational culture as 

evidenced by the content of the university’s history, mission statement, strategic plan, 

and campus artifacts.  

Decentralized staffing and budgetary structures were the final attributes of 

Western University’s organizational culture that influenced institutional behavior, 

including student affairs fundraising practices and student affairs and development unit 

interactions. Reflecting on the structure of the university, one individual whom I 

interviewed (personal communication, March 16, 2009) quipped that Western University 

is “decentralization run amok.” All three interviewees, in fact, stated that the institution 

took a decentralized approach to its staffing and budget. The CSAO (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009) pointed out that Western University had a school-based 
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revenue system in which all funds were distributed to the schools on a per capita basis 

and then taxed for central allocations such as administration and student services. These 

staffing and budgetary structures, in turn, influenced the organization of the development 

and student affairs units and the corresponding student affairs fundraising practices.  

In summary, this section presented the three major themes of Western 

University’s organizational culture—its commitment to fundraising and alumni 

engagement, support of student affairs activities, and decentralized staffing and budgetary 

structures—that influenced student affairs fundraising practices. 

Western University’s Student Affairs Subculture and Practices  

Western University’s student affairs subculture was distinguished by the 

following attributes: (a) student affairs mission tied to institutional priorities and focused 

on students; (b) centralized organizational structure with service areas tied to the 

university’s location and priorities; and (c) veteran leadership with close ties and physical 

proximity to Western University’s executive leaders. Each of these factors influenced the 

nature of student affairs fundraising at Western University and the interactions among 

student affairs and development staff members. 

Western University’s student affairs mission was closely aligned with the larger 

institution’s mission of placing students at the center of the unit’s activities and seeking 

to integrate the inside and outside of the classroom student experiences. Western 

University’s student affairs division’s mission sought to reinforce “an integrated learning 

experience” for students in fulfilling their “educational, personal, and professional 

aspirations.” This language mirrored Western University’s mission statement’s first 

priority as the “education of our students.” Western University’s Chief Student Affairs 
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Officer (CSAO) captured this sentiment by stating, “Part of the mission of the university 

is to educate the whole student. You help the student develop inside the classroom, 

outside of the classroom” (personal communication, March 16, 2009). Western 

University’s student affairs division’s mission was centered on students and the student 

cocurricular experience, including such themes as student development, experiential 

learning and leadership, appreciation of diversity, and civic engagement. Thus, both the 

institutional and student affairs overall missions addressed educating students inside and 

outside of the classroom.  

To fulfill this mission, Western University’s student affairs unit, consisting of 

over 35 departments and service areas with over 500 full-time professional staff 

members, took a centralized, yet customized, approach to delivering student support 

services. In addition to core student affairs functions such as the career center, the 

counseling center, dean of students, disability support services, health center, 

multicultural student services, orientation, residence life, student activities, and student 

government, Western University’s student affairs unit had departments not traditionally 

included in a CSAO’s portfolio. These departments, including the marching band, spirit 

program, Pacific and Asian-American Support Center, and Mexican-American Alumni 

Association, reflected some of the key parts of institutional culture, including the 

institution’s focus on school spirit as manifested in football and the marching band and 

student demographics drawing from the institution’s proximity to Asia and Mexico. 

Western University’s student affairs organizational structure had a centralized means of 

delivering student services to undergraduate and graduate students, yet also included 

alumni affairs functions and offices relating to institutional location and priorities.  
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One other important part of the student affairs culture was the presence of a 

CSAO leading the unit who had close ties to senior leaders. The CSAO accumulated over 

14 years of experience at the university and decades more experience at other institutions. 

In fact, the CSAO was thought of so highly by the senior administration that, in the early 

2000s, the CSAO oversaw admissions and financial aid on an interim basis as well as the 

student affairs departments. At the time of our conversation, Western University’s CSAO 

reported to the provost and was numbered among the president’s senior staff members. 

The CSAO’s office was also situated close to the president’s and provost’s offices. 

Located adjacent to the main administration building, the student affairs administrative 

building was at the heart of campus, within 30 yards of the main administration building 

containing the offices of Western University’s president and provost. This long tenure at 

Western University, coupled with the CSAO’s direct connections and close physical 

proximity to the executive leaders of the university, was an important factor in the 

student affairs organizational culture and its formal and informal relationships with the 

institution’s leaders. In summary, Western University’s student affairs culture was 

marked by an alignment with the overall institutional mission, departments and services 

with ties to the overall campus culture, and a leader who was closely connected to the 

university’s senior leaders.   

Western University’s Development Subculture and Practices  

Western University’s development subculture was differentiated by the following 

attributes: (a) independent development and alumni affairs functions and missions; and 

(b) a comparatively small development division. Each of these factors influenced the 
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nature of student affairs fundraising at Western University and the interactions among 

student affairs and development staff members. 

Western University’s development structure featured two units to manage 

fundraising and alumni engagement. University relations, including alumni affairs, was 

responsible for engaging alumni, among its other functions. Development, including 

major gifts, the annual fund, and planned giving, among other departments, was charged 

with raising funds. Western University’s development and alumni affairs outreach took a 

decentralized form as compared with some institutions that have combined these 

functions into one central unit under the centralized, or institutional advancement, model. 

To carry out student affairs fundraising, officers and staff members from these two units 

interacted with student affairs staff members. In this sense, there were actually two 

subcultures functioning at the university along with student affairs: alumni affairs and 

development.  

Because of this organizational structure, the development function at Western 

University had two independent missions that focused on alumni and donors, 

respectively, as the main constituents. Western University’s university relations unit, 

according to its website, primarily its alumni affairs office, sought to engage alumni, 

parents, and other friends of the university. Western University’s development unit, 

according to its website, managed capital campaigns, major gifts, systems, unit 

fundraisers, corporate and foundation fundraising, planned giving, and the annual fund. 

One individual I interviewed at Western University who had experience working in both 

student affairs and development at the university put it best when stating that 

development and alumni affairs “focused on the prospects” and the alumni, particularly 
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“what their thinking is and what their needs are versus thinking of the students” (Student 

affairs fundraiser, personal communication, March 16, 2009). Another interviewee, a 

representative for alumni affairs (personal communication, March 16, 2009), argued that 

the end product of colleges and universities was not graduates, but engaged alumni. This 

decentralized structure, with the fundraising functions reporting to the development vice 

president and the alumni engagement functions reporting to the university relations vice 

president, produced differing approaches to interacting with alumni, parents, and friends 

and focused on individual constituents rather than on a more holistic view of their 

missions and functions. This probably stemmed from the fact that development and 

alumni affairs reported to two different vice presidents, each with differing priorities and 

needs. Therefore, development’s organizational structure affected the nature of student 

affairs fundraising and the interactions among student affairs, development, and 

university relations staff members at Western University.  

The central development division was perceived as having a relatively small size 

for the scope of the university’s fundraising efforts. The result of this, in the CSAO’s 

words, “is a small central development unit that … coordinates development, helps to 

keep track of things, keeps track of the central processing of gifts, and decides who can 

approach which donors.…” (Western University CSAO, personal communication, March 

16, 2009). With the divided fundraising and alumni engagement functions, Western 

University’s development division was responsible for systems, research, and 

stewardship. Many of the other fundraising functions, however, were carried out by the 

unit or school fundraising staff members.  
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In summary, Western University’s development division had independent 

development and alumni affairs units; along with these individual units came distinct 

missions, objectives, and constituencies. Western University’s organizational structure 

and delegation of fundraising responsibilities to schools and units contributed to a 

comparatively small central development unit. Thus, Western University’s separate 

development and alumni affairs structure and resulting culture influenced student affairs 

fundraising practice. 

History of Western University’s Student Affairs Fundraising Initiat ives 

 To address the research questions on starting a student affairs fundraising 

initiative, overcoming the barriers to student affairs fundraising, and successfully 

inserting student affairs fundraising projects among institutional priorities, this section 

discusses the history of Western University’s student affairs fundraising initiatives.   

Western University’s student affairs fundraising history had three main stages: (a) 

stage one, from the university’s founding to 1995, marked by indirect student affairs 

management and informal fundraising by student organizations, Greek organizations, and 

athletic clubs that lacked coherence and required few institutional resources; (b) stage 

two, between 1995 and 2005, distinguished by the current CSAO’s arrival and that 

person’s recognizing and breaking down barriers to student affairs fundraising at Western 

University through the creation of a major student center capital project; and (c) stage 

three, between 2005 and March 2009, signified by executive support, the hiring of a 

student affairs fundraiser, and student affairs fundraising successes. 
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Stage One: Informal Fundraising 

In the first stage of Western University’s student affairs fundraising history, the 

student affairs and development units took an indirect role, fraternity and sorority 

members, athletes, and parents conducted the fundraising efforts to support outside of the 

classroom activities, and the deans and provost established the fundraising priorities. In 

1995, when the current CSAO arrived to Western University, the student affairs division 

was not participating in fundraising activities. When asked about the existence of an 

organized student affairs fundraising effort upon arriving to Western University, the 

CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009) remarked, “There was none.”  

During the first stage, the main instances of fundraising occurred when parents 

and alumni donated money to support club sports such as ice hockey, rowing, and 

equestrian sports and fund Greek organizations at the institution. These fundraising 

efforts were voluntary and required little oversight and few university resources, 

according to the CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009). Student affairs, 

according to the CSAO, taxed the fundraising and also monitored these gifts to make sure 

the donations complied with institutional standards. Over the years, the taxing of these 

contributions built up a modest endowment. The CSAO summarized this first stage in 

noting, “When I came, I really didn’t have to do anything to keep those going. And, so 

we just make sure that gifts are recorded … that people are recognized....” Although the 

donations had formed an endowment, the efforts were not tied to the student affairs unit’s 

strategic initiatives, but were financing restricted funds for club sports, fraternities, and 

sororities. 
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At the same time, the CSAO identified barriers to student affairs fundraising in 

the form of Western University’s school-based financial model driven by the priorities of 

the deans. These conditions presented obstacles to Western University’s CSAO forming a 

student affairs fundraising effort and establishing student affairs projects among 

institutional fundraising priorities. Western University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009) remarked that “[m]ost colleges and universities are 

focused, first and foremost, on raising funds to support academic programs. That’s the 

top priority.” Western University’s past fundraising practices, according to the CSAO, 

were organized along a school-based model, with the deans of each school drafting 

priorities for the review of the board of trustees, president, and provost. The executive 

leaders and deans would get involved with asking prospective donors for major gifts. The 

result of this model was, during the last capital campaign ending in 2004, a prioritization 

of school naming efforts for the schools of business, accounting, education, engineering, 

medicine, and others. Absent from the capital campaign and fundraising priorities, 

however, were student services, activities, and facilities.  

These school-based fundraising models proved to be formidable barriers to 

student affairs fundraising. Many of the deans, executive leaders, and donors viewed 

student affairs as an auxiliary enterprise to be supported by tuition dollars. In the words 

of the alumni affairs officer (personal communication, March 16, 2009), “most people 

don’t want to fund things like the career center or student activities officer. They don’t 

want to fund the administrative side of things.” Another barrier, according to the student 

affairs fundraiser (personal communication, March 16, 2009), was that the deans were 

reluctant to share prospects with student affairs, which the deans viewed as competition: 
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“The schools are a little hesitant to give up control, as they see it, of their prospects.” 

Therefore, stage one of Western University’s student affairs fundraising history involved 

only indirect student affairs participation in efforts to raise funds to support club sports 

and Greek chapters, and a recognition of the barriers to introducing a student affairs 

fundraising effort.  

Stage Two: Breaking Down Barriers and a Capital Project  

In the second stage of Western University’s student affairs fundraising history, 

between 1995 and 2005, the CSAO played a central role in surmounting barriers to 

student affairs fundraising, inserting student affairs priorities among institutional 

fundraising projects, convincing executive leaders of the institutional need for a capital 

project, and introducing a fundraising campaign to support a major capital project, 

hereafter called the “Western University center.”  

While the CSAO directed the decade-long effort to design, fund, and implement 

the Western University center project, the impetus came initially from students. In 1996, 

soon after the arrival of the current CSAO to Western University, according to the 

student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, March 16, 2009), who was a student 

at the Western University at the time, “we actually started charging ourselves a student 

fee … to commission a study to determine the need for the Western University center.” 

This study, coupled with the student affairs unit’s mission and priorities, found that the 

existing student center could not accommodate the programmatic, dining, administrative, 

and social needs of Western University’s campus community. In addition, the CSAO and 

other student affairs staff members wanted a location for alcohol-free events and 

activities for students: “we did not have a place where students could hold social events 
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that was inexpensive and didn’t focus on alcohol” (CSAO, personal communication, 

March 16, 2009). Thus, the need for a new Western University center was established by 

students and reinforced by the student affairs unit’s priorities to build community and 

offer nonalcoholic social activities for Western University’s students.  

To make the Western University center a reality, however, the CSAO was faced 

with leading a shift in fundraising culture by surmounting existing barriers to student 

affairs fundraising. In doing so, the CSAO needed to convince the president and provost 

that the Western University center should be a fundraising priority. The CSAO (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009), with decades of service in student affairs, had some 

experience writing grants earlier in his career, but never thought fundraising would be 

among the CSAO position responsibilities. Before arriving at Western the CSAO did not 

plan on taking on this role, because it had “never occurred to me because I never thought 

I would be a vice president.” Thus, the CSAO needed to convince the president and 

provost of the utility of the project and also reconcile fundraising with the other CSAO 

responsibilities. 

Looking back on this period, the CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 

2009) stated, “We fought for 10 years to get on the priority list.” This decade-long effort 

by the CSAO, the student affairs division, and students to introduce the Western 

University project was highlighted by savvy strategic moves by the CSAO. The first 

move was the CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009) deciding that the 

Western University center would “not just be another student union or student center.” 

Building a broader constituency in addition to students and student affairs staff, and 

linking the project to the institutional mission, were the two keys to the project being 
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implemented, according to the CSAO. The CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 

2009) first tied the project to Western University’s mission: “It wasn’t until we had a 

tangible project that we could market the Western University center to support the 

university’s mission.”   

The CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009) next devised a broad 

scope for building usage: “I needed some allies so I suggested that we call this the 

Western University center so that faculty, staff, students, and alumni would all see this as 

a place where they could go.” The third move was the CSAO bringing together other 

administrative departments that needed space for their events and activities: admissions, 

alumni affairs, and dining were a few of the partners in this category. Admissions needed 

space because the current admissions center was not sufficient for the number of student 

and parent visitors, and alumni affairs had the same need for additional space for their 

offices and activities (CSAO, personal communication, March 16, 2009). The dining 

department also needed space because there are plans for a new food service (Western 

University CSAO, personal communication, March 16, 2009). The final move was the 

CSAO, with these arguments, allies, and plans for the Western University center, 

approaching Western University’s president and provost in 2000, to receive conceptual 

approval. The CSAO, with plans and allies in hand, approached the provost and 

president, and the CSAO (personal communications, March 16, 2009) recalled, “Once I 

said that, it made sense to them. And they could say, ‘I see that.’”   

Because of the institutional projects that were already in the queue, the Western 

University center project had to wait for the already planned academic facilities to be 

funded and built. The CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009) noted that 
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during this hiatus, “[w]hat I did was maintain my enthusiasm for the project and stayed 

positive, and eventually we were there.” Once the academic buildings in the “pipeline” 

were built, the Western University center became a fundraising priority. In the words of 

the CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009), “we were there.” Now, there was 

the issue of how to raise over $50 million, half of the cost of the project, to support the 

construction of the Western University center and build an endowment for the center’s 

long-term upkeep. Thus, the CSAO, in stage two, displaying ingenuity in leadership, 

shifted Western University’s fundraising paradigm by gathering allies from across the 

university to support the project and forming compelling arguments to secure the 

university’s executive leadership’s approval of the project.     

Stage Three: Success and Maturation  

In the third stage of Western University’s student affairs fundraising history, 

between 2005 and March 2009, the CSAO received support from the university’s 

executives and central development office, hired a full-time student affairs fundraiser, 

secured a multimillion dollar naming gift to support the construction of the Western 

University center, and spearheaded successful fundraising initiatives. With the Western 

University center among the institutional priorities, the CSAO (personal communication, 

March 16, 2009) remarked that he had support “from the president and the provost and 

the central development office in cultivating donors.” The new provost, in fact, became 

one of the CSAO’s biggest allies with the Western University center project: “he had 

been the dean of the school of engineering, where he had built a building that helped 

build community for the school … he came in and was a big advocate for this facility” 

(CSAO, personal communication, March 16, 2009). According to the CSAO (personal 
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communication, March 16, 2009), “we are out there competing for donors and we’re 

being looked at, the provost said to me, more like a school.” Therefore, the CSAO, with 

the support of the president and provost, launched the student affairs fundraising effort.  

This third stage involved student affairs being included among Western 

University’s fundraising priorities and building a fundraising infrastructure. One of the 

tangible means of supporting these fundraising initiatives was the CSAO hiring a full-

time student affairs fundraising officer to create a two-person fundraising team. The 

student affairs fundraiser, an individual with experience as a Western University 

undergraduate student and development officer, assisted with the following 

responsibilities to support student affairs fundraising: asking for, receiving, and reporting 

gifts in addition to serving as a liaison to central development; researching prospects; and 

performing stewardship duties (Student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, 

March 16, 2009).  

The CSAO managed the overall student affairs fundraising effort, primarily 

strategic planning and cultivating donors for major gifts. In addition, the CSAO worked 

closely with the student affairs fundraiser: “I spend a lot of time working with her on 

development plans and strategies and cultivating potential donors, making asks.” Some of 

this cultivation occurred in Hong Kong, a location where many of Western University’s 

alumni and parents resided. Thus, Western University’s CSAO provided overall direction 

and focused time on cultivating major gifts, while the student affairs fundraiser assisted 

with such daily operations as prospect research, cultivation of donors, database 

management, and stewardship. From a “one-person show,” the student affairs fundraising 
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effort was now supported with an infrastructure with the hiring of the student affairs 

fundraiser and the CSAO serving as the major gift officer.  

With support from Western University’s leadership, central development unit, and 

the student affairs fundraiser, the CSAO secured a $30 million gift to help fund the 

center’s construction. Meanwhile, the chief alumni affairs officer (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009), a key ally for the project, was responsible for raising 

about 25% of the center’s cost. The alumni affairs officer, at the time of the interview, 

was successful in raising over $7 million, mainly through naming rights, to support the 

center’s construction. Therefore, the Western University center’s fundraising initiative, 

led by the CSAO and supported by institutional leadership, development, and alumni 

affairs, was approaching its final goal. At the time of my visit to Western University, the 

center was under construction and was scheduled to open in 1 ½ years.  

At the same time that the CSAO was conducting the fundraising campaign for the 

center, there were other fundraising successes in support of student affairs services, 

activities, and facilities. These fundraising successes took two main forms: corporate and 

government grants secured by the CSAO and other student affairs staff members and 

gifts to support key student affairs services, activities, and facilities (Western University 

CSAO, personal communication, March 16, 2009). Corporate grants supported a program 

to help community college students’ transition to Western University as part of an effort 

to increase their enrollment at 4-year private research universities. Federal grants funded 

a program to encourage Western University’s students of color to form mentor 

relationships with faculty members to bolster student participation in doctoral programs. 

The CSAO and student affairs fundraiser were also successful in securing donations for 
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key student affairs services, including $1.5 million for the funding of an endowment for a 

director position for student activities, $350,000 for a new conference room for the 

campus recreation center, and $2 million to support the spirit program. Therefore, the 

third stage of student affairs fundraising involved the CSAO hiring a full-time staff 

member to assist with fundraising responsibilities, leading successful efforts to raise 

funds to support the capital project, and accomplishing other student affairs fundraising 

objectives.  

In summary, Western University’s student affairs fundraising history had three 

stages, with the first stage involving an informal fundraising effort centered on 

supporting club sports and Greek organizations, the second stage featuring the CSAO 

overcoming barriers to student affairs fundraising with the introduction of a large capital 

project, and the third stage including the hiring of a full-time student affairs fundraiser 

and the achievement of successful fundraising projects, including a large capital project. 

Student Affairs Fundraising Collaboration at Western University 

 This section describes the partnerships that supported Western University’s 

student affairs fundraising activities. Student affairs fundraising collaboration at Western 

University transcended the development and alumni affairs units to include Western 

University’s president, provost, deans, academic affairs staff members, student affairs 

staff members, and donors. This section discusses student affairs and development 

collaboration by viewing the partnerships involved in the planning and implementation of 

the Western University center project, the individual student affairs fundraising 

partnerships, the participants’ perspectives on student affairs and development 
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subcultures, and the participants’ definitions of successful collaboration in student affairs 

fundraising.  

Capital Project Collaboration 

The key activity to examine the student affairs fundraising partnerships was the 

prioritization, planning, funding, and construction of the Western University center. In 

raising funds for student affairs services, facilities, and activities, Western University’s 

student affairs officers interacted with the university’s board members, president, 

provost, academic affairs officers, student affairs departmental directors, parents, alumni, 

and friends in addition to development and alumni affairs officers. The CSAO partnered 

with the president, provost, and board members to place the Western University center 

among Western University’s fundraising priorities (Western University CSAO, personal 

communication, March 16, 2009). The CSAO worked with the central development 

office, president, and provost on strategies for identifying and cultivating major gift 

donors. This cultivation resulted in a multimillion dollar gift to name the center. The 

center’s planning team included individuals from many different departments. According 

to a document listing Western University center’s planning committee team members, 

representatives from the following offices and affiliations sit on a committee led by the 

CSAO: academic affairs, alumni affairs, development, dining services, facilities 

management, graduate students, provost’s office, student activities, and undergraduate 

students, among others. Thus, the Western University center project symbolized the 

multifaceted interactions among many university community members required to plan 

and implement a large-scale student affairs fundraising initiative.  
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CSAO’s Perspectives on Collaboration  

Western University’s CSAO, in particular, noted that support for student affairs 

fundraising derived from a variety of sources in addition to the development unit. Board 

members, the president, and the provost were all instrumental in supporting fundraising 

for the center. In particular, the CSAO’s direct supervisor, the provost, served as a 

primary supporter and even a mentor for the CSAO’s fundraising efforts. The CSAO 

(personal communication, March 16, 2009) mentioned some of the provost’s advice 

regarding fundraising: “my provost, who is a terrific fundraiser, his attitude is … ‘you 

can’t rush donors. Don’t rush it. If you rush it you may only get a quick gift.’” Western 

University’s executive leaders, including the board, the president, and provost, were all 

supportive of the CSAO’s leadership of student affairs fundraising initiatives.  

According to the CSAO, academic and student affairs staff members were also 

important collaborators in the student affairs fundraising effort. Western University’s 

deans numbered among the CSAO’s key collaborators (Western University CSAO, 

personal communication, March 16, 2009) on fundraising projects: “whenever I can, I 

work with a dean to partner, and vice-versa.” The CSAO, in fact, partnered with the arts 

and sciences and engineering school’s deans to raise funds for school-based and student 

affairs projects. The student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, March 16, 2009) 

also corroborated the close working relationships between the CSAO and Western 

University’s deans: “If there’s a relationship with one of the deans of a school, he has 

made sure to bring them into the fold, and this has resulted in joint gifts to the division 

and also to the schools.” Student affairs staff members, in addition to the full-time student 

affairs fundraiser (Western University CSAO, personal communication, March 16, 2009), 
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were also important agents in fundraising efforts: “people come forward with names of 

donors and … with ideas for particular projects to fundraise for.” In particular, directors 

of two student affairs departments, the cultural centers and volunteer center, worked with 

“student organizations and other businesses … to bring in smaller gifts for one - time 

kind of projects” (Student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, March 16, 2009). 

Hence, academic and student affairs colleagues figured prominently among the CSAO’s 

partners in raising funds for student affairs.   

The CSAO also emphasized the importance of collaborating with donors to foster 

student affairs fundraising success. The CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 

2009) eloquently summed up the significance of donors as active participants in the 

fundraising process when stating that a “perfect example of good, thoughtful fundraising” 

is when the “needs of Western University and the dream of the donor coincide perfectly.” 

The CSAO, in our conversation (personal communication, March 16, 2009), explained 

that fundraisers should seek to engage donors by trying to “hone in on things that have 

meaning to them and also have importance to the institution.” In the CSAO’s opinion, the 

core donors for student affairs fundraising projects at Western University included 

parents of current students and alumni. Thus, donors, according to Western University’s 

CSAO, played an active role in the student affairs fundraising process. 

The CSAO referred to development and alumni affairs very rarely during our 

conversation. Although the CSAO did mention that the development unit was being 

“very open and encouraging” during the Western University center planning process in 

“making it a priority to support us,” the main references to the two units were when the 

CSAO discussed the role of alumni affairs in planning, raising funds for, and occupying 
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the Western University center. Therefore, the CSAO’s perceptions of the main student 

affairs fundraising partners included the president, provost, academic affairs leaders, 

alumni affairs staff members, student affairs staff members, and donors, as well as, to a 

lesser extent, development officers. 

Student Affairs Fundraiser’s Perspectives on Collaboration.  

While the CSAO seldom mentioned interactions with development officers, the 

student affairs fundraiser, by contrast, referred frequently to development and alumni 

affairs officers. The student affairs fundraiser stated that development held monthly 

meetings between school and unit fundraisers and central development and alumni affairs 

officers. In addition, the development leadership launched a development audit aimed at 

“helping direct us, and what’s working and needs to be fixed” (Student affairs fundraiser, 

March 16, 2009). Most of the interactions, according to the student affairs fundraiser, 

came during the monthly meetings with development leaders and school and unit 

fundraisers. The other interactions occurred in performing administrative tasks such as 

clearing donors, updating the development database, and performing stewardship 

responsibilities. The more significant partnerships, according to the student affairs 

fundraiser (personal communication, March 16, 2009), were with the university’s 

schools: “I think partnerships with the schools are going to be critical.” This trend has 

already been evident, according to the student affairs fundraiser (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009), in raising funds for the Western University center: “we 

have tried to cover multiple disciplines. That will be a critical part of our plan, short and 

long term. The schools don’t have actual spaces for their donors to name.” The student 

affairs fundraiser also referred to interactions with student affairs staff members, 
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especially the CSAO (Western University student affairs fundraiser, personal 

communication, March 16, 2009). Therefore, the student affairs fundraiser’s main 

collaborators included the CSAO along with student affairs, academic affairs, and 

development staff members.  

Alumni Affairs Officer’s Perspectives on Collaboration  

Western University’s alumni affairs officer identified a variety of ways that 

alumni affairs and student affairs collaborate to engage students and alumni and raise 

funds. The overriding fundraising philosophy involved engaging Western University’s 

students during their college years “so that they feel part of the alumni community even 

before they graduate” (Alumni affairs officer, personal communication, March 16, 2009). 

These programs featured collaborations with student affairs areas such as the career 

center and multicultural alumni associations to engage students. Other student affairs 

areas that alumni affairs and development partnered with were student activities, student 

government, orientation, and the parent office. According to the officer, the main 

collaboration involved the alumni affairs’ office being situated in the Western University 

center and the unit’s goal to raise $7 million to support the project.   

Western University’s alumni affairs officer, however, also presented a critique of 

the unit’s relationship with the student affairs unit. There were certainly “very effective 

ad hoc partnerships” in place among student affairs, alumni affairs, and development 

(Alumni affairs officer, personal communication, March 16, 2009). The relationship 

could “benefit from something that is more systematic.” In particular, that systematic 

relationship involved organized partnerships between student affairs and alumni affairs to 

build “alumni programs based on student involvement,” which were based on 
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membership in particular student organizations, and also what the officer called the 

“alumni lifecycle.” The alumni lifecycle, as defined by the officer, involved developing 

“programs, benefits, and services that correlate to where people are in their temporal 

relationship to the university.” Student engagement, the alumni affairs officer explained, 

is a “likely predictor of what will make them an alumni donor.” One way that student 

affairs could support this alumni engagement model was by developing “programs that 

will draw alumni and keep them engaged. Student affairs could leverage alumni 

programming better.” Therefore, the alumni affairs officer acknowledged that there were 

effective student affairs and alumni affairs collaborations at Western University, but that 

these partnerships could be improved with additional coordination, formalization, and 

connection to the alumni lifecycle.  

Collaboration and Student Affairs, Alumni Affairs, and Development Subcultures  

What was evident during the conversations with the CSAO, alumni affairs officer, 

and student affairs fundraiser were the differing subcultures present among the student 

affairs, development, and alumni affairs staff members.  

Western University’s student affairs fundraiser served as a liaison between the 

student affairs and development division. In many ways, the student affairs fundraiser 

acted as a bridge between the student affairs and development and alumni affairs cultures. 

Western University’s student affairs fundraiser’s background included the roles of a 

student leader at the university, a student affairs paraprofessional staff member, a 

development staff member at the university and another higher education institution, and, 

currently, a member of the student affairs senior staff reporting directly to the CSAO 

(Student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, March 16, 2009). This background 
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proved to be crucial for the student affairs fundraiser to function in both the student 

affairs and development cultures.   

The student affairs fundraiser, an individual with experience in both development 

and student affairs, put it best when reflecting on the differences between development 

and student affairs officers: “I think that in student affairs we always keep in mind that 

what we are doing is for the students and that is the pervasive issue. I won’t say that that 

gets lost in development. But, you’re definitely more focused on the prospects” (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009). The student affairs fundraiser observed that 

“ultimately, when you’re working at a university, everything revolves around the 

students.” Therefore, the student affairs fundraiser observed different missions and 

constituents in the student affairs and development subcultures. 

This theme of development and alumni affairs officers focusing on prospects and 

alumni was repeated in my conversation with Western University’s alumni affairs officer 

(personal communication, March 16, 2009), who observed, “I submit that what we are 

producing are alumni … that’s what the university’s product is. Producing knowledge? 

Sure. But, its constituency is its alumni.” The alumni affairs officer went on to say that 

the university’s relationship with alumni hinged on a cost-benefit analysis relating to 

fundraising: “The university has to do a cost - benefit of how much does it want to 

engage in the development of these people and to what end.” Thus, in prioritizing their 

objectives and constituents differently, the student affairs, development, and alumni 

affairs officers had differing perspectives and priorities that overlaid student affairs 

fundraising efforts. The conversations, moreover, included evidence of the distinct 

student affairs, development, and alumni affairs subcultures.  
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Definitions of Successful Collaboration  

Although the student affairs, alumni affairs, and development officers exhibited 

different views on mission and core constituents, there were common elements in their 

reflections on what constituted successful collaboration to raise funds for student affairs 

services, facilities, and activities. These perspectives fell into three main categories: (a) 

significance of student affairs fundraising in supporting institutional initiatives; (b) 

student affairs activities and fundraising as an effective means of engaging donors; and 

(c) student affairs and development collaboration as a symbiotic arrangement.  

First, Western University’s CSAO, student affairs fundraiser, and alumni affairs 

officer all identified the link between student affairs fundraising and achieving 

institutional fundraising objectives. Western University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009) noted in our conversation how the student affairs role 

was well-situated to represent institutional and divisional fundraising objectives 

simultaneously: “I am the conduit for the division as well as the institution.” In the end, 

from the CSAO’s perspective, fundraising was about “supporting the academic mission 

of the institution” by supporting inside- and outside-of-the-classroom activities. The 

CSAO summed up this sentiment by noting that fundraising was predicated on focusing 

on “things that give meaning to donors and that have importance to the institution. You 

are looking for a match.” Western University’s student affairs fundraiser (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009) also stated how student affairs fundraising was directly 

connected to the “mission of and service to the institution.” Likewise, Western 

University’s alumni affairs officer (personal communication, March 16, 2009) concluded 
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that student affairs fundraising brought a “return to the university” in terms of investment 

of institutional resources.  

Second, the three individuals also thought that student affairs fundraising was an 

effective way of engaging donors. The CSAO believed that while few donors felt a deep 

connection to their academic schools or departments, many donors developed emotional 

ties to their fraternity or sorority, student organization, athletic team, or residence hall. 

According to the CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009), donors “support 

things they care about, things they cherish.” The student affairs fundraiser (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009) shared this sentiment in noting that student 

organization leaders were a great prospect base as students whose “richest experience 

occurred outside of the classroom.” The alumni affairs officer (personal communication, 

March 16, 2009) also talked about the nexus between student involvement and later 

alumni giving behavior: “student involvement is a great way to get alumni involved 

philanthropically.” Therefore, all three major participants believed that student affairs 

fundraising was an effective donor engagement strategy.  

Last, student affairs fundraising produced a symbiotic arrangement for the student 

affairs, alumni affairs, and development divisions. On the one hand, student affairs 

benefited from the partnership with development and alumni affairs. According to the 

CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009), student affairs realized gains from the 

development unit’s support of student affairs fundraising projects, specifically the major 

gift cultivation for the Western University center by both central development and alumni 

affairs. Central development also met with Western University’s student affairs 

fundraiser monthly to support student affairs fundraising by discussing strategies and 
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prospects. On the other hand, development and alumni affairs benefited from 

collaborating with student affairs. According to the alumni affairs officer (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009), student programs produced by partnerships with career 

services and student activities were effective in making current students “feel that they 

are part of the alumni community even before they graduate.” The alumni affairs officer 

explained that engaging current students “is a lot easier and cheaper when they are on 

campus.” Another important way student affairs supported alumni engagement was 

tracking student involvement to later build alumni programs based on student activities 

and affinity. In conclusion, successful collaboration between student affairs and 

development at Western University was defined by the participants as reaching this 

common ground. The alumni affairs officer summed up this sentiment of a symbiotic 

fundraising relationship eloquently by stating “it’s looking for a win-win … there is a 

common culture there with student affairs producing emotional ties and alumni affairs 

providing leadership.”    

In summary, this section established the web of collaborations involved in student 

affairs fundraising. These partnerships included, but also transcended, collaboration 

among student affairs, alumni affairs, and development officers to involve Western 

University’s president, provost, deans, and donors. This section also indicated that 

Western University’s student affairs, alumni affairs, and development units had differing 

subcultures that influenced the patterns of these interactions in student affairs fundraising. 

The participants, no matter their unit, had similar definitions of successful student affairs 

fundraising collaboration. 
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Western University Case Study Summary 

This section presented the findings of the case study report on Western 

University’s student affairs fundraising efforts, particularly the collaboration among 

student affairs, alumni affairs, development, and other institutional partners in carrying 

out these fundraising activities. To prepare the case study report, I analyzed data from 

interviews, documents, and observations. To establish the case study’s context, I 

presented information on Western University’s organizational culture as well as student 

affairs and development subcultures.  

I organized Western University’s student affairs fundraising history into three 

stages. The first stage, from the founding of Western University to 1995, was marked by 

fundraising for club sports and Greek organizations, the absence of an organized student 

affairs fundraising effort, and the CSAO’s recognition of the institutional barriers to 

establishing a student affairs fundraising initiative. The second stage, from 1995 to 2005, 

included the CSAO conceptualizing the Western University center, assembling a team of 

allies for the Western University center project, surmounting the institutional fundraising 

barriers, and convincing Institutional A’s leadership to endorse the project as an 

institutional fundraising priority. The third stage, from 2005 to March 2009, was signified 

by the CSAO implementing the Western University center fundraising effort, hiring a 

full-time student affairs fundraiser, and conducting additional student affairs fundraising 

projects.   

The overarching theme of the report was the collaboration among student affairs, 

development, alumni affairs, and other members of the university community in raising 

funds for student affairs services, activities, and facilities. Notwithstanding the roles 
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played by development staff members, student affairs fundraising at Western University 

also included student affairs staff members collaborating with the president, provost, 

board members, alumni affairs staff members, donors, student affairs directors, and 

academic affairs staff members, among others. Western University’s student affairs and 

development partnerships indicated the differences in the student affairs, alumni affairs, 

and development subcultures while also delineating the similarities in the definitions of 

successful collaboration in fundraising.  
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CHAPTER VI 

MOVING TOWARD SUSTAINABLE FUNDRAISING:  

SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY’S CASE STUDY REPORT 

Introduction 

This case study report presents the findings on student affairs fundraising at 

Southern University. This dissertation’s research questions and theoretical framework 

informed facets of this overall topic and form the major organizing structures for this case 

study report: (a) institutional, student affairs, and development organizational cultures 

and practices; (b) history of student affairs fundraising initiatives, including the CSAO’s  

actions to establish a student affairs fundraising effort and prioritizing student affairs 

fundraising projects among the approved institutional fundraising projects; and (c) 

student affairs and development office collaboration and other partnerships relating to 

student affairs fundraising and how these relationships are perceived by both student 

affairs and development officers.  

Southern University’s Organizational Culture and Subcultures 

This section delineates attributes of Southern University’s organizational culture 

and subcultures that relate to student affairs fundraising practices. To analyze Southern 

University’s organizational culture and subcultures, I explore the institutional culture 

before turning to discussions of the student affairs and development subcultures. This 

section applies the theoretical framework of this dissertation, Chaffee and Tierney’s 

(1988) organizational culture model, to Southern University and its student affairs and 

development units.    
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Southern University’s Organizational Culture and Practices  

Southern University’s organizational culture had three unique attributes that shape 

the university’s student affairs fundraising practices: (a) a sizable endowment that 

provided budgetary flexibility for the institution; (b) an academically oriented mission 

and strategic plan that inserted student affairs’ cocurricular activities within Southern 

University’s mission statement and strategic plan as a subordinate enterprise; and (c) a 

tight-knit campus community with a particularly strong intercollegiate athletic program.  

Southern University’s strategic plan stated that the university was founded with a 

“transformative gift,” a multimillion dollar bequest from a wealthy family that has been 

expanded over the years to an over $6.0 billion endowment as of June 2008. Given 

Southern University’s enrollment of 13,500 students as of 2008, this translated into one 

of the highest endowment dollars per student ratios among its peer institutions (Council 

for Aid to Education, 2009b). This large endowment provided opportunities for Southern 

University and influenced its culture. For one, Southern University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, March 23, 2009), in talking about the reason for student affairs 

fundraising, even in the midst of the global economic downturn of 2008–2009, remarked 

that Southern University’s student affairs division was “not dependent on fundraising in a 

budgetary sense.” The endowment also supported Southern University’s construction of 

cutting-edge residential life and student center facilities in recent decades that have set 

benchmarks for such facilities nationally.       

 Southern University’s mission statement and strategic plan placed academic 

affairs at the center, and student affairs at the periphery, of institutional values. Student 

affairs–related references, nevertheless, were present in these documents. Within the 
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mission statement, there were references to areas that are associated with student affairs 

such as student development, leadership, public service, and diversity. In addition to 

intellectual growth, the mission statement affirmed Southern University’s commitment to 

student development and fostering future leaders “as adults committed to high ethical 

standards and full participation as leaders in their communities.” The mission statement 

also emphasized public service: “to contribute in diverse ways to the local community, 

the state, the nation, and the world.” Finally, the mission statement included diversity 

among the institution’s values: “a deep appreciation for the range of human difference 

and potential.” Thus, the mission statement, while concentrating on the inside-the-

classroom experience, also contained references to areas traditionally associated with 

student affairs activities.  

 Southern University’s strategic plan, completed in 2006, called for the university 

to instill an “undergraduate passion for learning” through an interdisciplinary model tying 

the inside- and the outside-of-the-classroom experiences together. One of the key 

strategies to do this, according to the plan, was reinventing the undergraduate residential 

experience through programs and faculty interaction with students. Each sector of 

campus was designed for student development according to class standing, with one part 

of campus reserved for first-year students, another sector for sophomores, juniors, and 

seniors, and a third sector for all four classes. The second emphasis of Southern 

University’s strategic plan tied to student affairs involved linking the classroom 

experiences with experiential education. The strategic plan defined experiential education 

as including community service involvement and career-oriented activities such as 

internships. The third emphasis of Southern University’s strategic plan related to student 
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affairs activities were diversity initiatives. The areas of emphasis relating to diversity 

involved plans to expand research, outreach, and campus dialogue on the subject. The 

most recent result was the establishment of a university-wide diversity center and a 

comprehensive diversity awareness website. Thus, three of the major emphases of the 

strategic plan related to cocurricular activities were normally associated with student 

affairs units’ functions.  

 During the site visit to Southern University, I observed that the campus was 

located a short walk away from the downtown shops and restaurants of the small city in 

which it was situated. This campus setting, from my perspective, made the university face 

inward to the campus community rather than outward to the surrounding community. As 

a result, Southern University had a tight-knit campus community reflected in this setting 

and in the university’s emphasis on school spirit, intercollegiate athletics, and Greek life. 

Many students followed Southern University’s well-regarded intercollegiate athletic 

teams, especially its men’s and women’s basketball programs. In Southern University’s 

admissions self-guided tour, there were six photographs of intercollegiate sports or 

basketball fans. Southern University’s website dedicated two of seven of students’ 

favorite places on campus to intercollegiate sports activities and recreation. Community 

was further built by having student centers and dining facilities that function as gathering 

places for students, faculty, and staff members. Another factor supporting campus life 

and community is that, as of 2008, over 85% of the student population was from out of 

state, which made Southern University a residential campus with few commuters among 

its undergraduate students.  
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 In summary, Southern University’s organizational culture contained three main 

themes to provide context for student affairs fundraising activities and interactions: 

Southern University’s endowment provided budgetary flexibility for the university; the 

university’s mission and strategic plan included student affairs activities, but placed these 

at the periphery of these documents; and the campus community was a tight-knit and 

focused on intercollegiate athletics and Greek life.   

Southern University’s Student Affairs Subculture and Practices  

Southern University’s student affairs subculture was distinguished by the 

following attributes: (a) a student affairs mission and strategic plan based on Southern 

University’s mission and strategic plan; (b) student affairs as an academic support 

enterprise that must justify its budget and existence; and (c) student affairs as a 

centralized unit with areas linked to institutional culture. Each of these factors influenced 

the nature of student affairs fundraising at Southern University and the interactions 

among student affairs and development staff members. 

By design, Southern University’s student affairs mission closely mirrored the 

form and content of the larger institutional mission statement and strategic plan. In fact, 

this is because the CSAO predicated student affairs’ mission and activities on the larger 

institutional mission and strategic plan (CSAO Southern University, personal 

communication, March 23, 2009). Southern University’s student affairs division’s 

mission sought to “support the optimal growth and development of our students.” During 

a conversation, the student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 3 2009) 

captured the core student affairs mission by stating that Southern University’s student 

affairs unit’s mission was intended to be an “extension of the classroom.… It takes into 
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account and informs and affects the rest of the University experience that is … going to 

give these students the lifelong skills to be successful leaders in this world.” Southern 

University’s student affairs mission, based on Southern University’s overall mission 

statement, emphasized learning inside and outside of the classroom and the holistic 

development of the university’s students.  

Southern University’s student affairs strategic plan, completed in January 2008, 

also used Southern University’s overall strategic plan as a guide for its format and 

content. The CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 2009) explained that the 

creation of the student affairs strategic plan did not begin until the institutional strategic 

plan was completed: “We need to know about the academic initiatives first before we do 

our planning.” As with the student affairs unit’s mission statement, Southern University’s 

strategic plan was the basis for the student affairs unit’s strategic plan.  

The CSAO viewed Southern University’s student affairs division as a support unit 

for the central academic mission of the institution. As the CSAO (personal 

communication, March 23, 2009) explained: “We are an academic support enterprise … 

student affairs should not have a presumption of an independent curriculum.” Under this 

philosophy adopted by the CSAO, the student affairs division’s functioning stemmed 

from the academic priorities of the institution. Rather than being an independent agent at 

Southern University, the CSAO positioned the student affairs division to support the 

university’s central academic mission. 

With the academic affairs enterprise taking center stage in Southern University’s 

organizational culture, the student affairs division’s leadership found it necessary to 

actively justify the unit’s budgetary allocation and even its existence through outreach 
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and relationship building. At the time of the interview, the United States was mired in an 

economic recession. The CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 2009) remarked 

that these economic conditions required student affairs to prove their worth to Southern 

University and the rationale for their budgetary allocation: “In this economic climate, 

faculty salaries are the first thing that’s going to be retained, and this is the time to prove 

that student affairs is essential. So that’s the half that you do to survive as an agency…” 

Therefore, the CSAO believed that the student affairs division, given its role at Southern 

University and the economic conditions of 2008–2009, must justify its budgetary 

allocation and its very existence. 

To fulfill its mission, Southern University’s student affairs unit, numbering over 

22 departments and service areas with over 400 full-time professional staff members, 

delivered student support services with a structure rooted in institutional needs and 

culture. In addition to core student affairs functions such as the career center, the 

counseling center, dean of students, disability support services, health center, 

multicultural student services, orientation, residence life, student activities, and student 

government, Southern University’s student affairs unit’s structure had offices and 

positions characteristic of its organizational culture and campus needs. The offices of 

Jewish life and African-American culture reflected some of the institution’s student 

demographics and its focus on fostering diversity. In addition, the division’s 

organizational chart indicated that fundraising supported two key student affairs 

initiatives. Donors endowed a center for African-American culture and a career center 

directorship. Southern University’s student affairs division’s organizational structure had 

traditional student affairs service areas, but also included functions that indicated 
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institutional mission, needs, and priorities and the influence of fundraising on divisional 

organization.  

In summary, this section discussed four main attributes of Southern University’s 

student affairs organizational culture relating to fundraising, including the grounding of 

the student affairs mission and strategic plan in those of the institution, student affairs 

viewed as an academic support unit at Southern University, student affairs being required 

to justify its budget and existence, and the centralized student affairs structure with 

offices directed at addressing Southern University’s institutional needs aligning with the 

campus culture. 

Southern University’s Development Subculture and Practices  

Southern University’s development subculture was marked by the following 

attributes: (a) a successful, results-oriented division; (b) a highly functioning, team-

oriented enterprise; (c) a large, complex organizational structure; and (d) a 

comprehensive unit with tight controls. Each of these factors influenced the nature of 

student affairs fundraising at Southern University and the interactions among student 

affairs and development staff members. 

The data gathered for the study included evidence that Southern University’s 

development division was noted for having a great history of success in engaging alumni 

and raising money for institutional priorities. As of 2008, Southern University’s alumni 

engagement efforts produced an annual alumni giving rate just under 40%, among the top 

10 universities nationally (“America’s Best Colleges,” 2009). In 2008, the development 

division was one of the top 10 most successful units in the country as measured by the 

number of dollars raised on an annual basis (Council for Aid to Education, 2009a). In 
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addition to succeeding in reaching the goals set forth in the last capital campaign 

completed in the mid-2000s, the development division also had a successful $300 million 

campaign in 2008 to support financial aid scholarships for undergraduates. The CSAO 

(personal communication, March 23, 2009) shared the view of the development 

division’s major gift unit as a professional enterprise capable of raising “a million dollars 

a day.” Thus, Southern University’s development division culture was distinguished by 

its successful fundraising record. 

Southern University’s development division was led by highly functioning 

individuals with decades of experience in the development field who viewed themselves 

as a team of peers. The development officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) 

whom I interviewed emphasized that the development unit’s staff averaged 15 years of 

experience in the field: “we hire people to work here who are functioning at a very high 

level. We do not bring in many, if any at all, who need hand holding or training.” This 

highly functioning team produced, in the development officer’s mind, a division of 

equals: “you’re talking about a group of peers. So, even in our senior administration, it is 

based on a division of roles.” The development division, therefore, was composed of a 

seasoned group of fundraising professionals who shared governance and leadership 

responsibilities.    

To sustain these fundraising efforts, Southern University’s CDO led a 

comprehensive operation with a large staff and complex organizational structure. When I 

visited campus in 2009, the development unit was in the process of moving to larger 

facilities. The CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 2009), in describing 

development at Southern University, related the size and complexity of the unit’s 
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organization, which included both central and unit development functions: “We have a 

significant number of development staff members.… There are centralized development 

functions like major gift officers and a huge development research enterprise.” In spring 

2009, the development unit moved from four offices spread throughout campus to two 

adjacent, spacious offices that were once warehouses. Therefore, Southern University’s 

development activities were complex and this required a large organization to sustain a 

successful fundraising record. 

Although it was a complex organization, Southern University’s development 

division functioned as a centralized unit with tight controls on databases, prospects, and 

unit fundraisers. According to the development website, at the time of my visit, the unit 

combined alumni affairs, annual fund activities, donor research, systems, major gifts, and 

stewardship among its many areas. Southern University’s development unit also had in 

place a senior fundraising officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) charged with 

“coordinating interdisciplinary initiatives for fundraising.” According to the CSAO 

(personal communication, March 23, 2009), this individual is the “convener of the one-

offs. That is not an official title. Under the individual’s responsibilities is the coordination 

of interdisciplinary units and they work on prospect identification and cooperate on 

events and all kinds of programs so that we are not all stepping on each other’s toes.”  

Thus, Southern University’s development division was a large, complex central operation 

with unit staff members to manage fundraising activities in the schools and other areas. In 

summary, this section discussed Southern University’s development culture, a unit that is 

signified by success, results orientation, veteran leadership, teamwork, and a 

comprehensive operation with tight controls.  
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History of Southern University’s Student Affairs Fundraising Init iatives 

 To address the research questions on starting a student affairs fundraising 

initiative, overcoming the barriers to student affairs fundraising, and successfully 

inserting student affairs fundraising projects among institutional priorities, this section 

discusses the history of Southern University’s student affairs fundraising initiatives.   

Southern University’s student affairs fundraising history had three main stages: 

(a) stage one, prior to 2001, marked by an absence of student affairs fundraising activities 

before the CSAO’s arrival, student affairs services, facilities, and activities being 

neglected among the arts and sciences’ fundraising priorities, and the CSAO’s 

recognition of barriers to introducing a student affairs fundraising effort; (b) stage two, 

from 2001 to 2007, signified by executive support of student affairs fundraising activities, 

the hiring of the first student affairs fundraising officer, and a focus on major gifts to 

support a $10 million capital project; and (c) stage three, from 2007 to March 2009, with 

the CSAO deciding to create a student affairs fundraising infrastructure, hiring a second 

student affairs fundraiser to work on this infrastructure, and establishing student affairs 

fundraising priorities predicated on student affairs and institutional missions and strategic 

plans. 

Stage One: Precursors to the Fundraising Effort 

Prior to the CSAO arriving to Southern University in 2001, there was no 

coordinated student affairs fundraising activity, and student affairs projects were rarely 

inserted among institutional priorities by the dean of the arts and sciences school. In the 

CSAO’s (personal communication, March 23, 2009) words, “There was no student affairs 

(fundraising) program in place when I arrived.” The initiatives that did appear among the 
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arts and sciences priorities were not strategic ones, according to the CSAO: “I wouldn’t 

say there was a specific student affairs category, but there were some targets that were 

related to student affairs embedded among the parts of the campaign.” The issue was that 

the arts and sciences unit development officers were not focused on student affairs 

initiatives because, in the CSAO’s words, “they were struggling to complete their own 

objectives—the issues relating directly to arts and sciences.”  Thus, in being inserting 

among the arts and sciences’ fundraising projects, student affairs initiatives were not 

viewed as institutional priorities.  

Because student affairs initiatives were not often among institutional fundraising 

priorities, the CSAO saw the need for a dedicated student affairs fundraising effort. 

According to the CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 2009), there were two 

major barriers to launching this effort. The first barrier, identified by the CSAO, was that 

the university’s schools and departments were reluctant to have another fundraising 

priority added to the list: “There is also the competitiveness among the university schools 

and entities.” The student affairs fundraiser’s (personal communication, April 3, 2009) 

comment reinforced this notion that the schools viewed their graduates as being under 

their control: “unlike the schools … we don’t have anyone who graduates from student 

affairs.” In the views of the provost and deans, student affairs would become another 

competitor for development resources and prospects. The second barrier involved the 

lack of fundraising skills and interest among previous CSAOs: “The other barriers are the 

competencies of student affairs officers. None of us are trained in this” (Southern 

University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009). The CSAO also stated that 

some student affairs officers do not have the time to fundraise or have an interest in 
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fundraising: “Not everyone wants to do it.” Therefore, upon his arrival, the CSAO 

recognized two major barriers to starting a student affairs fundraising effort.  

Stage Two: Capital Project Approval and Program Launch 

Before arriving at Southern University in 2001, the CSAO made the connection 

between fundraising and being an effective university administrator. The CSAO viewed 

fundraising as the “culmination of being an institutional ambassador.”  The CSAO 

believed that this was part of student affairs administrators’ outreach to the campus 

community in their daily roles: “The work I have done puts me in that front line 

relationship with constituents, whether it is alumni, parents, or others. So, I have always 

been thoughtful about that. We are only as good as our relationship with others” 

(personal communication, March 3, 2009). The CSAO therefore viewed fundraising as an 

extension of the roles and responsibilities of student affairs professionals.  

Once the CSAO decided to introduce a student affairs fundraising initiative, the 

next step was securing executive approval. The CSAO narrated how Western 

University’s president agreed to the request to raise funds for student affairs. “I 

approached the president and requested the opportunity to develop an independent 

student affairs fundraising unit … she said, ‘Why?’ ... I said because we’re not getting 

any action. She said ‘OK.’” In reflecting on this conversation: “It was very informal. I 

provided no data” (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 

2009).  

After the president and provost approved the student affairs fundraising initiative, 

the CSAO embarked on raising funds for a large capital project: a multimillion dollar 

concourse linking the central campus to the student center. The concourse’s cost was $10 
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million (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009). Along 

with the president’s blessing to begin fundraising, the CSAO also received the president’s 

approval to approach a member of the board of trustees for a large gift to support the 

capital project. This resulted in a multimillion dollar gift that was an auspicious 

beginning for the student affairs fundraising effort.   

In these early days of the initiative, the CSAO expressed excitement and pride of 

authorship in establishing the student affairs fundraising effort: “We built it and we 

financed it … our first parlor events were exciting. It was the first time that we had done 

it. Every event yielded someone who could be a potential donor.” Early in the initiative, 

the CSAO, the sole individual asking for gifts, recognized that assistance was needed to 

carry out fundraising functions. 

Soon after the CSAO secured the first million dollar gift for the project, the 

CSAO hired the first student affairs fundraiser for the division and Southern University 

assigned a central development officer as a liaison to the unit. The student affairs 

fundraiser functioned as a major gift officer to raise the $10 million for the student center 

concourse project. In doing so, this individual “really got the office established” 

(Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009). Initially, the 

student affairs fundraiser was given the responsibility to devote 50% of the time to the 

capital project, 25% to developing a career center fundraising initiative, and 25% to all 

other student affairs initiative. In reality, according to the CSAO, the first student affairs 

fundraiser ended up spending 90% of the time on the capital project (Southern University 

CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009).   
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At the same time, development assigned a central development officer, with 

decades of experience in the field, to the student affairs unit to coordinate strategic 

planning as well as donor identification and solicitation for the capital project. This 

decision by the development division leadership placed student affairs among the other 

school and unit priorities. It was a sign that student affairs had been formally recognized 

by Southern University as a fundraising priority. In the development officer’s words 

(personal communication, April 30, 2009), student affairs had been placed among the 

“five priorities of the provost” from a fundraising perspective. This caused a shift in 

institutional culture in which, in the development officer’s words, individuals grasped 

that “you can’t separate the curricular and cocurricular” in “tying together our academic 

programs and co-curricular programs.” In this model, student affairs was “critical to what 

is happening to the academic life of the university” (Southern University development 

officer, personal communication, April 30, 2009). Thus, with the hiring of a student 

affairs fundraiser and the assignment of a development officer as a liaison to the effort, 

Southern University recognized the importance of student affairs fundraising to 

institutional objectives. 

The resources dedicated to student affairs fundraising paid dividends: the 

fundraising goal was reached within the established time frame and, by 2007, the 

concourse project was funded, implemented, and constructed. In summary, initially, the 

student affairs fundraising effort was, in the CSAO’s (personal communication, March 

23, 2009) words, “founded on a single significant project that allowed student affairs to 

get some visibility quickly.” This second stage included the CSAO’s launch of a student 

affairs fundraising initiative, hiring of a full-time staff member dedicated to student 
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affairs fundraising, the assignment of a central development staff member to the unit for 

support, and the successful management of a capital project fundraising campaign.    

Stage Three: Building Fundraising Infrastructure  

By 2007, with the capital project completed, the CSAO planned the next stage of 

Southern University’s student affairs fundraising initiative. The first major gift officer 

had moved on to another position, and this presented the CSAO (personal 

communication, March 23, 2009) with the opportunity to ask, “What are the new 

priorities? What are my development needs?” Over the course of a year, the CSAO, with 

the help of senior leader in the development division, revised the student affairs 

fundraising objectives and student affairs fundraiser’s responsibilities by helping 

“constitute our development needs and change the position description.” While the first 

student affairs fundraiser was a major gift officer, the result was a different focus for the 

student affairs development position, which was, in the CSAO’s words, “a more generic 

development officer.”  

This, in turn, led to a phase in fundraising that was, according to the CSAO, 

signified by the transformation of “our development efforts to a steady state model rather 

than a big project model.” In this “steady state model,” the student affairs fundraising was 

charged by the CSAO to construct an infrastructure involving a “network of friends,” 

fundraising database, publications, and website (Southern University CSAO, personal 

communication, March 23, 2009). Therefore, in the beginning of the third stage, the 

CSAO shifted the emphasis from soliciting large gifts to building a lasting student affairs 

fundraising infrastructure. 
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Once the second fundraiser started work, the CSAO communicated clear 

expectations to build a “permanent foundation” for Southern University’s student affairs 

fundraising initiatives (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 

2009). At the same time, the CSAO recognized that this was not an easy task for a “one-

person shop”: “your job is different, your job is to build a development infrastructure, and 

we will work together on a set of initiatives.” The student affairs fundraiser, who had 

political fundraising but no student affairs experience, found that this “was definitely a 

daunting task when I started. When I first worked with the vice president and asked, 

‘What are we raising money for?’ he said, ‘Well, we have to figure that out’” (Southern 

University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 3, 2009). In fact, 

during the first year on the job, the CSAO told the student affairs fundraiser that “You 

don’t have to raise any money this year.” Instead of being assessed on dollars raised, the 

student affairs fundraiser’s performance was judged, according to the student affairs 

fundraiser, “on relationship building, both internally and externally” (Southern University 

student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 3, 2009). Therefore, the CSAO 

charged the second student affairs fundraiser with building the fundraising infrastructure 

rather than raising money for initiatives.   

One of the significant features of building the fundraising infrastructure was the 

CSAO and student affairs fundraiser creating student affairs fundraising priorities 

predicated on the institutional and student affairs strategic plans. Prior to the 

identification of student affairs fundraising priorities, the student affairs division had 

taken Southern University’s strategic plan as a starting point for the unit’s strategic plan 

(Southern University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 3, 2009). 
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To do so, the CSAO assembled a “task force” comprising student affairs deans, directors, 

and support staff to take the school and university strategic plans and identify five main 

issues for Southern University’s student affairs strategic plan to address. From there, the 

CSAO wrote the division’s strategic plan and had the entire division participate in 

reviewing and editing the plan and establishing tangible objectives for each of the five 

strategic themes (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009). 

To measure the objectives, the CSAO created an assessment office. By January 2008, the 

CSAO published the strategic plan by posting it on the division’s website.  

Meanwhile, the student affairs fundraiser and the CSAO, according to the CSAO, 

established “the development categories,” or five broad fundraising initiatives that 

stemmed from the student affairs strategic plan themes. According to the web-based case 

statement, these five strategic fundraising categories were initiatives directed at raising 

money for student leadership development, student mental and physical health, student 

career services, student diversity activities, and student civic engagement. 

Once the five broad fundraising categories were established, the student affairs 

fundraiser, with the assistance of student affairs subject matter experts, created specific 

fundraising projects. This prioritization process took the student affairs division about 8 

months, and culminated in a document posted on the unit’s website introducing the five 

priorities and calling for gifts to support these initiatives. In a case statement published as 

a mailer and a web document in spring 2009, each of the categories had five to seven 

examples of tangible services, programs, and activities that donors could contribute to in 

support of the student affairs fundraising priority. To raise funds for these five priorities, 

the CSAO and student affairs fundraiser sent out email messages to potential donors, 
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posted the case statement on the website, and held meetings to raise alumni and parent 

awareness of the initiatives (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 

23, 2009). Thus, the third stage of Southern University’s student affairs fundraising 

history included the CSAO deciding to focus on building a sustainable fundraising 

infrastructure, hiring another student affairs fundraiser to replace a staff member who left 

the unit, and managing the process of creating five long-term student affairs fundraising 

priorities and related objectives. 

In summary, Southern University’s student affairs fundraising history had three 

main stages. The first stage, from the founding of Southern University to the CSAO’s 

arrival in 2001, was signified by an absence of student affairs fundraising and a cursory 

inclusion of student affairs projects among the arts and sciences fundraising priorities. 

The second stage, from 2001 to 2007, featured the CSAO gaining presidential approval to 

launch a fundraising campaign for a capital project, collaborating with development and 

hiring a student affairs major gifts officer, and successfully completing the capital 

campaign. The third stage, from 2007 to April 2009, was distinguished by the maturation 

of student affairs fundraising at Southern University with the CSAO deciding to create a 

student affairs fundraising infrastructure, the hiring of a student affairs fundraiser to work 

on this infrastructure, and the establishing of student affairs fundraising priorities 

predicated on student affairs and institutional missions and strategic plans. 

Student Affairs Fundraising Collaboration at Southern University 

This section describes the partnerships that supported Southern University’s 

student affairs fundraising activities. This section discusses student affairs and 

development collaboration by viewing these and other key partnerships through the 
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perspectives of the CSAO, development officer, and student affairs fundraiser. In 

addition to the interaction between student affairs and development officers, Southern 

University’s student affairs fundraising initiative was also supported by the president, 

provost, student affairs staff members, donors, and unit development officers. Student 

affairs fundraising involved collaboration that transcended the student affairs and 

development divisions. Student affairs and development officer collaboration, however, 

was a central factor in the planning and implementation of student affairs fundraising 

projects at Southern University on the daily and strategic levels. At the same time, this 

collaboration indicated that there were differences in student affairs and development 

subcultures. There was, however, much common ground among the participants’ 

definitions of what constituted successful collaboration in support of student affairs 

fundraising.  

Collaboration in Launching Student Affairs Fundraising 

Southern University’s CSAO interview revealed that student affairs fundraising at 

the university involved collaboration with the president and provost, the vice president 

for advancement, and student affairs staff members. Executive leaders were most 

prominent during the second stage of Southern University’s fundraising history. During 

this stage, the president gave the approval for the CSAO to launch the capital project as 

well as the student affairs fundraising program. In addition, this stage was also marked by 

the president authorizing the CSAO to approach a major donor for a gift to support the 

capital project. At the same time, the development unit, according to the CSAO, 

supported the creation of the student affairs fundraising effort. Therefore, overall 
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institutional support of the student affairs fundraising initiative came with the president’s 

approval of the capital project. 

CSAO’s Perspectives on Collaboration  

The CSAO’s interview (personal communication, March 23, 2009) contained 

examples of collaboration with development officers in two main respects: (a) 

development officers assisting in student affairs fundraising strategic planning and daily 

operations; and (b) student affairs staff members assisting overall institutional 

fundraising, tracking student involvement, and serving as a student organization 

fundraising “gatekeepers.”  According to the CSAO, the main development unit liaison to 

student affairs on strategic and daily fundraising issues was an individual whom the 

CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 2009) nicknamed the “convener of the ‘one-

offs.’” This development staff member played a critical role in assisting student affairs 

with all parts of the fundraising process. In the CSAO’s opinion, this arrangement with 

the development division “works very well.”  

One tangible example of the strategic guidance provided by the development 

officer came in the transition between the first and second student affairs fundraisers, 

when the CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 2009) and the development officer 

reinvented student affairs fundraising objectives and the student affairs fundraiser 

position description. In this third stage of student affairs fundraising history, another 

significant role was raising awareness among all university development officers of 

student affairs fundraising initiatives so that, in the CSAO’s words, “all of the university 

fundraisers are our fundraisers.” Therefore, on both the daily and strategic levels, the 
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CSAO provided examples of the ways development officers supported Southern 

University’s student affairs fundraising.  

The CSAO also described the three ways student affairs fundraising assisted the 

development unit work toward institutional fundraising goals. First, the CSAO stated 

that, once the fundraising initiative began, student affairs became the “gatekeeper of the 

student organizations and all of these individual student ideas. Organizing all of them, 

vetting them, and wrapping them into the student engagement initiative.” Previously, 

development dedicated extensive staff resources to manage student organizations’ 

requests. Student affairs, according to the CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 

2009), “was able to solve that time-consuming problem for development. I said, ‘we’ll 

take that problem off your back.’” Second, the CSAO pointed out that student affairs 

tracked student involvement with specific student organizations to support future donor 

cultivation: “we are doing a far better job tracking student involvement so a decade from 

now we’ll have records.” Last, the CSAO mentioned that the student affairs fundraising 

initiative and personal donor interactions, above all, focused on “being respective of 

larger university fundraising initiatives.” The CSAO explained that “in virtually every 

call I make or contact I make with alumni or corporate gifts, I feel that I should be alert to 

institutional priorities and give interest and attention to these priorities.” This involved 

the CSAO reminding alumni of annual fund contribution obligations and referring donors 

interested in other institutional priorities to other gift officers. Therefore, student affairs 

played a significant role in supporting institutional fundraising activities.   
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Student Affairs Fundraiser’s Perspectives on Collaboration 

In my interview with Southern University’s student affairs fundraiser, the three 

chief collaboration agents included student affairs staff members, central and unit 

development staff members, and donors (personal communication, April 3, 2009). 

Southern University’s CSAO and student affairs staff members were among the chief 

collaborators for the student affairs fundraiser. Southern University’s CSAO assisted in 

all phases of the fundraising process, particularly in forming and reviewing the student 

affairs fundraising priorities. According to the student affairs fundraiser, student affairs 

staff members were also critical in the creation of the fundraising priorities for the unit. In 

addition to the central role in creating the five student affairs fundraising priorities, 

student affairs directors participated in conceptualizing specific projects relating to these 

fundraising priorities. The student affairs fundraiser described the process: “We sat down 

and just brainstormed. If we had a pot of money for leadership or diversity … what 

would you spend your money on?” Therefore, both the CSAO and the student affairs 

staff members were among the important collaborators according to Southern 

University’s student affairs fundraiser.  

Development staff, according to the student affairs fundraiser, collaborated 

closely with Southern University’s student affairs division to raise funds (personal 

communication, April 3, 2009). The student affairs fundraiser, central development 

officers, and unit development officers worked as a fundraising team. Once the student 

affairs fundraiser established relationships with development officers, collaboration 

occurred during all stages of the fundraising process. For example, the student affairs 

fundraiser mentioned meeting with development colleagues frequently to “sit down with 
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them and tell them here is what we’re working on. How do you think this is going to go 

over with a donor … I really take those cues, that advice, and use them.” Another 

interaction occurred when the student affairs fundraiser reviewed lists of donors to be 

invited to student affairs fundraising events with central development staff. The student 

affairs fundraiser explained that this collaboration contributed to building a “very good 

working relationship.” While there were many levels of collaboration between the student 

affairs fundraiser and the development unit, underlying conflicts remain. In reflecting on 

the relationship with development colleagues, the student affairs fundraiser concluded, “I 

would definitely say that it is an ongoing process … we have definitely made some huge 

progress … but people definitely want to maintain control of their prospects.” Despite 

some of these critiques of the relationship, the student affairs fundraiser collaborated 

closely with development staff members on the daily and strategic levels.   

The student affairs fundraiser’s third category of interactions raised during the 

interview involved donors. One telling interaction was with a parent of a Southern 

University student who was asked to contribute to one of the student affairs fundraising 

projects. Because of the economic downturn, the parent, in response, raised the idea of an 

alternative idea: to hold a career event for students with parents and alumni in her region 

working in a specific industry. The student affairs fundraiser collaborated with the parent 

on the idea and explained the significance of this interaction: “the idea is to keep her 

engaged and then to make her feel invested in what we’re doing. When it does feel like 

wealth is there again, then the opportunities will arise and we will benefit from this” 

(personal communication, April 3, 2009). Therefore, according to Southern University’s 



              

 

 

199 
 

student affairs fundraiser, the CSAO and other student affairs staff members, 

development officers, and donors were among the main collaborators.  

Development Officer’s Perspectives on Collaboration  

Southern University’s development officer, who served as the main liaison to 

student affairs, identified three main collaborations between student affairs and 

development for student affairs fundraising: (a) development assisting with daily 

fundraising operations; (a) development supporting student affairs’ insertion of 

fundraising projects among institutional priorities; and (c) the CSAO serving as an 

effective institutional fundraising agent.   

First, the development officer assisted student affairs with daily operations as 

reflected in a monthly meeting with the student affairs fundraiser. Both the student affairs 

fundraiser and development officer found these monthly meetings very helpful. The 

development officer viewed the meetings as “very important to keep things moving 

along” (Southern University development officer, April 30, 2009). The meetings covered 

both daily and strategic items, such as, in the development officer’s words, “what’s going 

on, who are the major prospects, how can we help.” The development officer, in 

recognizing that the student affairs fundraiser was a “one-person shop,” offered central 

development support for prospect research, solicitations, cultivation, record keeping, and 

stewardship.  

Second, the development officer’s second major interaction with the student 

affairs unit occurred during the strategic planning process. While student affairs 

established ideas for fundraising priorities, the development unit, according to the 

development officer, “decides whether something is fundable or not…” and whether the 
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project “fits the overall goals of what you’re trying to achieve” (Southern University 

development officer, personal communication, April 30, 2009). This process was a 

negotiation in which the development officer communicated with senior leadership, 

including the CSAO, to “know the top institutional priorities before we can agree to take 

on that piece.” Then, the development officer, CSAO, and student affairs fundraiser 

devised a fundraising strategy to meet these goals.  

Last, the CSAO played a significant role in the overall institutional fundraising 

effort in creating relationships and soliciting donors. According to the development 

officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009), “no one can close better than the 

CSAO.… It is much harder to say no to the CSAO than it is to say no to me.” Thus, the 

CSAO played an important role in institutional fundraising solicitation. Therefore, 

according to Southern University’s development officers, student affairs collaboration 

involved the development unit providing strategic and daily assistance to student affairs 

and also student affairs staff members, particularly the CSAO, supporting development 

objectives. 

Collaboration and Student Affairs and Development Subcultures  

Southern University’s interview included two examples of the ways differing 

student affairs and development subcultures affected the collaboration process. The first 

instance occurred when the student affairs fundraiser asked student affairs staff members 

to develop ideas for student affairs fundraising projects. The process was difficult at first, 

according to the fundraiser (personal communication, April 3, 2009), because student 

affairs staff members were not accustomed to thinking of their initiatives in development 

terms: “Some people had trouble understanding or applying these concepts.” The initial 
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result, according to the fundraiser, was projects that were intangible or things that would 

not attract donor interest. The student affairs fundraiser stated that “it was hard because 

student affairs administrators had not been thinking in terms of what a donor would care 

about.” Once the student affairs staff members understood the type of projects that would 

be attractive to donors, the directors of key student affairs areas supplied ideas and, 

according to the fundraiser, “we started to develop the case statements.” This anecdote 

showed how student affairs staff members struggled in conceptualizing viable student 

affairs fundraising projects. This symbolized the differing student affairs and 

development subcultures, with some student affairs staff members having difficulty 

grasping fundraising concepts.  

The second instance was when student affairs fundraiser talked about how the 

first weeks on the job involved building relationships with central and unit development 

officers to establish “trust” and to “have those colleagues trust that you are not what we 

call ‘prospect poaching’” (Southern University student affairs fundraiser, personal 

communication, April 3, 2009). The student affairs fundraiser explained that while the 

CSAO judged performance on relationship building, other fundraisers were often 

assessed on “dollars in the door.” Building relationships with development officers 

involved the student affairs fundraiser setting up meetings with central and unit 

development fundraisers about “my own fundraising philosophy” and to tell them that “I 

don’t care if it’s me bringing in the dollars—what I care about is that the program is 

successful.” This reassured the fundraising officers whose performance was based 

primarily on dollars raised. This second instance also delineated the differences between 
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student affairs and development subcultures as evidenced in the two units’ differing 

expectations on the role of a fundraising officer.  

Definitions of Successful Collaboration  

Although the student affairs and development officers’ exhibited different views 

on mission, viable fundraising projects, and position descriptions, there were common 

elements in their reflections on what constituted successful collaboration to raise funds 

for student affairs services, facilities, and activities. These perspectives fell into three 

main categories: (a) significance of student affairs fundraising to support institutional 

initiatives; (b) student affairs fundraising compelling new donors to give to the 

institution; and (c) student affairs and development collaboration as a symbiotic activity. 

 First, all three officers connected student affairs fundraising with Southern 

University’s institutional development efforts. Southern University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, March 23, 2009) noted that the overall role of the CSAO position 

required participation “in institutional fundraising broadly.” The CSAO stated that this 

meant raising donor awareness of other institutional fundraising projects and reminding 

donors of annual fund expectations. Overall, the CSAO felt that another expectation as an 

institutional fundraiser was to serve as an “institutional ambassador” who represented the 

student affairs division while also showcasing the university’s “development priorities.” 

Similarly, Southern University’s student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, 

April 3, 2009) pointed out that student affairs fundraising priorities were predicated on 

institutional strategic goals and fundraising priorities. Southern University’s development 

officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) also recognized the importance of 

student affairs fundraising in supporting institutional priorities. In the development 
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officer’s words, student affairs “is critical to what is happening in the academic life of the 

university.”  

 Second, Southern University’s development officer and student affairs fundraiser, 

in particular, viewed student affairs fundraising as a creative and effective way to engage 

Southern University’s donors. The student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, 

April 3, 2009) stated that a new group of donors who had never been contacted by 

Southern University had been identified through their student organization affiliation. 

Likewise, the development officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) felt that 

there was “great opportunity” in the student affairs fundraising area. For one, the 

development officer pointed out that projects with direct connections to student 

engagement were relatively easy ones for which to raise money. In addition, the 

development officer thought that student affairs fundraising was not diverting funds from 

other areas but tapping into a new donor base: “we believe everything that we are doing 

now is added value—dollars that would not have come in otherwise.”  

 Last, Southern University’s student affairs and development collaboration 

produced positive results for both units. For the student affairs division, the development 

unit offered much-needed assistance in all phases of the fundraising process. The 

development officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) noted that “a one-person 

shop can only do so much.” In addition to prospect research, database management, and 

stewardship assistance, the student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 3, 

2009) stated using development colleagues frequently as sounding boards to review 

fundraising strategies. The student affairs fundraiser observed that building relationships 

with development officers has also helped with donors: “donors will see you’re not off 
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doing your own thing and that you are part of the larger institution.” For the development 

division, student affairs also supported unit objectives. The development officer stated 

that the CSAO was among the institution’s most effective fundraisers in closing 

solicitations: “no one can close like the CSAO can.” The CSAO (personal 

communication, March 23, 2009) also believed that student affairs assisted development 

in being the “gatekeeper of student organizations.” This role, in the CSAO’s words, was a 

means of “picking off a nuisance” that diverted development officers’ time and resources. 

The other major collaborative element mentioned by the CSAO and student affairs 

fundraiser was student affairs tracking student involvement to supply development 

officers with accurate rosters for alumni engagement and fundraising purposes. Thus, 

successful collaboration meant that there were benefits for both the student affairs and 

development units.  

In summary, Southern University’s student affairs and development interactions 

formed the central collaborative relationship in student affairs fundraising. Both the 

student affairs fundraiser and development officer played integral roles as liaisons 

between the student affairs and development units. Other parties, including the president, 

provost, central and unit development staff members, student affairs staff members, and 

donors, were also important collaborators. Although Southern University’s student affairs 

and development units had differing subcultures, participants’ definitions of successful 

collaboration had common elements.  

Southern University Case Study Summary 

 This section presented the findings of the case study report on Southern 

University’s student affairs fundraising practices, particularly the collaboration among 
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student affairs, development, and other institutional partners, in carrying out fundraising 

activities. To prepare the case study report, I analyzed data from interviews, documents, 

and observations. To establish the context for the case study, I presented information on 

Southern University’s organizational culture and student affairs and development 

subcultures.  

I organized Southern University’s student affairs fundraising history into three 

distinct stages. The first stage, from the founding of Southern University to the CSAO’s 

arrival in 2001, was distinguished by the absence of an organized student affairs 

fundraising effort, academic priorities subsuming student affairs fundraising projects, and 

the CSAO’s recognition of the institutional barriers to establishing a student affairs 

fundraising initiative. The second stage, from 2001 to 2007, involved the CSAO gaining 

presidential consent to launch a fundraising campaign for a capital project, securing the 

first major gift to support the capital project, hiring a student affairs fundraiser as a major 

gift officer, having a development officer assigned to the student affairs unit as a liaison, 

and successfully completing the capital campaign. The third stage, from 2007 to April 

2009, was marked by the CSAO editing the student affairs fundraising position 

description, introducing a “steady state” fundraising model, leading a student affairs 

strategic planning process that identified major fundraising priorities, and launching a 

campaign to raise funds for these student affairs priorities.  

The overarching theme of the report was the collaboration among student affairs, 

development, and other members of the university community in raising funds for student 

affairs services, activities, and facilities. The most important of these collaborative 

relationships involved interactions among development officers and student affairs staff 
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members, particularly the CSAO and the student affairs fundraiser. Also included among 

the important fundraising relationships were the president, provost, donors, and student 

affairs directors. Although there were examples of student affairs and development 

subculture differences, the relationship also contained evidence of common definitions of 

successful collaboration, as voiced by the student affairs and development officers. 
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CHAPTER VII 

CONTINUING A TRADITION OF EXCELLENCE: 

EASTERN UNIVERSITY’S CASE STUDY REPORT 

Introduction 

This case study report presents this study’s findings on student affairs fundraising 

at Eastern University. This dissertation’s research questions and theoretical framework 

informed facets of this overall topic and formed the major organizing structures for this 

case study report: (a) institutional, student affairs, and development organizational 

cultures and practices; (b) history of student affairs fundraising initiatives, including 

CSAO actions to establish a student affairs fundraising effort and prioritizing student 

affairs fundraising projects among the approved institutional fundraising projects; and (c) 

student affairs and development office collaboration and other partnerships relating to 

student affairs fundraising and how these relationships were perceived by both student 

affairs and development officers.  

Eastern University’s Organizational Culture and Subcultures 

This section delineates attributes of Eastern University’s organizational culture 

and subcultures that overarch student affairs fundraising practices at the university. To 

present Eastern University’s organizational culture, I explore the institutional culture 

before turning to discussions of the student affairs and development subcultures. This 

section applies the theoretical framework of this dissertation, Chaffee and Tierney’s 

(1988) organizational culture model, to Eastern University and its student affairs and 

development units.    
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Eastern University’s Organizational Culture and Practices  

Eastern University’s organizational culture had four major attributes that shaped 

student affairs fundraising practices: (a) amid the recent economic downturn, an 

endowment that was much lower on a total and per capita basis than many of its peer 

institutions; (b) an institutional culture with a legacy of fundraising and alumni 

engagement; (c) an institutional commitment to outside-of-the-classroom activities, 

including community building, diversity, leadership development, and public service; and 

(d) a decentralized administrative structure.  

 From Eastern University’s leaders’ perspective, the university’s endowment 

placed it at a disadvantage compared with peer institutions (Eastern University CSAO 

and development officer, personal communication, April 13, 2009). The endowment, in 

fact, was listed among Eastern University’s weaknesses in its 2008 strategic plan. In 

comparing Eastern University with its peers, the plan stated that the university was at a 

disadvantage when considering other institutions with “larger endowments, smaller 

student bodies, or more limited programmatic scope.” Thus, one of the features of 

Eastern University’s culture was the notion that there were scarce resources for 

competing interests among members of the university community.  

Eastern University’s history, mission, and strategic plan contained evidence of the 

university’s firm commitment to fundraising and alumni engagement. Eastern University 

was endowed with gifts of land and money from its initial benefactors. These concepts of 

alumni supporting the Western University by giving their time and money to the 

institution were woven into the campus culture. Eastern University’s strategic plan, 

released in 2008, had evidence of the prominence of alumni engagement and fundraising 
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in Eastern University’s culture. One of the introductory sections of the plan detailed that 

philanthropy played a significant role in Eastern University’s funding structure. Under 

strengths, the strategic plan noted that Eastern University’s alumni “are extremely loyal 

and supportive of the university.” In addition, the 2008 alumni giving rate of over 30% 

was evidence of alumni loyalty and placed Eastern University among the top 20 

universities nationally in this category (“America’s Best Colleges,” 2009). One of the 

major financial goals of Eastern University’s strategic plan articulated a capital campaign 

goal of $4 billion by 2011 along with a $500 million per year fundraising goal for 2011 

and after. These two milestones formed the short-term objectives for Eastern University’s 

development unit. Thus, Eastern University’s strategic plan placed great emphasis on 

alumni engagement and fundraising, as indicated by a commitment to both activities in 

the organizational culture.  

The interviews I conducted at Eastern University contained evidence of this 

theme of fundraising and alumni engagement as campus traditions. The development 

officer’s (personal communication, April 13, 2009) opening remarks stated that Eastern 

University had a “tradition and legacy of alumni affairs and fundraising.”  After being 

founded with a gift, Eastern University, according to the development officer, had been 

fundraising for a longer time than other institutions which began these activities much 

later in their histories. The development officer (personal communication, April 13, 

2009) elaborated on the alumni engagement theme by stating that alumni activities had 

been a tradition at Eastern University “for over 100 years.” In the development officer’s 

opinion, alumni engagement and donating funds to the Institution were messages 

communicated “to the student body as much as possible” (personal communication, April 
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13, 2009). As a result, both alumni affairs and fundraising formed an integral part of 

Eastern University’s organizational culture.  

 Eastern University’s strategic plan placed student affairs among the institutional 

priorities. While Eastern University’s mission did not directly mention student affairs 

activities, the current strategic plan had a number of references to student affairs’ projects 

and activities. The references to student affairs topics among the overall goals of the 

strategic plan included campus housing, diversity programming outside of the classroom, 

local community service activities, fostering a “learning community … in and beyond the 

classroom,” civic engagement, providing “opportunities for students, faculty, and staff to 

participate together in intellectual, spiritual, cultural, athletic, and service activities,” and 

creating and sustaining “an environment that promotes personal growth and discovery, 

the pursuit of healthy minds and bodies, and engagement in a caring community.”  In 

addition, student affairs, along with Eastern University’s schools and other administrative 

units, had a goal summary page in the strategic plan’s appendix. The page enumerated the 

student affairs unit’s mission and strategic goals. Thus, student affairs activities were 

among the strategic plan’s goals and were listed in the appendix among Eastern 

University’s schools, departments, and administrative areas.  

 Eastern University’s decentralized administrative structure was the final part of 

the organizational culture relevant to student affairs fundraising. Eastern University’s 

decentralized organizational structure was listed as one of the university’s weaknesses in 

the strategic plan. Moreover, during my interviews with student affairs and development 

officers, the decentralized structure of the university arose during each of the interviews 

(Eastern University CSAO and development officer, personal communication, April 13, 
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2009; Eastern University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 30, 

2009). One of the individuals I spoke with pointed out the decentralized nature of alumni 

affairs on campus by stating, “we also have alumni affairs and development in each of the 

colleges … so central alumni affairs sometimes goes one way and colleges go their own 

way … that’s one area where there is disconnect where the potential is great” (personal 

communication, April 13, 2009). Thus, Eastern University has a decentralized, unit-based 

organizational structure.  

 In summary, this section discussed Eastern University’s organizational culture 

relating to student affairs fundraising activities. Eastern University’s concerns with its 

endowment, tradition of alumni affairs and development, commitment to student affairs 

activities, and decentralized organizational structure all influenced the university’s 

student affairs fundraising practices and collaboration.   

Eastern University’s Student Affairs Subculture and Practices  

Eastern University’s student affairs subculture was marked by the following 

attributes: (a) student affairs mission emphasizing financial management and fundraising 

goals; (b) student affairs as a large, centralized unit with endowed service areas and 

positions; and (c) CSAO having veteran experience and reporting to the president. Each 

of these factors influenced the nature of student affairs fundraising at Eastern University 

and the interactions among student affairs and development staff members. 

Eastern University’s student affairs mission statement, above all else, sought to 

support the institutional mission while also detailing the unit’s financial responsibilities 

and fundraising goals. The statement mentioned major student affairs activities to fulfill 

the institutional mission, including such things as student leadership development, civic 
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engagement, academic achievement, and community building. Among these traditional 

student affairs statements, however, was an entry calling for prudent financial 

management: “maintaining a responsible balance between the creation and delivery of 

these programs and services and available human and financial resources.” Also, the first 

divisional goal listed contained a sentence that refers to the Eastern University’s student 

affairs fundraising goals: “Raise funds … to support faculty, students, and facilities in 

support of the learning environment.” Thus, Eastern University’s student affairs mission 

statement indicated that financial management and fundraising were among the unit’s 

core priorities, goals, and activities.   

Eastern University’s student affairs unit, perceived by an interviewee to be a large 

division, had key departments endowed by fundraising and aligned with organizational 

culture and campus needs. The student affairs division, with over 30 departments and 

service areas and over 700 full-time professional staff members, took an expansive, 

customized approach to delivering student support services. In addition to core student 

affairs functions, Eastern University’s student affairs unit also encompassed athletics, 

merit scholars, peer advising, tutoring services, and the university registrar. Two 

individuals with whom I spoke (personal communication, April 13, 2009) considered the 

student affairs division “huge … it just covers … the breadth of the university.…” The 

student affairs division, that same individual stated, had “the largest part of the budget, 

the largest number of staff.” According to these interviewees, student affairs formed the 

third largest unit at the university.  

Key student affairs service areas and positions have been endowed at Eastern 

University. These services and positions indicated the importance of fundraising in the 



              

 

 

213 
 

student affairs organizational culture. The titles of key service areas, including the health 

center, peer advising program, and scholars program, were named after corporations or 

donors who have established endowments for those offices or programs. In addition, key 

student affairs positions, including the athletics director and dean of students, were also 

named after donors who funded these positions. Eastern University’s student affairs 

division’s organizational structure took a centralized approach to delivering student 

services that also included unique departments and endowed positions and services to 

address institutional needs.  

Eastern University’s CSAO was a veteran leader who reported directly to the 

university president. This provided student affairs with visibility on the institutional level. 

Having attended Eastern University as an undergraduate and doctoral student, the CSAO 

had decades of higher education leadership experience and a wealth of institutional 

knowledge accumulated at the time of the interview. In addition, with experience 

managing financial aid, admissions, and student affairs, the CSAO’s skill set and 

managerial talents were well-known at Eastern University (Eastern University, student 

affairs fundraiser, April 30, 2009). This also translated to fundraising being among the 

CSAO’s (personal communication, April 13, 2009) roles for some time: “Part of my 

responsibility is to do some of the … asking. Because I have been at this institution so 

long, I get asked to serve as the university executive … to talk about financial aid.” The 

CSAO’s responsibilities, including over 30 departments and programs with over 700 staff 

members, showed that this leader had earned the trust and respect of Eastern University’s 

executive leadership.   
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In summary, this section discussed four main attributes of Eastern University’s 

student affairs organizational culture, those being the financial and fundraising themes in 

the student affairs mission, large perceived size of the division, endowments supporting 

key service areas and positions, and the CSAO’s veteran leadership. These were all 

factors that influenced student affairs fundraising practices and student affairs and 

development interactions.   

Eastern University’s Development Subculture and Practices  

Eastern University’s development subculture was distinguished by the following 

attributes: (a) centralized organization of the development division with a tradition of 

excellence and success; (b) the development division as a highly functioning enterprise 

with a solid national reputation for fundraising and alumni functions; and (c) recent 

institutional budgetary pressures and development structural changes because of the 

2008–2009 economic downturn. Each of these factors influenced the nature of student 

affairs fundraising at Eastern University and the interactions among student affairs and 

development staff members. 

Eastern University’s development division combined alumni affairs and 

development functions within one unit. The central mission of the division, according to 

the development officer (personal communication, April 13, 2009), was the responsibility 

for “raising money, engaging alumni.” To do this, the development officer emphasized 

that while some units have separate alumni and fundraising functions, “ours is completely 

integrated.” The reason for this, according to the development officer, was related to “the 

engagement step to fundraising … we don’t say this is where alumni affairs leaves off 
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and where development starts.” Thus, Eastern University’s development unit had a 

centralized organization combining alumni affairs and development.  

Eastern University’s development unit had a history of success in engaging 

alumni and raising funds. The development officer (personal communication, April 13, 

2009) stated that a vital part of the unit’s culture was the “University’s tradition and 

legacy of alumni affairs and fundraising.” This history meant that there was a mature 

infrastructure in place, that “we have just been doing it for a long time.” This, coupled 

with the institutional culture attributes, produced a culture of alumni engagement and 

giving that instilled the expectation for students and alumni to give back to the institution: 

“You have the responsibility to share this, to ensure the institution’s success … the 

responsibility of alumni is also to support it and volunteer for it” (Eastern University 

development officer, personal communication, April 13, 2009). This success translated 

into national prominence among higher education fundraising professionals. In recent 

years, the CDO won a national award from the CASE. Moreover, the development officer 

mentioned that enhancing the higher education fundraising profession, in general, was 

among the development unit’s overall goals. Eastern University’s development division 

had a rich heritage and was considered a national leader among advancement units.   

Notwithstanding the development unit’s tradition of successful fundraising and 

alumni engagement, during my visit to Eastern University in April 2009, the economic 

downturn of 2008–2009 was influencing the division in many ways. One interviewee 

remarked that there had recently been widespread changes in the development division: 

“there have been layoffs, redefinitions, retirements, and they are putting all of this back 

together” (personal communication, April 13, 2009). Before my visit, the unit announced 
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that it was reducing the number of staff members in response to a strategic initiative to 

“tighten up resources and increase efficiency.” Campus newspaper reports on the 

reorganization included information that the division was placing larger clusters of major 

giving officers and development officers in major cities. The reorganization also included 

the introduction of software to assist Eastern University reach and keep in contact with 

alumni through a web interface. Development leaders (personal communication, April 

13, 2009) were hopeful that this reorganization would enhance overall unit effectiveness: 

“we’re actually doing it to invest in other parts of the division.” Thus, the final facet of 

Eastern University’s current development culture was reorganization in the midst of the 

2008–2009 recession.   

In summary, this section discussed Eastern University’s development unit’s 

centralized organization, tradition of excellence that has produced recognition in the 

higher education fundraising profession and alumni affairs, and changes in organizational 

structure because of the economic situation.   

History of Eastern University’s Student Affairs Fundraising Init iatives 

 To address the research questions on starting a student affairs fundraising 

initiative, overcoming the barriers to student affairs fundraising, and successfully 

inserting student affairs fundraising projects among institutional priorities, this section 

discusses the history of Eastern University’s student affairs fundraising initiatives.   

Eastern University’s student affairs fundraising history had four main stages: (a) 

stage one, from the Eastern University’s founding to 1995, distinguished by a nascent 

student affairs fundraising effort led by the current CSAO’s predecessor and a long-

standing institutional goal to introduce a residential campus project; (b) stage two, from 
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1995 to 2003, marked by current CSAO’s arrival, executive support of the residential 

project, and collaboration with the president and development to raise funds for a new 

residential campus for upper division students; (c) stage three, from 2003 to 2008, 

signified by the establishment of strategic student affairs initiatives, including residential 

facilities and programs, student center, health and wellness, mental health, civic 

engagement, scholar and mentor programs, and intercollegiate athletics fundraising; and 

(d) stage four, from 2008 to April 2009, featuring the CSAO’s continuing leadership in 

institutional and divisional fundraising and current capital campaign priorities being 

affected by the economic downturn. 

Stage One: Nascent Fundraising Efforts  

Eastern University’s first stage of student affairs fundraising history included the 

hiring of a student affairs fundraiser, the placement of student affairs among institutional 

fundraising priorities, and a focus on donor prospects among alumni with fraternity and 

sorority affiliations. During Eastern University’s capital campaign that ended in 1995, 

according to the CSAO (personal communication, April 13, 2009), some student affairs 

goals were placed among the overall fundraising priorities. The fundraising during this 

first stage, however, centered on soliciting donations from affluent alumni who had 

fraternity and sorority affiliations, and using those funds to enhance Greek life. To 

support the fundraising for student affairs, the CSAO’s predecessor hired the first student 

affairs fundraising officer, who focused primarily on Greek life projects. Meanwhile, the 

institution’s leadership identified a long-standing need to create a residential community 

on campus for sophomores, juniors, and seniors. Therefore, the first stage of student 

affairs fundraising history occurred right before the current CSAO was named to the 
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position and it featured the hiring of a student affairs fundraiser and identification of the 

need for a large residential capital project.  

Stage Two: Capital Project and Expansion of Efforts  

Eastern University’s second stage of student affairs fundraising history began 

when the current CSAO took the post in 1995. In reflecting on 15 years of leading a 

student affairs fundraising effort, the CSAO (personal communication, April 13, 2009) 

stated, “Well, certainly, the community for upper-division students has been the biggest.” 

Immediately upon taking the position, the CSAO was asked by the university president to 

collaborate on a major residential life fundraising project. The CSAO was ready to work 

on this project. Previously, the CSAO successfully managed a successful $75 million 

scholarship campaign at Eastern University.  

The major residential fundraising project, according to the CSAO, was conceived 

because of an institutional need to house sophomores, juniors, and seniors. This issue 

vexed Eastern University for over 2 decades (personal communication, April 13, 2009). 

The CSAO attributed the project to the board giving the president a mandate to address 

the issue with a far-reaching initiative: “It was because of the president. It was his 

priority. You don’t get a $100 or $200 million dollar commitment without it being a 

priority of the president” (Eastern University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 

2009).  Therefore, the student affairs fundraising program was expanded with a large 

residential life capital project that was a priority of Eastern University’s board and 

president.  

 During all stages of the residential project, the CSAO worked closely with 

Eastern University’s president to conceptualize and implement this institutional priority. 
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Initially, the CSAO and president, in the CSAO’s words, “spent a lot of time figuring this 

out, what was going to be the right model” (personal communication, April 13, 2009). In 

the end, it was the president’s idea of having all first-year students located in a specific 

sector of campus and to construct residential facilities to accommodate the sophomores, 

juniors, and seniors (Eastern University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 

2009). This large capital project brought with it a price tag of over $200 million. Once 

this was the residential model to be implemented, the president, according to the CSAO, 

said, “I’ll go to the board to seek the financial support. You need to get your staff on 

board with this new model and educate them about what we’re going to do.”  

The CSAO also had the responsibility of assembling a faculty, student, and staff 

committee to put together the residential plan. In addition, the CSAO managed the 

student affairs fundraiser, who played a crucial role in raising funds for the residential 

facility. In reflecting on these early days, the CSAO (personal communication, April 13, 

2009) stated, “I had the good fortune of being vice president at a time when this was a 

priority of the president and the board.” This priority translated into the residential project 

as well as other student affairs initiatives being included among capital campaign and 

annual fund priorities. Therefore, the second stage of Eastern University’s student affairs 

fundraising history included the conceptualization and launch of a major residential 

project and related fundraising campaign because of an institutional priority supported by 

the board and the president as part of the larger institution’s comprehensive fundraising 

campaign.   
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Stage Three: Fundraising Successes Continue  

Eastern University’s third stage of student affairs fundraising featured the 

completion of the residential initiative and the CSAO and student affairs fundraiser 

conducting fundraising campaigns, encompassing both opportunistic and strategic 

priorities, to build on the success of the capital project.  

In this stage, with the successful completion of the residential project and its 

fundraising goals, Eastern University’s executive leaders viewed student affairs as a 

formal fundraising unit in the same fashion as the library or one of the schools.  

According to the CSAO (personal communication, April 13, 2009), student affairs 

fundraising evolved at Eastern University to the point at which student affairs was 

considered to be similar to a school or unit like the library. In the CSAO’s words, “We 

take on the responsibility to raise funds the same as schools take on responsibility for 

fundraising.”  

To continue the fundraising momentum, the CSAO, student affairs fundraiser, and 

development liaison created opportunistic and strategic fundraising campaigns. 

Opportunistic student affairs fundraising initiatives were the result of specific divisional 

or institutional needs or donor interests. Fundraising addressed student affairs divisional 

needs by endowing the student health center and sponsoring mental health awareness 

programs for the university community. According to the CSAO (personal 

communication, April 13, 2009), mental health projects garnered “significant, multi-year 

commitments from donors and foundations.” The donations funded a mental health 

outreach system for students with on-call counselors for peak periods during midterms 
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and final exams as well as a student mental health awareness training program for faculty 

and staff members.  

Donor interests also spurred fundraising to support Greek life programs. In fact, 

according to the CSAO, throughout Eastern University’s student affairs fundraising 

history, the unit has “had great success in the Greek life area.” These fundraising efforts 

capitalized on Eastern University’s large Greek system and the large number of the 

university’s alumni willing to support their fraternity or sorority. In addition to 

supporting individual chapters, donors, primarily alumni, sponsored leadership, advising, 

and mentor programs for fraternity and sorority members. Thus, fundraising supported 

opportunistic projects that addressed institutional needs and appealed to donor interests.  

The student affairs “strategic priorities,” including residential programs, first-year 

retention and academic support programs, mental health initiatives, recreation center, and 

civic engagement, were established as a result of division-wide discussions on funding 

key programs and services to fulfill institutional and student affairs goals. According to 

the CSAO (personal communication, April 13, 2009), these strategic priorities were 

created when “we tried to think about across the division, recognizing each unit will have 

operational priorities.” The budget and development units reviewed these fundraising 

priorities, according to Eastern University’s CSAO and development officer (personal 

communication, April 13, 2009), to determine the projects’ fundraising and budgetary 

feasibility. Then, the priority list was escalated to the president, provosts, and senior 

leadership for approval. The end result was the inclusion of these projects among Eastern 

University’s annual fund priorities.  
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Initially, residential communities, first-year student support, and mental health 

outreach and education were among the first student affairs strategic priorities 

established. Later, the CSAO added civic engagement to the division’s strategic 

fundraising priorities. Fundraising for these strategic priorities was galvanized by their 

continued inclusion among Eastern University’s annual fund goals. By the 2007/2008 

academic year, the student affairs division’s annual report included articles and blurbs 

recognizing donors and showing the influence of donations on individual students. One 

intention of the annual report, according to the CSAO (personal communication, April 

13, 2009), was to “show the donors how their dollars are making a difference.” 

Therefore, the third stage of Eastern University’s student affairs fundraising history 

included the transition from the capital project to a series of student affairs fundraising 

projects that were inserted among annual fund and capital campaign priorities.   

Stage Four: Recession and Retrenchment  

By 2008, initial indications were that Eastern University was entering a fourth 

stage of student affairs fundraising history. Time will tell whether this was indeed another 

stage of student affairs fundraising history or just a temporary realignment due to the 

2008–2009 recession. Nevertheless, between 2008 and April 2009, this stage was 

dominated by retrenchment in terms of a shift in institutional priorities from capital 

projects to raising funds for financial aid and student affairs fundraising practices affected 

by the development unit’s reorganization. The CSAO described how student affairs 

priorities were eclipsed by other institutional priorities, primarily raising funds to support 

scholarships: “Now, we’re in a capital campaign and financial aid is our number one 

priority, and endowed scholarships are second. So, here we sit with these things being 
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important, we are saying, ‘how about us?’” (personal communication, April 13, 2009). 

This, in turn, caused student affairs to shift their own priorities away from capital 

projects: “we’ve reprioritized things to take a lot of money out of facilities” (Eastern 

University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 2009). The result was a focus on 

residential programming, first-year advising, tutoring, and programming, career services, 

and mental health within the annual fund’s fundraising priorities. At the same time, the 

CSAO asked the student affairs staff to narrow their fundraising priorities, given the 

institutional priorities and current economic situation. Therefore, the economic situation 

and its affect on Eastern University led to student affairs shifting fundraising priorities 

away from capital projects and a narrowing of divisional fundraising priorities.  

 Student affairs fundraising was also influenced by the changes in the development 

division. One interviewee remarked about the current state of Eastern University’s 

development office that “you are getting the Eastern University at its most disruptive 

time, with the restructuring of its fundraising efforts” (personal communication, April 13, 

2009). For one, a development position dedicated to raising funds from donors with 

fraternity and sorority ties to support the Greek system was eliminated. In addition, with 

the implementation of a new alumni affairs model, the CSAO felt that there would soon 

be changes in student affairs fundraising practice. This theme of change, shifts, and new 

models pervaded many of the conversations on student affairs fundraising. In the words 

of the CSAO: “From the structure as I have seen, and it may be in complete flux in the 

future, it seems that we will continue to have a director of student affairs fundraising” 

(personal communication, April 13, 2009). This was further evidence that student affairs 

fundraising was undergoing a period of transformation. In turn, the reorganization of the 
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development unit meant changes in the relationships among student affairs and 

development staff members. Therefore, during my visit, student affairs fundraising was in 

a transitional phase caused by the economic downturn and the resulting changes in the 

development unit’s organizational structure and institutional fundraising and financial 

priorities.   

 In summary, Eastern University’s student affairs fundraising history spanned four 

major periods. The first stage, from Eastern University’s founding to 1995, involved the 

establishment of a student affairs fundraising position and a focus on Greek life 

initiatives. The second stage, from 1995 to 2005, included the current CSAO’s 

appointment, the president and CSAO planning and implementing a major residential 

capital project, and the identification of other student affairs fundraising projects. With 

the completion of the residential project, the third stage, between 2005 and 2008, featured 

the establishment of additional student affairs priorities, both as opportunistic and 

strategic projects. The fourth stage, between 2008 and April 2009, brought a 

retrenchment in student affairs priorities in response to economic conditions and a time of 

change brought on by a development unit reorganization. Additional time is needed to 

indicate whether this fourth stage marked a permanent reduction in resources in support 

of student affairs fundraising or a just a temporary realignment brought on by 

extraordinary economic circumstances. 

Student Affairs Fundraising Partnerships at Eastern University 

This section describes the partnerships that supported Eastern University’s student 

affairs fundraising activities. This section discusses student affairs and development 

collaboration by viewing these and other key partnerships through the perspectives of the 
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CSAO, development officer, and student affairs fundraiser. In addition to the interaction 

between student affairs and development officers, Eastern University’s student affairs 

fundraising initiatives were also supported by the president, student affairs staff 

members, students, donors, central and unit development officers, and, to a lesser extent, 

faculty members and academic officers. Student affairs fundraising involved 

collaboration that transcended the relationships between the student affairs and 

development divisions. The student affairs and development officer collaboration, 

however, was a central factor in the planning and implementation of student affairs 

fundraising projects at Eastern University on the daily and strategic levels. The student 

affairs and development units had different subcultures and missions. The study’s 

participants, however, had similar notions of what constituted successful fundraising 

collaboration.   

Collaboration to Support the Residential Project  

The largest project in Eastern University’s student affairs fundraising history, the 

$200 million residential initiative, was evidence of multifaceted student affairs 

fundraising partnerships. The project’s inspiration derived from the president and board 

of trustees who approved the initiative as an institutional priority. The president and 

CSAO collaborated on the idea behind the initiative. Then, the president, board, CSAO, 

and development unit handled the financing of the project while the CSAO, student 

affairs unit, academic affairs staff members, and students formed the steering committee 

for the project. While the roots of the student affairs fundraising initiative occurred before 

the CSAO was named to the position, these collaborations were what triggered, in the 

CSAO’s words (personal communication, April 13, 2009), “our development unit 
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treating us like the other units or schools or athletics.” Therefore, the largest project in 

Eastern University’s student affairs fundraising history involved a variety of 

collaborations that spanned the university.  

CSAO’s Perspectives on Collaboration 

In addition to partnerships formed for the residential initiative, my interview with 

Eastern University’s CSAO (personal communication, April 13, 2009) contained 

evidence of collaboration with the student affairs fundraiser, student affairs staff 

members, development unit, and donors as the major interactions in student affairs 

fundraising. In the CSAO’s years of service at Eastern University there were three 

student affairs fundraisers (Eastern University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 

2009). The student affairs fundraiser reported to development as a unit officer. The 

CSAO explained that the strength of this arrangement was that development “can manage 

this person for security purposes” to provide oversight over fundraising financial 

transactions and donor records primarily. The other major strength to having the student 

affairs fundraising report to the development unit was that that “is where the expertise 

around fundraising is.” There was a close proximity and much contact between the 

CSAO and the student affairs fundraiser: the fundraiser sat in an office adjacent to the 

CSAO and attended student affairs senior staff meetings. The CSAO also delineated the 

student affairs fundraiser’s crucial role in the student affairs fundraising effort: “having a 

director based in the unit is critical because that person can do more travel than myself 

alone. That person can do 'the ask' or position me to do 'the ask'” (Eastern University 

CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 2009). Therefore, the CSAO and student 
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affairs fundraiser collaborated closely to raise funds in what was perceived by the CSAO 

to be an effective partnership.   

The CSAO also worked closely with student affairs staff members in identifying 

the student affairs fundraising priorities. This process involved student affairs assistant 

vice presidents, deans, and directors preparing “wish lists” for projects for submission to 

the CSAO and for further discussion. The end goal was “articulating a set of priorities 

that we tried to think about across the division, recognizing each unit would have 

operational priorities” (Eastern University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 

2009). In some cases, depending on institutional priorities established by Eastern 

University’s executive leaders, the CSAO had to announce to student affairs staff that 

“we have to … narrow our priorities, and I have to police my staff and say that the way 

we are going to support your area is through annual fund giving.”   

The development division figured prominently in my interview with Eastern 

University’s CSAO. One of the CSAO’s comments succinctly summarized her view of 

the relationship between student affairs and development: “I am the consumer of dollars. 

They are the generator of dollars” (personal communication, April 13, 2009).  In 

addition, the CSAO attributed part of the fundraising success to the development unit 

handling the student affairs division like the other schools or units. At the same time, the 

CSAO also recognized that the development division “is where the expertise around 

fundraising is.” Thus, according to the CSAO, the development unit had a vital role in 

student affairs fundraising. 

Students and donors, primarily alumni and parents, were also among the 

collaborators mentioned in my discussion with the CSAO. The CSAO emphasized the 
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utility of having students participate in fundraising campaigns for their own development 

and to support the campaign itself: “they become a large part of the case statement … 

then you would let a student speak with a donor. All you had to do was get out of the way 

at that point” (personal communication, April 13, 2009). Students also figured 

prominently in Eastern University’s annual report from 2007 to 2008, which included 

examples of how fundraising projects influenced individual students. Donors were 

prominent participants in the student affairs fundraising process. In the CSAO’s words, 

when cultivating alumni donors, “the student life area is a great way to begin a 

conversation with a prospective donor … for many folks, while they may have had a 

terrific education experience, what they remember are their student involvements.” At the 

same time, parents are also a natural donor group: many parents “want to do it in the 

student life area” particularly through annual fund gifts (Eastern University CSAO, 

personal communication, April 13, 2009). Donors also exercised agency in determining 

the shape of student affairs fundraising initiatives. The CSAO spoke of donors with 

interests in Greek life creating the concept of a Greek leadership mentoring program at 

Eastern University. In addition, an alumna interested in mental health donated funds to 

sponsor a communications program to raise awareness among members of the campus 

community on mental health issues. Therefore, both students and donors played 

significant roles in Eastern University’s student affairs fundraising effort. In summary, 

from the CSAO’s perspective, Eastern University’s president, student affairs fundraiser, 

development unit, student affairs staff, students, and donors were among the major 

partners in student affairs fundraising.  
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Student Affairs Fundraiser’s Perspectives on Collaboration  

During the conversation, the student affairs fundraiser referenced three major 

categories of collaborators: (a) the CSAO and other student affairs staff members; (b) 

development staff members; and (c) donors.  

At the time of the site visit, the student affairs fundraiser had served for over a 

decade at Eastern University as a development officer and had been working in the 

student affairs division for about 3 years at the time of our conversation (Eastern 

University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 30, 2009). Eastern 

University’s student affairs fundraiser, with grounding in development and student affairs 

culture, served in a crucial role for the student affairs fundraising initiative. The student 

affairs fundraiser believed the position was as an “embedded officer,” that while 

reporting to the development unit, the “people I see every day are the student affairs 

people” (Eastern University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 30, 

2009). The student affairs fundraising viewed the role as having six main parts: annual 

fund management, major gifts, stewardship, systems management, communications, and 

prospect management.  

Sitting adjacent to the CSAO, the student affairs fundraiser partnered most often 

with the CSAO, student affairs staff members, and development officers. Eastern 

University’s student affairs fundraiser’s central working relationships were with the 

CSAO and other student affairs staff members. The individual the student affairs 

fundraiser worked most closely with is the CSAO, who is located “only four steps away 

from me.” The student affairs fundraiser’s main responsibility was “to make sure that the 

CSAO’s priorities are attended to,” relating to the strategic planning and daily 
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management of student affairs fundraising activities (Eastern University student affairs 

fundraiser, personal communication, April 30, 2009). The student affairs fundraiser made 

the point that these activities extended to the CSAO’s “leadership team, for example the 

dean of students or director of the health center.” According to the student affairs 

fundraiser, this collaboration included attendance at student affairs senior staff meetings 

and working with “all of the student affairs director and vice presidents,” as well as such 

activities as fundraising trips. One of the student affairs fundraiser’s remarks summed up 

her role for Eastern University’s CSAO and student affairs unit: “when it comes to 

development, I am their eyes and ears.”  

Eastern University’s student affairs fundraiser also reported to and had significant 

collaborations with the development unit. The CDO completed the student affairs 

fundraiser’s performance evaluation (Eastern University student affairs fundraiser, 

personal communication, April 30, 2009). The student affairs fundraiser called most of 

her interactions with the development unit “internal marketing,” or raising development 

officers’ awareness of student affairs fundraising projects and priorities. Some of these 

collaborations, in the student affairs fundraiser’s words, involved briefing “major gift 

officers on what is being offered to students or I offer to make the visit myself … I do 

whatever it takes. I am totally the liaison.” Thus, Eastern University’s student affairs 

fundraiser also had extensive partnerships with development officers.  

 The final constituency that the student affairs fundraiser talked about in the 

conversation was the donor base. According to the student affairs fundraiser, Eastern 

University’s student affairs fundraising donors were primarily parents and alumni 

(Eastern University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 30, 2009). 
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In fact, the student affairs fundraising listed meeting donors as the favorite aspect of her 

job: “talking to people about life … and people who say yes to the visit are already self-

selecting. Already interested in giving. Therefore, very interesting to us” (Eastern 

University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 30, 2009). The 

student affairs fundraiser emphasized the importance of engaging donors and collecting 

their ideas throughout the development process. Therefore, the student affairs fundraising 

main collaborators included the CSAO and other student affairs staff members, 

development officers, and donors.  

Development Officer’s Perspectives on Collaboration  

Eastern University’s development officer’s interview also contained evidence of 

student affairs and development collaboration to raise funds for student affairs projects. 

From the CDO’s perspective, the chief collaboration between development and student 

affairs occurred as formalized interactions. The CDO (personal communication, April 13, 

2009) explained that “we have a formal relationship and agreement, a memorandum of 

understanding … to raise funds for … approved priorities.” The CDO also recognized the 

relevance of student affairs projects, particularly the residential initiative, to enhancing 

student life in providing “a top-shelf experience.” This outside-of-the-classroom 

experience, according to the CDO, had great value for students and the institution: “They 

are not just going for academic coursework. They are going for all of the rest of the 

experience.” Therefore, the CDO portrayed student affairs and development collaboration 

as a formalized process tied to the central institutional mission.   

The CDO’s interview also emphasized the agency of donors, particularly students, 

alumni, and parents, in raising funds for student affairs programs and activities. Alumni 
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engagement occurred during student orientation when, according to the CDO, students 

were told “you are here because someone made it possible for you to be here … it’s part 

of your opportunity and obligation that the university is in perpetuity … it’s kind of the 

responsibility and a stewardship” (Eastern University development officer, personal 

communication, April 13, 2009). This theme of giving back to Eastern University was 

also reinforced, according to the development officer, through alumni engagement 

initiatives linked to student affairs fundraising events and activities. These initiatives 

called for alumni to support the university by volunteering or donating money to their 

previous student organizations and activities. Therefore, the content of the interview with 

Eastern University’s development officer indicated the main student affairs fundraising 

collaborators were student affairs staff members, development officers, and students, 

alumni, and donors.  

Collaboration and Student Affairs and Development Subcultures  

During the conversations with participants, there was evidence of the differing 

subcultures present among the student affairs and development staff members. From the 

student affairs fundraiser’s vantage point, the student affairs and development units at 

Eastern University had differing cultures. According to the student affairs fundraiser 

(personal communication, April 30, 2009), student affairs staff members were “in the 

business of student development no matter what.” This translated into student affairs staff 

members seeking to produce the most positive student experience. By contrast, 

development officers “are looking at the bottom line and saying how can I use my 

resources most strategically … they are coming at it from a business angle” (Eastern 

University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 30, 2009). The 
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student affairs fundraiser believed that these differing perspectives sometimes clashed. 

One example dramatized these cultural differences between development and student 

affairs: “When I am in a senior staff meeting, the financial person and I are the ones on 

the other side of the table saying ‘no.’ They say turn on the faucet of fundraising. It is not 

a faucet. I can’t just launch the fundraising immediately and get dollars. Therein lies the 

creative conflict.” Thus, the conversation with the student affairs fundraiser revealed 

some of the differences in student affairs and development subcultures at Eastern 

University and how these differing missions sometimes caused rifts.     

The CDO identified some areas of improvement for student affairs and 

development interactions that also showed divergent student affairs and development 

culture, perspectives, and world views. The CDO’s critique of student affairs activities 

contained evidence of the differing student affairs and development subcultures. The 

CDO thought that the student affairs and development relationship could “be a lot 

stronger than it is.” The CDO raised two major examples of areas of improvement. First, 

the CDO felt that Eastern University’s 700 student organizations were very 

entrepreneurial, and that this “put a lot of pressure on us” because student affairs was not 

serving as a liaison between the student organizations and the development unit. The 

CDO explained that each year, with new student organization leadership, “every student 

asks us ‘help us raise money for this and that … the need never subsides with every 

student group … so the demand is huge. It never goes away” (personal communication, 

April 13, 2009). Second, the CDO judged the development and student affairs 

interactions to support alumni engagement and fundraising to be “disjointed.” One 

example of this lack of coordination led to lost opportunities with regard to engaging 
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alumni in career services programs. In the CDO’s opinion, “no matter how many times 

we’ve tried to engage them to make sure that alumni coming back … can take advantage 

of these connections … we don’t seem to make the connection.… I would not say it is 

from a lack of trying on our part. I think it’s just a lack of understanding from the career 

services’ side.” Therefore, the CDO identified two specific areas of improvement for the 

relationship between student affairs and development that showed the differing content of 

the student affairs and development subcultures. 

Definitions of Successful Collaboration  

Although the student affairs and development officers’ exhibited different views 

on mission and constituent groups, there were common elements in their reflections on 

what constituted successful collaboration to raise funds for student affairs services, 

facilities, and activities. These perspectives fell into three main categories: (a) 

significance of student affairs fundraising in supporting institutional initiatives; (b) 

student affairs fundraising providing a means of engaging alumni; and (c) student affairs 

and development collaboration as a symbiotic activity. 

First, all three officers articulated the relevance of student affairs fundraising to 

institutional mission and fundraising objectives. The CSAO (personal communication, 

April 13, 2009) noted that the role carried with it the responsibility to place institutional 

fundraising priorities before student affairs fundraising priorities: “I have no problem 

leading with those on behalf of the university and then position our needs and asking 

levels to respond to the demand.” In fact, the changing economic climate and institutional 

projects has led the CSAO to “narrow our priorities.” This also meant that the CSAO 

sometimes raised funds for projects outside of student affairs in the role of institutional 
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spokesperson. The development officer (personal communication, April 13, 2009) and 

student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 30, 2009) also recognized the 

relevance of student affairs fundraising to supporting a quality student experience.  

Second, student affairs fundraising also produced another way of engaging 

Eastern University’s donors and alumni. The CSAO (personal communication, April 13, 

2009), a veteran fundraiser, noted that “the student life area is a great way to begin a 

conversation with a donor.” The development officer also recognized the significance of 

student affairs in the larger student experience: “students are not just going for academic 

course work, they are going for the rest of the experience” (personal communication, 

April 13, 2009). The development officer stated that this meant that many donors were 

interested in supporting activities they had been involved with as students, such as 

outdoor education, residence life, and living and learning communities. Likewise, the 

student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 30, 2009) also mentioned the 

effectiveness of student activities and involvements in engaging donors and alumni. 

Last, according to study participants, there were mutually beneficial elements to 

student affairs and development collaboration. For the student affairs division, the 

development unit provided much-needed support for fundraising activities. In particular, 

the student affairs fundraiser at Eastern University, a member of the development unit, 

lent crucial fundraising assistance to the student affairs fundraising effort. According to 

the CSAO, the student affairs fundraiser, as a development staff member, was critical to 

the daily functioning of student affairs fundraising operations (personal communication, 

April 13, 2009). For development, student affairs, according to the CSAO, served as the 

subject matter experts for fundraising projects addressing campus life. Overall, the 
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student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 30, 2009) concluded that 

development “always benefits when they can use the partnership with student services.” 

The student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 30, 2009) listed three 

major ways that student affairs assisted institutional fundraising. First, student affairs 

staff often helped development arrange tours of residential, recreational, or student health 

facilities for donors and called meetings with students. Second, student affairs staff 

members assisted in providing development with ideas for fundraising priorities for the 

parent program. Last, student affairs staff members were active in supporting alumni 

affairs during homecoming weekend. The development officer (personal communication, 

April 30, 2009) also recognized the significance of student affairs in stimulating donor 

interest in funding activities they had been involved with as students. In turn, this 

produced new prospects for the development unit.  

In summary, Eastern University’s student affairs and development interactions 

formed the central collaborative relationship in student affairs fundraising. The student 

affairs fundraiser played a critical role as the liaison between the student affairs and 

development units. Other parties, including the president, provost, central and unit 

development staff members, student affairs staff members, students, and donors, were 

also important collaborators. Overall, the conversations contained evidence of the 

differing student affairs and development subcultures and tension points that arise as a 

result. At the same time, participants had very similar definitions of what constituted 

successful student affairs fundraising collaboration.  
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Eastern University Case Study Summary 

 This section presented the findings of the case study report on Eastern 

University’s student affairs fundraising efforts, particularly the collaboration among 

student affairs, development, and other institutional partners in carrying out fundraising 

activities. To prepare the case study report, I analyzed data from interviews, documents, 

and observations. To establish the context for the case study, I presented information on 

Eastern University’s organizational culture and student affairs and development 

subcultures.  

I organized Eastern University’s student affairs fundraising history into four 

distinct stages. The first stage, from the founding of Eastern University to the CSAO’s 

arrival in 1995, was marked by the hiring of a student affairs fundraiser and inserting 

some student affairs projects, primarily Greek life initiatives, among institutional 

priorities. The second stage, from 1995 to 2003, involved the CSAO gaining presidential 

and board approval to launch a fundraising campaign for a capital project, collaborating 

with the president and an institution-wide committee to plan the project, and successfully 

completing the capital campaign. The third stage, from 2003 to 2008, was marked by the 

maturation of the student affairs fundraising at Eastern University with the insertion of 

student affairs projects, primarily Greek life and mental health initiatives, among annual 

fund priorities. The fourth stage, from 2008 to April 2009, was signified by change and 

shifting priorities in student affairs fundraising brought on by the recent economic 

downturn and the reorganization of the development unit.  

The overarching theme of the report was the collaboration among student affairs, 

development, and other members of the university community in raising funds for student 
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affairs services, activities, and facilities. The most important of these collaborative 

relationships involved interactions among development officers and student affairs staff 

members, particularly the CSAO and the student affairs fundraiser. Also included among 

the fundraising relationships are the president, donors, students, and student affairs 

directors. The interactions among student affairs and development staff members 

revealed clear divergences in mission, vision, and priorities for these two units. At the 

same time, there were common themes among participants’ definitions of successful 

student affairs fundraising collaboration. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

THREE FUNDRAISING MODELS, BUT ALL WITH SUCCESSFUL RESULTS: 

CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS REPORT 

Introduction 

 In this chapter, I present the case study analysis and findings from across the three 

site visit reports. The organization of this section follows the same format as the case 

study reports. I discuss cross-case analyses of the institutional organizational cultures, 

student affairs and development subcultures, student affairs fundraising histories, 

particularly the process of having student affairs projects listed among institutional 

priorities, collaboration among student affairs officers, development officers, and other 

individuals in support of student affairs fundraising initiatives, student affairs and 

development subcultures, and definitions of successful collaboration for fundraising.   

Institutional, Student Affairs, and Development Cultures 

This section delineates attributes of the three institutions’ organizational culture 

and subcultures that overarched student affairs fundraising practices at the universities. 

To present a cross-case analysis of the three institutions’ organizational cultures, I 

compare the institutional cultures before turning to discussions of the comparative 

student affairs and development subcultures. This section applies the theoretical 

framework of this dissertation, Chaffee and Tierney’s (1988) organizational culture 

model, to the three institutions and their student affairs and development units.    

Organizational Culture and Practices  

The three institutions’ organizational cultures indicated that there were many 

overall similarities in the conditions affecting student affairs fundraising practices at each 
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university. At the same time, there were also unique institutional characteristics that 

influenced student affairs fundraising. The overall convergences in the campus cultures 

included an institutional commitment to fundraising and alumni engagement and 

recognition of the significance of outside-of-the-classroom activities in the student 

experience. The overall divergences were differing endowments, attitudes toward student 

affairs, and institutional reactions to the 2008–2009 recession. 

All three institutions’ organizational cultures shared a rich legacy of fundraising. 

The universities were all originally founded with gifts from donors. Western University 

was endowed primarily by local donors pooling funds. Southern University was funded 

by two major donors. Eastern University was financed by a wealthy family. In addition, 

as indicated in the individual case study reports, all three institutions integrated 

fundraising into their institutional cultures. Parts of the three institutions’ strategic plans 

also emphasized the role of fundraising in ensuring the financial well-being of the 

university. In recent decades, all three institutions completed successful capital 

campaigns with goals ranging from hundreds of millions of dollars to over $1 billion.   

The three institutions also shared strong alumni engagement programs that were 

shaped by individual campus cultures. There was evidence of alumni engagement at each 

of the three institutions. In 2008, each university was among the top 20 institutions 

nationally in annual alumni giving rates. All three institutions used their Greek systems, 

athletic programs, career centers, and student organizations to engage alumni in volunteer 

activities. Western University’s primary alumni engagement activity was Division I 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) football, which according to 

interviewees (personal communication, March 16, 2009) attracted over 100,000 alumni to 
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campus on most home game days. Southern University’s engagement activities included 

Division I National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) men’s and women’s 

basketball as well as the Greek system (Western University CSAO, personal 

communication, March 23, 2009). Eastern University’s engagement activities were 

dominated by alumni involvement in one of the largest Greek systems in the country as 

well as through athletics and student organizations and activities (Eastern University 

CSAO, personal communication, April 13. 2009).  

All three institutions, as specified in the case study reports, acknowledged the 

significance of student affairs in the student experience, yet had customized areas of 

cocurricular focus. Each of the institutions’ missions and strategic plans emphasized such 

cocurricular activities as diversity programming, civic engagement, and student 

development. At the same time, specific outside-of-the-classroom activities differed 

across the three institutions. For instance, Western University’s mission statement and 

strategic plan underscored the importance of school spirit and community. Southern 

University’s mission statement and strategic plan focused on tying the outside-the-

classroom experiences to the central academic activities inside the classroom. Eastern 

University’s mission statement and strategic plan placed emphasis on the student 

residential experience and mental health issues.  

The level of institutional commitment to student affairs activities also varied 

across the three institutions. Western and Eastern universities placed student affairs 

activities and projects in prominent positions in their strategic plans. Southern University, 

however, situated student affairs initiatives in auxiliary, secondary positions in the 

mission statement and strategic plan. Hence, all three institutions numbered student 
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affairs events, programs, and facilities among institutional priorities, but the institutions 

had varying attitudes toward the prioritization of student affairs activities within the 

institutional contexts.       

Turning to the financing of higher education, the three universities’ endowments, 

vital statistics to measure the financial health of an institution, also showed differences 

among the three institutions. As of June 2008, all three institutions were among the top 

20 universities in endowment funds (Council for Aid to Education, 2009). Fundraising 

experts, however, argue that more telling statistics on endowment size include viewing 

the endowment dollars per student along with total endowment dollars (Blumenstyk, 

2008). Under this equation, Southern University had the largest number of endowment 

dollars per student and also the highest total of endowment dollars. Eastern University, 

with the second highest number of endowment dollars per student and second highest 

number of endowment dollars, was affected by the economic downturn as evidenced in 

budget cuts and the development unit’s reorganization. Western University had the 

lowest endowment and endowment dollars per student. Therefore, the endowments varied 

across the three institutions and influenced the administrators’ perspectives on budgets 

and fundraising.  

During the site visits, each of the three institutions’ student affairs and 

development officers mentioned that the economic situation was a topic of discussion 

among senior leaders. The reactions to this environmental occurrence, however, differed 

among the three institutions’ executive leaders. Western University was sensitive to the 

issues raised by the economic situation, but was proceeding with the construction of the 

student affairs capital project and continuing its student affairs fundraising visits, events, 
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and activities (Western University CSAO, personal communication, March 16, 2009; 

Western University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, March 16, 2009). 

Southern University, likewise, continued its student affairs fundraising activities and took 

the approach that development staff would continue to “keep asking sensitively, but 

unapologetically” (Southern University development officer, personal communication, 

April 30, 2009). Eastern University, however, was marked by the most dramatic changes 

as a result of the economic crisis, with a shift in fundraising priorities from capital 

projects to financial aid scholarships and a reorganization of the development division 

(Eastern University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 2009; Eastern University 

development officer, personal communication, April 13, 2009). Thus, the differing 

endowments, coupled with divergent attitudes of institutional leaders to the economic 

crisis and its affect on the universities’ finances, reflected the distinct organizational 

cultures of the three institutions.   

 In summary, all three institutions shared a legacy of successful fundraising and 

alumni engagement. These legacies were evidenced in the content of the three 

institutions’ missions, strategic plans, and campus artifacts. Each of the three institutions 

also had a commitment to student affairs activities, although these initiatives were often 

overshadowed by other institutional priorities. Western University, Southern University, 

and Eastern University, however, differed in the levels of institutional commitment to 

student affairs activities. The final institutional culture areas, the endowments, and 

executive leaders’ actions to address the economic situation of 2008–2009, also 

delineated the nature of the differing institutional cultures. 
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Student Affairs Subculture and Practices  

The three institutions’ student affairs subcultures contained both convergences 

and divergences that influenced the student affairs fundraising practices at each of the 

universities. The convergences were that all three institutions’ student affairs units had 

veteran leaders with decades of experience in the field, were grounded in similar core 

student affairs missions, and were aligned first and foremost with the institutional 

mission. The divergences included the relative sizes of the three student affairs divisions 

and the specific offices, programs, and services contained under each student affairs 

division’s area of responsibility. Table 5 captures comparative student affairs data.  
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Table 5  

Comparative Student Affairs Data 

 

Category    Western Southern  Eastern  
     University University University  

 
Student Affairs Departments  35  22  30 

Student Affairs Staff Members 500  400   700 

Student Organizations   600  370  800 

CSAO Reporting Structure  To Provost To President To President 

Student Affairs Fundraiser’s  To CSAO To CSAO To CDO 
Reporting Structure 
 

 

 

 All three student affairs units were headed by veteran leaders who had earned 

respect both at the institutions and nationally in the student affairs field. At the time of 

the interview, Western University’s CSAO had worked in the position for 14 years at the 

university, published articles on student affairs topics, held leadership positions in 

national student affairs associations, and was among the university’s senior 

administrative staff (Western University CSAO, personal communication, March 16, 

2009). Southern University’s CSAO had served in the position for 8 years, published 

books and articles on student affairs topics, and was also among the university’s senior 

administrators (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009). 

Eastern University’s CSAO, a three-time graduate of the university, worked at the 

institution for many decades in leadership positions in student affairs, financial aid, and 
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admissions, published articles on student development and alumni engagement, and 

reported to the president (Eastern University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 

2009). Therefore, all three CSAOs were veteran student affairs leaders, earned the respect 

of colleagues at their respective institutions, and enjoyed national recognition for 

achievements in student affairs research and practice. This common attribute of veteran 

leadership was a factor in the inception and expansion of student affairs fundraising at the 

three institutions.  

 All three student affairs units shared common points in their missions and 

strategic plans. All three CSAOs, in their conversations with me, emphasized that the 

starting points for the student affairs mission and strategic plans were the respective 

institutional missions and strategic plans. Although the three institutions’ missions and 

strategic plans had differing elements, the student affairs missions and strategic plans 

shared much common ground in calling for community building, diversity programming, 

civic engagement, student development activities, and academic support systems.  

 The relative sizes of the student affairs divisions varied in terms of number of 

departments, full-time staff members, and student organizations, but indicated 

comprehensive, large units. According to the organizational charts of the three student 

affairs units and interviews with student affairs officers, Eastern University was the 

largest of the student affairs divisions, with over 30 functional areas and 700 full-time 

professional staff members. Western University was in the middle, also with over 35 

departments, but with a full-time professional staff of 500 individuals. Southern 

University, the smallest of the institutions by enrollment size, also had the fewest number 

of departments, with 22, and full-time professional staff members totaling 400 
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individuals. Southern University’s staff numbers, moreover, included facilities 

management and housekeeping departments. Likewise, Southern University had the 

fewest number of student organizations, trailing Western and Eastern universities by 

hundreds of organizations. At the same time, Southern University had less than half the 

total enrollment of Western University. Thus, the three student affairs divisions differed 

in number of full-time staff members, departments, and student organizations. All three 

divisions, however, encompassed many departments, managed large staffs, and hosted 

hundreds of student organizations.  

 There were priorities and functional areas in each of the three student affairs units 

that were unique to each of the universities. Due, in part, to its location in a large city, 

Western University’s student affairs mission and its major capital project, the Western 

University center, emphasized school spirit and community building. Western University 

also had a Mexican-American Alumni Association and Asian-American cultural center to 

engage and support two significant student populations at the university. These 

departments also reflected cultural differences tied to Western University’s regional 

location with easy access to the Pacific Rim and in a state neighboring Mexico. Southern 

University had a Jewish campus center to serve a large student population at the 

university and also had an African-American cultural center to address strategic plan 

diversity initiatives and institutional needs. These service areas also reflected cultural 

differences related to the university addressing diversity issues and, like other Southern 

institutions, contending with historical legacies of racism and anti-Semitism. Both of 

these initiatives were endowed by donors. Eastern University’s service areas included 

peer advising, Greek mentoring, and undergraduate scholars programs that are named 
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after donors who established endowments for these initiatives. Eastern University also 

emphasized mental health as a major area of focus. Therefore, the three student affairs 

divisions’ varied in their priorities and functional areas because of organizational culture, 

student enrollment, and institutional needs. 

 In summary, the three institutions’ student affairs units had similar subcultures, 

yet also had unique characteristics and divisional sizes, predicated on their individual 

campus cultures, which influenced the divisional cultures and, therefore, student affairs 

fundraising practices.   

Development Subculture and Practices 

All three institutions had differing development subcultures that, in turn, 

influenced student affairs fundraising practices. The development units at the three 

institutions varied in their organization, size, and leadership. All three development 

divisions, at the same time, had a successful legacy of engaging alumni and raising funds. 

Table 6 presents comparative development data.   
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Table 6 

Comparative Development Unit Information  

 

Category    Western Southern     Eastern 
     University University University  

 
Development Unit Organizational Decentralized Advancement Advancement  
Model 
  
Number of Development Unit Not available Not available 310 
Staff Members 
 
Goal for Recent Capital Campaigns $2.9 billion $1.5 billion $4 billion 

ended 2006  ended 1998  by 2011 
   
Annual Alumni Giving Rate (2008) 39%  39%  32% 

Top 25 in Total Endowment Dollars X  X  X 

Top Fundraisers (2008)  X  X  X 

 

 

 The organization of the development units was one of the major factors in 

determining the divisional subculture. According to organizational charts and interviews, 

Southern and Eastern universities combined both the fundraising and alumni engagement 

functions under one vice president along the institutional advancement model. Western 

University, by contrast, had a development vice president managing the fundraising 

function and an alumni affairs vice president overseeing the alumni engagement function. 

As indicated in the Western University case study report, that university’s student affairs 

unit was given much more autonomy over its fundraising on the operational and strategic 

levels than were Southern and Eastern universities. This organization reflected two 
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different administrative structures, with Southern and Eastern universities adopting the 

institutional advancement model and Western University having an approach that divided 

the fundraising and alumni engagement functions into two independent units.  

 The relative sizes of the development units at the three institutions, as perceived 

by the study participants, also varied. Western University, although the largest institution 

in terms of enrollment and number of faculty and staff members, had the smallest central 

development unit, numbering under 300 staff members, of the three institutions. Western 

University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009) perceived the university 

to have a comparatively small central development unit. The decentralized institutional 

and development cultures situated many of the fundraisers in the institution’s various 

schools and units. By contrast, while Southern and Eastern universities had unit 

fundraisers, the central development functions included large staffs of over 310 staff 

members at each institution. In fact, Southern University’s development unit, at the time 

of the interview, had recently moved to another office location to provide the division 

with space for additional staff members and was perceived by the CSAO to have a large 

central development unit (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 

23, 2009). Although Eastern University had reduced its development unit by about 70 

staff members in April 2009, the division was still larger than Western University’s 

central development unit.  

 The development units also had variations in their leadership that influenced 

student affairs fundraising practices and collaborative relationships. The development 

units at Southern and Eastern universities were well-known for having CDOs who were 

among the leaders in national and regional higher education fundraising associations. 
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Southern University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 2009) described the 

development unit as a corporate endeavor, and the development officer emphasized the 

high-functioning, collegial nature of the development unit. Eastern University’s 

fundraising and alumni engagement initiatives, led by a CDO with decades of experience 

in the field, received a lifetime achievement award from CASE honoring a long tradition 

of innovation and contributions to the higher education development profession. By 

contrast, Western University’s development unit leader was relatively new to the position 

and led a decentralized, unit-based organizational structure. These two factors provided 

Western University’s CSAO with a great deal of autonomy in fundraising compared with 

the other two universities’ CSAOs.   

 The common denominator, however, in all three institutions’ development units 

was a successful legacy of alumni engagement and fundraising. All three institutions had 

vibrant, active alumni associations. According to their alumni affairs websites, each 

institution offered alumni a variety of services, events, and volunteer opportunities. 

Moreover, alumni engagement was evidenced by the annual alumni giving rates that, in 

2008, exceeded 30% at each of the three institutions (“America’s Best Colleges,” 2009). 

Each institution also had a large endowment and a legacy of fundraising success. All 

three institutions, as of June 30, 2008, were listed among the top 25 higher education 

institutions by market value of their endowments (Chronicle of Higher Education, 2009). 

In addition, for the 2008 fiscal year, all three institutions were listed among the top 20 

fundraising colleges and universities (Council for Aid to Education, 2009a). All three 

institutions had successful capital campaigns in recent decades. Western University, in 

the mid- to early 2000s, completed the largest capital campaign in higher education 
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fundraising history. Southern University also had a successful capital campaign in the 

early 2000s, and more recently announced the completion of a $300 million financial aid 

scholarship campaign. Eastern University had a long history of fundraising success, 

including two successful capital campaigns in recent decades and a current project to 

raise funds for financial aid.  

 In summary, the development units varied in their organization, size, and 

leadership, but the three divisions all had success in engaging alumni and raising funds.  

Student Affairs Fundraising Comparative History 

To address the research questions on starting a student affairs fundraising 

initiative and on successfully inserting student affairs fundraising projects among 

institutional priorities, this section discusses the comparative history of the three 

institutions’ student affairs fundraising initiatives. This section compares the initiatives 

across the stages of each institution’s student affairs fundraising history.  

Because the three student affairs fundraising histories contained divergent events, 

activities, and stages, this section takes a thematic approach. The section begins by 

addressing student affairs fundraising trends prior to the current CSAOs’ arrival to the 

institutions. The section then turns to discussing the barriers to student affairs fundraising 

and how the three CSAOs surmounted those barriers to gain executive approval of their 

student affairs fundraising initiatives and capital projects. After an analysis of the 

institutions’ steps to build a student affairs infrastructure by hiring student affairs 

fundraisers and introducing fundraising projects, the section concludes with a discussion 

of how the economic downturn of 2008–2009 affected student affairs fundraising.  
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Overall, the student affairs fundraising histories at all three institutions were 

recent phenomena within the context of the larger institutional histories. Southern 

University’s development officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) called 

student affairs fundraising at that university a “fledgling” effort. In many respects, that 

term applied to all three institutions’ student affairs fundraising initiatives. In 1995, only 

one of the three student affairs units, Eastern University, had a full-time staff member 

dedicated to raising funds for student affairs. See Table 7 for a historical stage 

comparison. 
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Table 7  

Comparative Historical Information  

 

Stage/Dates  Western  Southern  Eastern 
   University  University  University  

 
Stage One  Founding–1995 Founding–2001 Founding–1995 

   Greek fundraising “Did not exist”  Greek fundraising  

   Team sport fundraising     Hired fundraiser 

Stage Two  1995–2005  2001–2007  1995–2003 

   Capital project  Capital project  Capital project 

Ad hoc projects  Hired fundraiser  Strategic projects 

      Annual fund projects 

Stage Three  2005–April 2009 2007–April 2009 2003–2008 

   Hired fundraiser  “Steady state model” Strategic projects continue 

   Built infrastructure Built infrastructure Annual fund continues  

   Strategic projects  Strategic projects  

   Annual fund  Annual fund 

Stage Four  N/A   N/A   2008–April 2009 

         Retrenchment 

Shift in priorities 
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Fundraising Efforts Prior to the Current CSAO’s Arrival  

During the first stage of their student affairs fundraising history, all three 

institutions had existing, yet informal, fundraising efforts to support student affairs 

activities, services, and programs. Western University’s Greek system and club sports 

program conducted ad hoc fundraising campaigns (Western University CSAO, personal 

communication, March 16, 2009). Southern University had a few student affairs projects 

inserted among the arts and sciences fundraising priorities (Southern University CSAO, 

personal communication, March 23, 2009). Eastern University had the most structure to 

the student affairs fundraising effort with a student affairs public relations officer who 

had been hired by the previous CSAO to raise funds from alumni to support the Greek 

system (Eastern University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 2009). This effort, 

however, focused almost solely on Greek alumni fundraising in support of individual 

fraternity and sorority chapters. Of the three student affairs fundraising efforts, Eastern 

University was the sole unit that had, by 1995, hired a student affairs fundraiser. The first 

stage of the student affairs fundraising histories of the three institutions did not end until 

the middle 1990s for Western and Eastern universities and 2001 for Southern University. 

Therefore, the first stages of the fundraising histories of all three institutions were recent 

phenomena, with only Eastern University having a full-time staff member in place by the 

time the current CSAO was appointed to the post.  

Barriers to Student Affairs Fundraising  

During stage two of the student affairs fundraising histories, all three institutions’ 

CSAOs gained executive approval and introduced and managed large capital fundraising 

projects as the means to implement or expand student affairs fundraising initiatives. Two 
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of the three CSAOs surmounted similar institutional barriers to gain executive approval 

for student affairs fundraising. Western University’s CSAO faced the concerns of the 

university’s deans that student affairs fundraising would divert funds and prospects from 

the schools and units (Western University CSAO, personal communication, March 16, 

2009). Likewise, Southern University’s CSAO also needed to compete with the 

university’s schools for prospects and donation dollars (Southern University CSAO, 

personal communication, March 23, 2009). Although Eastern University’s CSAO 

(personal communication, April 13, 2009) had a student affairs fundraising initiative in 

place at the time of arrival, the student affairs fundraising effort focused almost solely on 

Greek life initiatives. To expand the fundraising operation, Eastern University’s CSAO 

(personal communication, April 13, 2009) also needed to make the case that student 

affairs projects were institutional fundraising priorities. Thus, CSAOs at Western and 

Southern universities were faced with addressing deans’ and unit directors’ concerns 

about student affairs fundraising’s affect on the school and unit fundraising efforts; 

Eastern University’s CSAO had an existing initiative in place, but needed the support of 

the university’s executive leaders to expand the scope of student affairs fundraising.  

Capital Projects  

Capital projects enabled the CSAOs to introduce or expand student affairs 

fundraising operations on all three campuses. The chief means of the CSAOs at Western 

and Southern universities for surmounting these barriers and introducing student affairs 

fundraising initiatives at the three institutions involved gaining executive support for a 

large capital project. Eastern University’s CSAO was able to expand student affairs 

fundraising by introducing a $200 million residential capital project. Western University, 
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in response to student requests and divisional needs, took a decade to formulate plans for 

the $100 million Western University center. By gathering allies and forming a strong 

argument for the Western University center, Western University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009) convinced the president and provost of the value of the 

project and the student affairs fundraising effort. Southern University’s CSAO also had a 

capital project as the impetus, but took an informal approach to getting the president’s 

permission for the student affairs fundraising initiative. In a conversation with the 

president, without data or a formal proposal, Southern University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, March 23, 2009) gained the president’s approval to begin the student 

affairs fundraising initiative and used divisional funds to hire a student affairs fundraiser. 

Likewise, Eastern University’s student affairs fundraising effort was also galvanized by a 

capital project. Eastern University’s CSAO already had a student affairs fundraiser in 

place and was approached by the president to begin planning for a campaign for the 

capital project. Student affairs fundraising at Eastern University was greatly expanded 

with the president’s approval of the project. Therefore, the beginning of the formalized 

student affairs fundraising efforts at all three institutions involved capital campaigns that 

surmounted institutional barriers and garnered executive approval.  

Developing Fundraising Infrastructure  

During the second and third stages of student affairs fundraising history, the three 

institutions developed infrastructures required for long-term development efforts to 

support student affairs activities, services, and facilities. This section compares the 

student affairs fundraiser positions, student affairs projects, and student affairs 

fundraising project prioritization processes at the three institutions.  
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There were many commonalities among the three student affairs fundraising 

officers in their locations, daily responsibilities, and backgrounds. All three institutions’ 

student affairs fundraisers were located in the CSAO’s office suite and attended student 

affairs senior staff meetings. All three student affairs fundraisers’ roles included 

responsibilities that spanned the fundraising process: from the formation of fundraising 

strategic plans to the identification, cultivation, solicitation, and stewardship of donors 

(Worth, 2002). The chief role, however, articulated by all three student affairs fundraisers 

was serving as a liaison between the student affairs and development units. Another 

common point among all three student affairs fundraisers was shared backgrounds, 

including such experiences as development officers at the institutions or positions at other 

universities, in politics, or at nonprofit organizations, prior to taking the student affairs 

position.  

 At the same time, there were also differences in the structure and roles of the three 

student affairs fundraising positions. Student affairs fundraisers at Western and Southern 

universities reported to the CSAO and their positions were funded solely by the student 

affairs unit. The student affairs fundraiser at Eastern University was located in the 

CSAO’s office suite, but reported to the CDO (Eastern University student affairs 

fundraiser, personal communication, April 30, 2009).   

The student affairs fundraisers’ position responsibilities had different focuses. 

Western University’s fundraiser’s (personal communication, March 16, 2009) main 

responsibilities included managing a major gift campaign to support the Western 

University center while also building a student affairs fundraising donor base. Although 

Southern University’s first student affairs fundraiser was a major gift officer, the current 
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student affairs fundraiser’s responsibilities focused on building a fundraising 

infrastructure for the division (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, 

March 23, 2009). Eastern University’s student affairs fundraiser (personal 

communication, April 30, 2009), the third individual to serve in that position, was both a 

major gift officer and a daily fundraising operations manager. Thus, the differing 

fundraising needs and divisional cultures of the three student affairs units required the 

student fundraiser position to focus on different fundraising roles and responsibilities.  

 The projects that the three student affairs units raised funds for varied according 

to the individual institutional and student affairs missions. Western University, which 

valued school spirit, community building, student activities, and alumni engagement, 

raised funds for projects that addressed these institutional needs. Western University’s 

capital project was a community building project that will provide space for student 

activities and alumni programs. In addition, Western University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009) received a multimillion dollar donation in the mid-

2000s to support a spirit program. Naming opportunities established endowments at 

Western University for a student activities position and the recreation center. Southern 

University’s student affairs fundraising projects derived directly from the student affairs 

strategic plan, which was based on the institutional strategic plan (Western University 

CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009). The projects—which included student 

leadership, mental and physical health, career development, diversity, and civic 

engagement—were all predicated on Southern University’s strategic plan priorities. In 

addition, the capital project that launched Southern University’s student affairs 

fundraising effort, the student center causeway, also was tied to bolstering Southern 
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University’s already strong campus community. The naming opportunities, for the offices 

of Jewish and African-American life, also pointed to fundraising to support key segments 

of Southern University’s student population and were tied to the institution’s strategic 

plan. Eastern University’s capital project addressed what the interviewees told me was a 

2-decade-long issue identified by the university: the lack of a unified residential 

community for students. Other priorities for Eastern University’s student affairs 

fundraising appeared in the university’s strategic plan: first-year retention and tutoring 

efforts, mental health programming and education, recreation center renovation, a new 

campus center, diversity, and civic engagement (Eastern University CSAO, personal 

communication, April 13, 2009). Thus, the three institutions’ student affairs fundraising 

projects were tied to institutional mission and needs as well as organization culture.  

 Inherent in the differing organizational and student affairs and development 

subcultures at the three institutions was identifying student affairs fundraising priorities 

and having those projects listed among the overall institutional priorities. This process 

differed among the three institutions. Due to its size and scope, the Western University 

center, the main student affairs fundraising priority, was required to be approved by the 

board, president, and provost prior to implementation. Other student affairs fundraising 

projects, however, were left to the division to develop and implement (Western 

University CSAO, personal communication, March 16, 2009). This process, compared 

with those of the two other institutions, was the most informal of the three and reflected 

Western University’s decentralized organizational structure. Southern University’s initial 

student affairs fundraising project, the causeway, was approved by the university’s 

president in an informal fashion (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, 
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March 23, 2009). Since then, however, the student affairs fundraising priorities created 

by the Southern University CSAO and the student affairs division were reviewed by the 

development office prior to implementation to make sure that the projects were 

financially viable from a budgetary standpoint. The development office also checked that 

the initiatives would be appealing to donors (Southern University development officer, 

personal communication, April 30, 2009). Eastern University also took a highly 

formalized approach to fundraising prioritization, with the initial residential capital 

project being approved by the board and the president (Eastern University CSAO, 

personal communication, April 13, 2009). Current student affairs fundraising priorities 

were developed by the student affairs division, but were reviewed by the budget office 

and development unit. Once finalized, the student affairs and development units signed a 

formal memorandum of understanding about the student affairs fundraising priorities 

(Eastern University development officer, personal communication, April 13, 2009). 

Therefore, the process of identifying and prioritizing student affairs fundraising projects 

was quite different at the three institutions.  

2008–2009 Economic Situation and Student Affairs Fundraising  

At the time of the interview, only one of the three institutions had, by all 

appearances, entered the fourth stage of student affairs fundraising. In 2008, Eastern 

University reached what may be deemed the fourth stage of its student affairs fundraising 

history. With the recession of 2008–2009 affecting all three institutions’ endowments and 

budgetary situations, Eastern University was the only institution of the three that reported 

a retrenchment in terms of student affairs fundraising. The economic situation, coupled 

with the development unit reorganization, led the institution to scale back its student 
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affairs fundraising to focus efforts on raising funds for financial aid scholarships (Eastern 

University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 2009). Neither Western University 

nor Southern University reported having to scale back efforts to raise student affairs 

funds. In fact, both Western and Southern universities increased their cultivation and 

relationship-building initiatives to build stronger student affairs fundraising initiatives 

during the recession. Western and Southern universities hoped to form relationships with 

donors that would pay off when the economy rebounded and prospective donors’ 

portfolios began to approach their pre-September 2008 levels. Thus, the three 

institutions’ leaders took different approaches to reacting to the economic downturn. 

 In summary, this section discussed the student affairs fundraising histories at the 

three institutions in a thematic fashion by comparing the precursors to the formal student 

affairs fundraising initiative, the barriers to introducing the student affairs fundraising 

initiative, the process for gaining executive approval for student affairs fundraising, the 

process of implementing student affairs capital projects, the student affairs fundraising 

projects introduced by the three institutions, the differing fundraising project 

prioritization processes, and the differing responses to the 2008–2009 economic 

downturn.  

Comparison of Fundraising Collaborations 

 This section describes the partnerships that support the three institutions’ student 

affairs fundraising activities. It discusses student affairs and development collaboration 

by viewing these and other key fundraising partnerships through the perspectives of the 

CSAOs, student affairs fundraisers, and development officers. The section begins with an 

analysis of the collaborations that occurred to conceptualize and implement fundraising 
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for the three institutions’ major student affairs capital projects. The section continues 

with an analysis of the student affairs fundraising partnerships as perceived by the 

CSAOs, student affairs fundraisers, and main development contacts at the three 

institutions. The section concludes by discussing the student affairs and development 

subcultures at the three institutions along with the participants’ definitions of what 

constitutes successful student affairs fundraising collaboration from the perspectives of 

study participants.  

Capital Project Interactions  

At all three institutions, the implementation of the capital projects contained 

evidence of the multifaceted collaborations required to conceptualize and implement 

major student affairs fundraising projects. All three CSAOs called upon officers from 

throughout their institutions to plan, fund, and carry out the projects. Western 

University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009) relied on the board, 

president, and provost to approve the project. The CDO, alumni affairs officer, student 

affairs staff members, student affairs fundraiser, academic affairs representatives, 

students, dining representatives, admissions staff members, and facilities managers all 

figured among the committee members who helped plan and raise funds for the project. 

Southern University’s capital project was conceptualized earlier in the university’s 

student affairs fundraising history than Western University’s project, and was also a 

smaller scale project than Western or Eastern universities’ projects. The Southern 

University concourse project required the authorization of the president and collaboration 

of the CSAO, student affairs fundraiser, and development officer to plan the fundraising 

strategy (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009). The 
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idea for Eastern University’s residential project was developed by the president, provost, 

and board (Eastern University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 2009). Eastern 

University’s president and CSAO worked closely in the early stages of the projects to 

provide the overarching guidance. Later, the CSAO coordinated a committee of student 

affairs officers, faculty members, development officers, students, and facilities staff 

members to further develop and implement the project. Therefore, the large-scale projects 

at Western and Eastern universities required a more extensive committee for 

implementation compared to Southern University’s project. All three project teams, 

however, consisted of a wide variety of institutional partners.  

CSAOs’ Perceptions of Fundraising Collaboration  

All three institutions’ CSAOs played central roles in student affairs fundraising. 

The content of my interviews with the three CSAOs had common elements. At the same 

time, the interviews also indicated that the CSAOs’ views of their chief collaborators 

differed among the three institutions.  

There were three common themes that emerged among the CSAOs: (a) the 

CSAOs’ chief collaborators were the student affairs fundraisers; (b) student affairs staff 

members played important roles in the fundraising process; and (c) students and donors 

were among the key student affairs fundraising collaborators.   

All three CSAOs mentioned the central role that the student affairs fundraisers 

and student affairs staff members played in all facets of the fundraising process. All of 

the student affairs fundraisers had extensive fundraising experience prior to their first 

days in their positions. This knowledge proved crucial, in all three cases, for the three 

fundraisers to support strategic and daily student affairs fundraising operations. All three 
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CSAOs emphasized the critical role of the student affairs fundraisers in fostering 

fundraising success.   

In a similar sense, student affairs staff members were important collaborators at 

all stages of the process. Western University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 

16, 2009) mentioned that student affairs staff members were often the source for 

fundraising ideas and a few staff members have been successful in securing multimillion 

dollar grants. Southern University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 2009) 

and student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 3, 2009) both described 

student affairs staff members’ participation in creating student affairs fundraising 

priorities as well as identifying specific fundraising projects. Eastern University’s CSAO 

also involved student affairs staff members in the project prioritization process. In 

addition, at the time of the site visit, an Eastern University student affairs senior staff 

member had recently accompanied the fundraiser on a trip to California to visit 

prospective donors.  

All three CSAOs referenced the significance of student and donor agency in the 

student affairs fundraising process. The Western University center, in part, was inspired 

by a student-led initiative for a new student center. In addition, Western University’s 

CSAO emphasized that fundraising is the process of linking institutional needs with 

donor interests. This process, according to Western University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009), involved negotiation and communication with donors. 

Southern University published a series of brochures illustrating fundraising priorities that 

spotlighted individual students who have been influenced by the student affairs programs, 

facilities, and activities. Eastern University’s fundraising publications also featured the 
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influence of student affairs projects on individual student academic achievement and 

development. Eastern University’s CSAO (personal communication, April 13, 2009) also 

stated that students often participated in donor tours and events and were effective 

fundraisers. 

The conversations with the CSAOs also revealed differing perspectives on chief 

collaborators to support student affairs fundraising in terms of the nature of the 

relationship with academic affairs leaders and development officers. Western 

University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009) had a close relationship 

with Western University’s provost, who served as a fundraising mentor for the CSAO 

and championed the Western University center. Western University’s CSAO viewed the 

deans of the schools, too, as fundraising collaborators. By contrast, Southern University’s 

CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 2009) did not mention any academic affairs 

officers among the student affairs fundraising collaborators. In fact, Southern 

University’s CSAO cited academic affairs officers as being barriers to implementing the 

student affairs fundraising effort due to the competition for donors. Eastern University 

placed academic affairs staff among the residential project’s planning committee, but did 

not include academic affairs among the chief collaborators for more recent projects 

(Eastern University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 2009). Thus, the three 

institutions’ student affairs officers had varying collaborative relationships with academic 

affairs colleagues. 

The three CSAOs also had differing relationships with the CDO and the 

development units at their respective institutions. The chief collaborator for Western 

University’s CSAO for student affairs fundraising was the alumni affairs officer, who 



              

 

 

267 
 

served on the Western University center’s planning committee and raised millions of 

dollars in support of the center (Western University CSAO, personal communication, 

March 16, 2009). In addition, during the interview, Western University’s CSAO 

(personal communication, March 16, 2009) referred to the central development officers 

much less frequently than the CSAOs at Southern and Eastern universities. Southern 

University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 2009) collaborated with the 

CDO to create the second student affairs fundraiser’s position description. In addition, 

Southern University’s student affairs fundraising prioritization list was reviewed by the 

development division (Southern University, personal communication, April 30, 2009). 

Southern University’s development unit must review the student affairs fundraising 

projects prior to the commencement of the fundraising process. Because Eastern 

University’s student affairs fundraiser reported to the development unit, the CSAO had 

frequent contact with development through the student affairs fundraiser (Eastern 

University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 2009). Therefore, although the 

CSAOs all had close working relationships with the student affairs fundraisers, 

collaborated closely with student affairs staff members, and partnered with students and 

donors, their relationships with academic affairs and development officers for student 

affairs fundraising differed across the three institutions.  

Student Affairs Fundraisers’ Perceptions of Fundraising Collaboration  

In many ways, the student affairs fundraisers at all three institutions served as 

bridges between the student affairs and development units. This bridge spanned two 

different subcultures that often approached student affairs fundraising from differing 

perspectives. In many cases, the student affairs fundraisers’ perceptions of collaborators 
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were similar to the CSAOs’ perspectives at the respective institutions. All three student 

affairs fundraisers’ chief collaborator was the CSAO. In addition, student affairs staff 

members were central to the identification of student affairs fundraising projects at all of 

the institutions. All three student affairs fundraisers also mentioned the importance of 

student and donor agency during the fundraising process.  

There were, however, major differences among the student affairs fundraisers’ 

collaborators. Apart from a recently established monthly meeting, Western University’s 

student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, March 16, 2009), like the CSAO, 

seldom referenced interactions with the development unit. Reflective of the decentralized 

institutional structure, Western University’s student affairs fundraising initiative was 

given a lot of autonomy compared with the other two institutions’ student affairs 

fundraising programs. At the same time, Western University’s student affairs fundraiser, 

like the CSAO, referred frequently to academic affairs, deans, and the schools as 

collaborators.  

By contrast, Southern University’s student affairs fundraiser (personal 

communication, March 23, 2009) portrayed development officers as important student 

affairs fundraising collaborators at all stages of the process. Important actions for 

Southern University’s student affairs fundraising were establishing trust among the unit 

and central development officers and being sure that development officers knew about 

the student affairs fundraising priorities.   

In our conversation, Eastern University’s student affairs fundraiser (personal 

communication, April 30, 2009), as a development unit officer, emphasized the 

collaboration of colleagues across the development unit to support student affairs 
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fundraising. Moreover, neither Southern University’s nor Eastern University’s student 

affairs fundraiser mentioned academic affairs staff members as collaborators in student 

affairs fundraising. Instead, both individuals stated that academic affairs often presented 

barriers to student affairs fundraising. Thus, the student affairs fundraisers’ perceptions of 

collaborators mirrored many of the CSAOs’ perspectives. While the CSAO, student 

affairs staff, and students and donors figured among the collaborators, the student affairs 

fundraisers differed in the treatment of academic affairs and development officers as 

partners in the student affairs fundraising process.   

Development and Alumni Affairs Officers’ Perceptions of Fundraising 

Collaboration  

All three institutions had officers who were responsible for serving as liaisons to 

the student affairs unit for the purpose of supporting the student affairs fundraising 

efforts. There were different perspectives among the three development officers on 

student affairs fundraising and their relationships with student affairs officers.  

Western University’s student affairs liaison was an alumni affairs officer 

(personal communication, March 16, 2009) who believed that there was a strong 

relationship between student affairs and alumni affairs. These partnerships included 

alumni affairs being an occupant of the Western University center while also raising 

funds for the Western University center at the same time. In addition, the officer cited 

partnerships between alumni affairs and two student affairs areas, career services and 

student activities, as producing effective programs for students and alumni.  

By contrast, Southern and Eastern universities’ development officers voiced 

critical views of the relationships between student affairs and development. Eastern 
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University’s development officer (personal communication, April 13, 2009) mentioned 

the lack of communication between alumni affairs and the career center as an example of 

the problematic relationship between student affairs and development. Southern 

University’s development officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) had a mixed 

judgment on the student affairs fundraising initiative. On the one hand, student affairs 

fundraising was, in the development officer’s words, a “fledgling” operation. On the 

other hand, the development officer recognized the effectiveness of the CSAO in 

soliciting donations and the utility of student affairs activities as a way of engaging 

prospective donors.  

Simultaneously, there were convergences among the development officers’ 

perceptions of the student affairs fundraising initiative and their relationship with the 

student affairs unit. All three development officers thought that there were ways student 

affairs and development collaboration could be improved. Western University’s alumni 

affairs officer (personal communication, March 16, 2009) felt that the existing “ad hoc” 

relationship could be made more systematic and benefit both units. Southern University’s 

development officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) believed that the student 

affairs fundraising effort was still elementary in its infrastructure and could be improved 

by additional strategic planning and systematization. Eastern University’s development 

officer (personal communication, March 23, 2009) judged that the overall student affairs 

and development relationship could be much stronger. One example of the tension 

between the divisions mentioned by Eastern University’s development officer was the 

pressure that the student organizations placed on the development unit in terms of asking 

for development support to raise funds for their organizations’ programs and activities. 
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Therefore, the development officers’ perceptions of the collaboration between student 

affairs and development differed according to organizational culture, but had the common 

theme of there being room for improvement.  

Differing Student Affairs and Development Subcultures  

The content of the interviews, observations, and documents collected from the 

three institutions indicated that the student affairs and development units had differing 

subcultures. These differing subcultures featured prominently in the interactions among 

student affairs and development staff members.  

Western University’s development unit, a decentralized division with independent 

units handling alumni affairs and fundraising responsibilities, showed that there were 

differences among student affairs, alumni affairs, and development subcultures occurring 

within the student affairs fundraising process. Western University’s student affairs 

fundraiser and alumni affairs officer (personal communication, March 16, 2009) both 

stated that student affairs was centered on serving students, alumni affairs on serving 

alumni, and development on serving donors. Western University’s student affairs 

fundraiser (personal communication, March 16, 2009), an individual who had been a 

student, development officer, and student affairs staff member at the university, captured 

these subculture differences with the assertion that the focus in student affairs was on the 

students, whereas in development the focus was on the prospects. The contrasts in the 

three subcultures at Western University were also evidenced by the alumni affairs 

officer’s (personal communication, March 16, 2009) assertion that the university’s 

mission was to produce alumni. Thus, Western University’s student affairs, alumni 
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affairs, and development subcultures had differing missions, constituents, and 

perspectives. 

Southern University’s student affairs and development subcultures also contained 

divergent missions and worldviews. Southern University’s student affairs fundraiser’s 

(personal communication, April 3, 2009) story about trying to educate student affairs 

staff members on what constituted suitable fundraising projects delineated the two 

differing subcultures. Student affairs staff members did not think in terms of donor 

interests when forming their original notions of viable student affairs fundraising 

projects. As a result, the student affairs fundraiser had to ask the student affairs staff 

members to think of potential fundraising projects in terms of things that would appeal to 

donors. Another example of the divergent subcultures at Southern University was the 

student affairs fundraiser’s primary work responsibility to build relationships on behalf of 

the student affairs division. This contrasts with what the student affairs fundraiser 

(Southern University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 3, 2009) 

called some development officers’ notions that their core responsibility was to “bring 

dollars in the door.” Therefore, Southern University’s student affairs fundraiser’s stories 

contained ways in which student affairs and development divisions differed in their 

viewpoints and position responsibilities.   

Differences in Eastern University’s student affairs and development subcultures 

were exhibited in comments by the student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, 

April 30, 2009) and development officer (personal communication, April 13, 2009). 

Eastern University’s development officer’s perspective argued that there was a lack of 

mutual understanding among student affairs and development officers. The student 
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affairs fundraiser, as a development staff member who attended student affairs senior 

staff meetings, was in a strategic position to view the two subcultures. According to 

Eastern University’s student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 30, 2009), 

student affairs staff members focused on student development first and foremost. By 

contrast, development officers focused on using resources strategically from a business 

perspective in an effort to raise funds efficiently. Eastern University’s development 

officer’s conversation included evidence that both student affairs and development staff 

members have not taken time to understand each other’s subcultures. On the one hand, 

Eastern University’s development officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) 

stated that a student affairs department had “a lack of understanding” of the significance 

of development. On the other hand, the development officer stated, in reference to student 

affairs, that “I have a lot of questions about what they do.” Therefore, Eastern 

University’s student affairs and development subcultures had differing missions and 

perspectives, and some members of the two units had a lack of awareness of the other’s 

function at the university.  

Definitions of Successful Collaboration  

There were convergences among the three institutions’ student affairs and 

development officers in their reflections on what constituted successful collaboration to 

raise funds for student affairs services, facilities, and activities. These perspectives fell 

into three main categories: (a) significance of student affairs fundraising to support 

institutional initiatives; (b) student affairs activities and fundraising as a means to engage 

donors; and (c) student affairs and development collaboration as a symbiotic 

arrangement.  
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All three institutions’ student affairs and development officers recognized that 

student affairs fundraising supported not just student services, facilities, and activities, 

but also addressed institutional mission and fundraising objectives. All three CSAOs 

emphasized their roles in being institutional ambassadors who were charged first with 

supporting the institutional missions and fundraising objectives. The three student affairs 

fundraisers participating in the study also referred to the crucial role of student affairs 

fundraising in achieving institutional objectives. Likewise, although there were certainly 

differences between student affairs and development cultures apparent at all three 

institutions, the development officers all made the connection between student affairs 

fundraising and institutional mission and fundraising objectives.  

During my conversations with the participants, I also found that each individual 

recognized student affairs fundraising as an effective way to engage donors. Many of the 

participants articulated how student involvement and outside-of-the-classroom activities 

produced emotional reactions in prospective donors that led to engagement and, in many 

cases, eventual gifs to the institutions. At the same time, Southern University’s 

development officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) believed that student 

affairs fundraising was a value-added activity to that university’s overall development 

and alumni engagement effort. Student affairs fundraising, in Southern University’s 

development officer’s opinion, produced new donors who may not have been engaged 

otherwise. At Western University, the alumni affairs officer raised the notion that student 

affairs fundraising projects engaged donors and produced a return on investment. At 

Eastern University, the development officer also recognized the way student affairs 

fundraising projects tapped into donors’ areas of interest.  



              

 

 

275 
 

Last, although examples of the areas of improvement between student affairs and 

development collaboration arose during many of the interviews, the participants had 

similar views on definitions of successful collaborative relationships between student 

affairs and development units. The three institutions’ also recognized the symbiotic 

nature of the collaborative relationships in benefiting both student affairs and 

development.  

The collaborative relationships assisted the student affairs divisions. Western 

University’s student affairs unit’s signature project, the Western University center, 

featured partnerships with alumni affairs and development to plan and raise funds for the 

$200 million facility. In fact, the alumni affairs unit’s office will encompass about 10% 

of the center’s square footage. In addition, the student affairs fundraiser also met monthly 

with the development unit to discuss prospects and fundraising strategies. Western 

University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009) received what is judged 

to be “critical” support from the student affairs fundraiser, who was a development staff 

member. Southern University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 23, 2009) was 

the recipient of assistance from the development unit in launching the fundraising 

initiative for the capital project as well as in redesigning the student affairs fundraising 

position after the first person in that role left the university. In addition, Southern 

University’s student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 3, 2009) sought 

central and unit development input in all phases of the fundraising process and also 

receives support as a “one-person shop.” Eastern University’s student affairs fundraiser 

(personal communication, April 30, 2009), a member of the development unit, 

collaborated closely with the CSAO during all phases of student affairs fundraising.  
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The collaborative relationships also helped the development and alumni affairs 

units. Western University’s alumni affairs officer (personal communication, March 16, 

2009) emphasized the partnerships with two student affairs departments, career services 

and student activities, in engaging alumni. Southern University’s development officer 

(personal communication, April 30, 2009) noted how proficient the university’s CSAO 

was in soliciting donors. At the same time, Southern University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, March 23, 2009) stated that student affairs also served as the 

“gatekeeper” of student organizations to cut down on the amount of development unit 

time spent reviewing student requests for alumni support. Southern University’s student 

affairs unit also tracked student involvement to help development keep accurate records 

for alumni engagement and solicitation activities. Eastern University’s development unit 

benefited from student affairs staff members’ expertise in student life projects, 

cooperation during homecoming weekend, and arranging tours of student life facilities 

for donors (Eastern University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 

30, 2009). Thus, successful fundraising collaboration contained many convergences 

across the three institutions, as indicated by evidence of the ways student affairs 

fundraising and the collaborative student affairs and development partnerships supported 

institutional mission and fundraising objectives, provided a novel approach to engaging 

alumni and donors, and benefited both student affairs and development units.  

Cross-Case Analysis Summary 

In summary, this section presented the findings from a cross-case analysis of the 

three institutions’ student affairs fundraising efforts, particularly the collaboration among 

student affairs, development, and other institutional partners in carrying out fundraising 
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activities. To prepare the cross-case analysis, I analyzed data from interviews, 

documents, and observations from three case study reports. To establish the context for 

the case study, I presented comparative information on the three institutions’ 

organizational cultures and student affairs and development subcultures. The institutions 

had many divergent characteristics, yet there were some convergences in organizational 

cultures and student affairs and development subcultures. Common institutional 

organizational cultural factors included the institutional heritage of fundraising and 

alumni engagement and institutional support of student affairs or student affairs-related 

activities. Common student affairs divisional characteristics were the presence of 

departments and services reflecting individual campus cultures and the leadership of a 

well-respected CSAO in implementing the student affairs fundraising initiative or major 

capital project. Common development characteristics were the presence of proven 

fundraising and alumni engagement efforts at all three institutions.  

I organized the comparison of the three student affairs units’ fundraising histories 

into five common themes: fundraising prior to current CSAO’s arrival, barriers to student 

affairs fundraising, capital projects and student affairs fundraising approvals, creating 

fundraising infrastructure, and the current economic situation and student affairs 

fundraising. The three institutions’ student affairs fundraising histories varied in their 

content and dates. Eastern University had a student affairs fundraising initiative, 

including a student affairs fundraiser, in place years before Western and Southern 

universities had their initiatives in place and fundraisers hired. Yet, there were some 

common elements to the student affairs fundraising histories. Capital projects were the 

impetus behind the initiation or the expansion of student affairs fundraising efforts in all 
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three cases. In addition, in all three cases, the CSAOs played crucial leadership roles in 

the student affairs fundraising histories.  

The overarching theme of the cross-case analysis was the collaboration among 

student affairs, development, and other members of the university community in raising 

funds for student affairs services, activities, and facilities. There were many common 

elements in these relationships. In all three cases, the most important of the collaborative 

relationships involved the CSAO and the student affairs fundraiser along with the 

development officers. The important collaborative relationships, however, transcended 

the student affairs and development partnership. At the same time, in all three cases, the 

interactions among student affairs and development staff members revealed clear 

divergences in mission, vision, and priorities for these units, but similar definitions of the 

characteristics of successful student affairs fundraising collaboration.   

Overall Summary 

 These four chapters examined the nature of the collaboration between student 

affairs and development units and other institutional partners at three private research 

universities to raise funds for student services, activities, and facilities. The three 

institutions, located in three different regions of the United States, had unique 

institutional cultures and student affairs and development subcultures. As a result, the 

three institutions’ student affairs fundraising histories followed distinctive paths. The 

nature of the collaborations necessary to raise funds for student affairs projects also 

varied across the three institutions.  

 Yet, there were convergences among the three institutions’ student affairs 

fundraising histories and collaborations. Historically, all three universities’ student affairs 
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fundraising initiatives were started or expanded as a result of major capital projects. In 

addition, all three institutions’ CSAOs were instrumental in creating or building and 

sustaining the student affairs fundraising efforts. In all three cases, the student affairs 

fundraisers had past experience as development officers and played crucial roles in 

bridging the student affairs and development divisions.  

 All three institutions’ student affairs fundraising efforts were supported by 

collaborations that transcended the student affairs and development unit relationship. In 

all three cases, students, donors, and executive leaders also played critical roles in student 

affairs fundraising.  

 The collaborative relationship between student affairs and development indicated 

that there are differences in the two units’ subcultures. All three institutions contained 

evidence of student affairs and development officers’ differing worldviews, missions, and 

roles. At the same time, the two units’ perspectives on what constituted successful 

collaborative relationships were very similar. As a final word, all three institutions’ 

representatives expressed hope that these differences in student affairs and development 

subcultures and perspectives could be settled to the benefit of the individual institutions.  
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CHAPTER IX 

IMPLICATIONS 

Chapter 9 presents the summary of the implications of the dissertation’s findings. 

After stating the study’s purpose and significance, I present the results and discuss 

interpretations of the findings within the context of the student affairs fundraising 

literature. This chapter then turns to the implications of the study for theory and practice. 

Chapter 9 concludes with recommendations for further research, a discussion of the 

limitations of the study, and a summary of the entire document. Based on this 

dissertation’s findings, Appendix T contains a draft of a journal article for future 

submission to the NASPA Journal.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the nature of the collaboration between 

student affairs and development units at private research universities with successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts using a qualitative multiple-case study design with a 

social constructivist paradigm of inquiry. The problem of practice is that while facing 

difficult financial times, student affairs divisions and their leaders are increasingly 

considering collaborating with development officers and other institutional partners to 

raise funds for student services, activities, and facilities. Student affairs leaders, however, 

do not have proven strategies based on empirical data to make these decisions. The 

research problem addressed by the study is that, although research shows that student 

affairs and development office collaboration is often a crucial factor in the success of 

student affairs fundraising, the literature is predicated primarily on practitioner-based 

articles. This body of literature fails to include an empirical analysis of the strategies 
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employed in the formation of successful student affairs fundraising partnerships at private 

research universities. This dissertation studies this gap in the research literature.  

This study addresses the above-stated purpose through the following research 

questions:  

1. How do student affairs and development offices define “successful” collaboration 

in fundraising? 

2. What strategies have student affairs practitioners and development officers used 

to create and sustain partnerships to successfully raise funds for student affairs 

services, activities, and facilities? 

3. How have student affairs officers established initiatives to raise funds for student 

affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

4. In what ways do successful student affairs practitioners and development officers 

interact with each other in an effort to facilitate successful fundraising efforts?  

5. How have student affairs officers with fundraising initiatives succeeded in having 

student affairs services, activities, and facilities included among institutional 

fundraising priorities? 

Significance of the Study 

 This study addressed the gap in the literature about proven strategies for the 

formation of student affairs and development office partnerships at private research 

universities. As such, this study contained findings of interest to higher education 

researchers and practitioners.  

This study filled a gap in student affairs fundraising research. Previously, student 

affairs fundraising at private research universities was examined by only three empirical 
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studies (Hillman, 2004; Rovig, 2009; Terrell et al., 1993). The first study, published in 

1993, had significant limitations since it is dated and focused only on CSAOs’ 

fundraising activities and their perceptions of this role without addressing student affairs 

divisions’ relationships with development units (Terrell et al.). The second study was a 

dissertation on student affairs fundraising activities at private and public higher education 

institutions in Texas (Hillman, 2004). Because of a narrow regional focus and the fact 

that the dissertation did not compare public and private university fundraising activities, 

Hillman’s study also had limitations for the topic of student affairs fundraising at private 

research universities. The third study was a dissertation that, from 2004 to 2007, surveyed 

student affairs divisions nationally to determine student affairs fundraising trends (Rovig, 

2009). This dissertation’s primary limitation was a very low response rate among study 

participants, which called into question the validity of the findings. Furthermore, Terrell 

et al.’s article, Hillman’s dissertation, and Rovig’s dissertation did not distinguish among 

the differing private and public institutional types. By contributing to our knowledge of 

student affairs fundraising, this study may compel researchers to embark on further 

investigations of proven partnership creation and fundraising strategies to continue to 

address the many gaps in the literature. This dissertation offered an investigation of the 

partnerships between student affairs and development at private research universities to 

close this gap. 

This study was significant to higher education, student affairs, and development 

practice in three main ways. First, this study provided data that will be helpful to the 

further understanding of successful strategies for higher education fundraising on the 

institutional level. Student affairs fundraising efforts are not just assisting student affairs 
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divisions, but are augmenting the entire institution’s efforts to provide resources for 

student and academic support services that will facilitate students’ holistic development. 

Moreover, as a result of these fundraising efforts, higher education officers across the 

institution will be better informed about how to more effectively and efficiently raise 

funds to support their institutional missions. Second, the results of the study, which 

applied an organizational culture theoretical framework, may help student affairs and 

development officers to understand each other’s cultures better. This study will be of 

significance if it encourages both student affairs and development officers to recognize 

the importance of collaboration to achieve common goals. Last, in the end, this 

dissertation, by enhancing student affairs fundraising practices, will support student and 

academic support services, programs, and facilities. Higher education institutions, student 

affairs divisions, development units, and students themselves will be the ultimate 

beneficiaries of this study. 

Findings Related to Research Questions  

 This section links the study’s results to the research questions and subquestions. 

Each section is followed by a discussion that ties this study’s results to the existing 

student affairs fundraising literature.  

Definitions of Successful Collaboration in Fundraising 

The first, and overall, research question was intended to address the overarching 

theme of student affairs and development collaboration in student affairs fundraising. The 

question was the following: How do student affairs and development offices define 

“successful” collaboration in fundraising? I designed this question to gather student 

affairs and development officers’ perceptions and definitions of the collaborative student 
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affairs fundraising relationships at the three participating institutions. The three case 

study reports and cross-case analysis report examined the views of student affairs and 

development officers on what constituted characteristics of successful partnerships for the 

purposes of student affairs fundraising. I studied this topic by collecting and analyzing 

data relating to organizational culture, student affairs and development subcultures, 

student affairs fundraising history, and collaborative relationships in support of student 

affairs fundraising within and across the three cases. The overall themes regarding the 

definitions of successful collaboration were the following: these productive partnerships 

transcended the student affairs and development relationships; supported overall 

institutional mission and fundraising goals; facilitated outreach to parents, alumni, and 

other donors; and benefited both the student affairs and development units.  

First, in all three instances, the definitions of successful collaboration went 

beyond the student affairs and development units to include other institutional partners. 

The particular partners, however, varied across the three institutions. In addition to the 

development division, Western University’s CSAO and student affairs fundraiser 

(personal communication, March 16, 2009) emphasized the agency of the provost, deans, 

students, parents, and student affairs departmental directors in the fundraising process. By 

contrast, Southern University’s student affairs fundraising collaborators (Southern 

University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009) included few, if any, 

individuals from academic affairs. Instead, Southern University’s CSAO as well as the 

president, development officers, parents, students, and student affairs staff members 

formed the main fundraising partners. Likewise, Eastern University’s student affairs 

fundraising partners included few academic affairs representatives, but relied upon the 
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president, alumni donors, students, parents, and student affairs staff members in addition 

to development staff members as collaborators (Eastern University CSAO, personal 

communication, April 13, 2009). Although the individual partners varied across the three 

institutions, the collaborators transcended the student affairs and development units. This 

finding contrasted with some of the studies in the student affairs fundraising literature. 

Many of the previous studies isolated the student affairs and development officer 

interactions and did not investigate the roles of other agents in the student affairs 

fundraising process (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 1991; Murphy, 2007). 

Thus, this study’s findings indicated that the collaborative relationships in successful 

student affairs fundraising were not limited to the student affairs and development 

partnerships.   

Second, all three institutions defined successful student affairs fundraising as 

being supportive of institutional missions and fundraising objectives as well as the 

student affairs unit missions and fundraising objectives. The CSAOs, student affairs 

fundraisers, and development officers participating in this study all emphasized that 

student affairs fundraising should support not just unit mission and goals, but also 

institutional mission and goals. As such, the three CSAOs viewed their student affairs 

fundraising role, first and foremost, as a way to fulfill institutional mission and goals. 

Western University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009) remarked about 

this role that “I am the conduct for the division as well as the institution.” In Southern 

University’s CSAO’s (personal communication, March 23, 2009) words, this role 

involved service as an “institutional ambassador”. Eastern University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, April 13, 2009) also pointed out that, during fundraising solicitations, 
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institutional needs went before divisional fundraising needs. This finding corresponded 

with previous studies that argued for the relevance of student affairs fundraising for 

supporting institutional mission and fundraising objectives (Fygetakis & Dalton, 1993; 

Jackson, 2000; Rovig, 2009; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et 

al., 1993).  

Third, the study participants’ definitions of successful collaboration identified 

student affairs fundraising, through student activities and involvements, as an effective 

way to identify, cultivate, and solicit donors. In particular, all three institutions had at 

least one representative who identified an instance in which student affairs fundraising 

led to new donations or an increase in donations among existing donors. Western 

University’s CSAO, student affairs fundraiser, and alumni affairs officer (personal 

communication, March 16, 2009) all recognized that student affairs projects, in 

addressing outside-of-the-classroom activities, resonated for many donors who had been 

active in student activities, student organizations, and athletic teams. Southern 

University’s student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 3, 2009) and 

development officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) both mentioned student 

affairs as a fruitful way to identify and solicit potential donors. At both Western and 

Southern universities, the student affairs division tracked student activities and 

involvements to support alumni engagement efforts. Eastern University’s participants 

also referred to student affairs fundraising as an effective way of starting conversations 

with donors and an important part of the college experience for many donors. This 

finding was consistent with the content of student affairs fundraising literature 
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enumerating the rationale for these initiatives (Fygetakis & Dalton, 1993; Jackson, 2000; 

Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 1993). 

The final part of the definition was the realization on the part of student affairs 

and development officers of the ways student affairs fundraising collaboration assisted 

both student affairs and development units. For student affairs units, student affairs 

fundraising initiatives financially supported divisional services, activities, and facilities. 

The Western University center, a $100 million project, was supported by student affairs 

fundraising. Southern University’s concourse project, a $10 million initiative, was 

financed by student affairs fundraising. Eastern University’s residential community, a 

$200 million project, was paid for by student affairs fundraising. In another sense, the 

initiatives also helped the student affairs units, in all three cases, to be viewed by the 

institution more like a school than an auxiliary enterprise. This, by itself, helped student 

affairs divisions raise their profiles by being listed among the institutional fundraising 

priorities. For development units, student affairs fundraising also produced numerous 

benefits. At Western University, student affairs offices, particularly the career center, 

partnered with alumni affairs to offer programs for students and engage current students 

and alumni. In addition, student affairs, by tracking student involvement, assisted alumni 

engagement efforts. At Southern University, the development unit point of contact 

(personal communication, April 30, 2009) considered the CSAO one of the more 

effective closers at the university in soliciting donations. At the same time, the student 

affairs division helped development by being the student organization “gatekeeper” for 

solicitation requests (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 

2009). At Eastern University, student affairs staff members assisted development by 
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supporting homecoming weekend, identifying donors, and conducting tours of facilities 

for donors (Eastern University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 

30, 2009). This finding corroborated and added to the content of student affairs 

fundraising literature articulating the rationale for these initiatives (Fygetakis & Dalton, 

1993; Jackson, 2000; Rovig, 2009; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; Terrell & Gold, 1993; 

Terrell et al., 1993). 

In summary, the findings from the first research question are valuable to 

researchers and practitioners. The findings suggested that the definitions of successful 

student affairs fundraising collaboration transcended the relationships between student 

affairs and development divisions. The findings also undergirded the rationale for 

establishing a student affairs fundraising initiative for supporting institutional, student 

affairs, alumni affairs, and development goals.  

Strategies to Foster Successful Fundraising Collaboration 

The second research question was the following: What strategies foster 

collaboration between student affairs and development offices that have been successful, 

defined by those initiatives that have met or exceeded institutional and unit fundraising 

goals, in raising funds to support student affairs services, activities, and facilities? I 

designed this question to examine a key factor in student affairs fundraising as identified 

by many previous studies on the topic (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1993; Kroll, 1991; 

Murphy, 2007; Rovig, 2009). The overarching strategies were the following: successful 

collaborative relationships were tied to organizational culture and student affairs and 

development subcultures, importance of executive approval and support of student affairs 

fundraising initiatives in forming collaborative relationships, capital projects as a 
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galvanizing force for collaboration, and the student affairs fundraiser having a critical 

role in the collaborative relationships. 

The overarching culture and the student affairs and development subcultures, 

affected the student affairs fundraising relationships among student affairs and 

development staff members. At Western University, development’s organizational 

structure and culture, coupled with the well-connected, veteran CSAO and relatively new 

development leaders, produced a very autonomous student affairs fundraising initiative 

and an informal, yet productive, collaborative relationship between student affairs and 

alumni affairs. At Southern University, the organizational culture placing student affairs 

in a secondary role, mixed with the highly structured development unit, generated a very 

structured, formalized collaboration between student affairs and development. At Eastern 

University, the organizational culture supporting student affairs projects, particularly 

residential initiatives, combined with a veteran student affairs leader and a student affairs 

fundraiser reporting to development, created a structured, formalized collaborative 

relationship marked by some conflict. Thus, the collaborative relationships between 

student affairs and development at all three institutions were shaped by the organizational 

culture and two units’ subcultures. This finding reinforced the conclusions of 

Schoenecke’s (2005) study which, in applying an organizational culture framework, also 

emphasized the significance of campus culture and student affairs and development 

subcultures in student affairs fundraising. At the same time, this study, along with 

Schoenecke’s study, took a distinct approach from the other studies that viewed student 

affairs and development relationships from theoretical frameworks based on business or 

leadership models (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1993; Kroll, 1991).  
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This study also produced findings corroborating the importance of executive 

approval in establishing student affairs and development collaboration. All three 

institutions’ student affairs fundraising initiatives were established or expanded by the 

CSAOs being successful in securing presidential support for these efforts. This affirmed 

Schoenecke’s (2005) finding that the three CSAOs in his study instigated the student 

affairs fundraising initiatives. As a result of the presidential approval, the development 

units, in all three cases, earmarked resources, in the form of fundraisers or unit officers, 

to support student affairs fundraising. This finding also corresponded with the student 

affairs literature that advised CSAOs to gain executive approval for fundraising rather 

than launching such initiatives independently (Jackson, 2000; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; 

Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 1993). 

In this study, the collaborative student affairs fundraising relationships were 

galvanized by the three capital projects. All three institutions’ capital projects mobilized 

student affairs and development staff members as well as a wide range of partners. 

Western University’s capital project team included representatives from student affairs, 

alumni affairs, development, academic affairs, students, facilities management, and 

dining services. Southern University’s capital project team consisted of student affairs 

staff members, development officers, and the president. Eastern University’s capital 

project team included the president, CSAO, student affairs staff members, academic 

affairs representatives, and students. This finding corroborated Hendrix-Kral’s (1996) 

and Rovig’s (2009) conclusions that capital projects were often factors in bringing about 

successful student affairs and development collaboration and effective student affairs 

fundraising efforts.  
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The final strategy in creating successful student affairs and development 

collaboration involved the central role of the student affairs fundraisers. Although the 

position descriptions of the three student affairs fundraisers varied across the institutions, 

the fundraisers played vital roles in the creation and sustenance of student affairs and 

development partnerships. As indicated by the cross-case analysis, all of the student 

affairs fundraisers had extensive development experience and bridged the student affairs 

and development cultures. This finding implied that student affairs fundraising research 

should not limit investigations to the CSAO and CDO collaborative relationship, 

emphasized in many of the previous studies (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 

1991; Murphy, 2007). Instead, the student affairs fundraiser, who plays a very significant 

role in the collaboration process by serving as a key liaison between student affairs and 

development, was an important agent in the student affairs fundraising process. Thus, 

these findings on collaborative strategies relayed the importance of institutional culture, 

executive approval, capital projects, and the student affairs fundraiser in creating and 

sustaining successful collaborative relationships for the purpose of student affairs 

fundraising.  

Establishment of Student Affairs Fundraising Initiatives 

The third research question was the following: How have student affairs officers 

established initiatives to raise funds for student affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

This question was intended to provide evidence of the strategies used by the three 

participating institutions’ CSAOs in surmounting existing barriers, if necessary, and 

establishing student affairs fundraising initiatives. The overall themes derived from the 

findings were the following: CSAOs understanding institutional culture, or the “rules of 
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the game”; CSAOs recognizing barriers to establishing a student affairs fundraising 

initiative; CSAOs’ prior experiences that prepared them to implement or expand 

fundraising operations; and CSAOs surmounting barriers by creating capital projects 

approved by executive leaders. 

First and foremost, the CSAOs I interviewed at all three institutions emphasized 

that understanding the institutional culture, or, in one individual’s words (Western 

University development officer, personal communication, March 16, 2009), the “rules of 

the game,” was a chief factor in successfully placing student affairs projects among 

institutional fundraising priorities. The three CSAOs, as veteran leaders, accumulated the 

ability to understand the actions it took to navigate the cultures, hierarchies, practices, 

and politics of their institutions. As a result, they guaranteed that student affairs projects 

were placed among their institutions’ capital campaign and annual fund priorities. 

Western University’s CSAO formed alliances with the provost and deans to insert student 

affairs projects among institutional priorities. Southern University’s CSAO carefully 

planned the student affairs fundraising projects to mirror the themes of institutional 

strategic plan and fundraising priorities. Eastern University’s CSAO used the residential 

capital project as a means of expanding the student affairs fundraising initiative to 

support other divisional initiatives. This finding confirmed Schoenecke’s (2005) 

argument that organizational culture is a crucial part of student affairs and development 

collaboration. At the same time, this finding provided insight that transcended the 

previous studies, which used business models focused on leadership to produce their 

findings (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 1991; Murphy, 2007). 
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Based on the differing organizational cultures of the participating institutions, all 

three CSAOs faced different barriers to establishing and sustaining the student affairs 

fundraising initiatives at their respective institutions. The CSAOs at Western and 

Southern universities faced competition among the universities’ units and schools for 

resources, donors, and development support as well as reluctance among institutional 

leaders to support what was perceived to be projects of importance secondary to 

academic initiatives. At the same time, Southern University’s CSAO identified a lack of 

fundraising interest and skills among the university’s previous CSAOs. Eastern 

University’s CSAO inherited a student affairs fundraiser and benefited from a 

presidential initiative calling for the expansion of an existing fundraising effort. These 

findings mirrored many of the themes presented in previous student affairs fundraising 

studies that addressed institutional barriers (Jackson, 2000; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; 

Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 1993). These student affairs, development, and 

institutional barriers were similar to the ones referenced in these aforementioned studies. 

All three CSAOs’ prior experiences prepared them to propose and conduct 

fundraising operations. The background of Western University’s CSAO included 

financial management and fundraising experience (Western University CSAO, personal 

communication, March 16, 2009). The CSAO previously wrote successful grant 

proposals and published chapters in books and articles on student affairs financial 

management. Southern University’s CSAO had a role at a previous institution managing 

the student affairs division’s finances and also performed outreach to parents, students, 

and alumni in that position (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 

23, 2009). Southern University’s CSAO also believed strongly that a CSAO should be an 
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ambassador for the university and division, a role aligned with fundraising 

responsibilities. Eastern University’s CSAO had previously served as an enrollment 

management leader and had conducted a $75 million capital campaign (Eastern 

University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 2009). Thus, all three CSAOs had 

experiences that had positioned them well to surmount institutional barriers in 

implementing and expanding student affairs fundraising initiatives. This finding was in 

line with the themes included in previous studies on ways CSAOs and higher education 

institutions can prepare leaders and units for the implementation and management of 

student affairs fundraising efforts (Fygetakis, 1993; Hillman, 2002; Jackson, 2000; 

Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 1993). 

All three CSAOs used their political acumen to surmount institutional barriers to 

initiate or expand their student affairs fundraising initiatives. These strategies manifested 

in two major forms. First, the CSAOs conceptualized capital projects that were tied to 

their institutional missions or strategic plans. Western University’s center addressed the 

university’s mission to build community among the university’s stakeholders. Southern 

University’s concourse project was also connected to the university’s emphasis on 

building community among students, faculty, and staff. In addition, Southern 

University’s concourse project fulfilled a strategic plan initiative to tie together the 

various sectors of the campus and create a useful entry to a relatively new student center. 

Eastern University’s residential project focused a presidential and board initiative to 

correct a housing problem at the university. Second, the CSAOs garnered allies outside of 

their division to support the project. Western University’s students were crucial 

supporters of the Western University center (Western University student affairs 
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fundraiser, personal communication, March 16, 2009). In addition, Western University’s 

center, with admissions, alumni affairs, and dining as occupants, gathered three major 

allies outside of the student affairs unit to support the project. Southern University’s 

concourse project was implemented with the help of the university’s president and 

development unit (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 

2009). Eastern University’s residential project addressed an institutional need identified 

by the president and the board and was guided by a team consisting of faculty members, 

student affairs staff members, development staff members, and students (Eastern 

University CSAO, April 13, 2009). Therefore, the CSAOs surmounted existing barriers 

to student affairs fundraising by addressing institutional needs and assembling a wide 

variety of allies for their projects. This finding reinforced Hendrix-Kral’s (1996) study’s 

conclusion that tied capital projects with student affairs fundraising success. This finding 

also added the dimension of synchronizing the capital project with institutional needs and 

culture as an important precursor to initiating a student affairs fundraising effort.  

Once the CSAOs recognized and overcame the institutional barriers by 

formulating the capital project plans, they secured executive support of student affairs 

fundraising. The CSAOs’ means of confirming presidential support varied across the 

institutions. Western University’s CSAO (personal communication, April 16, 2009) took 

over a decade to develop plans and assemble allies to support the Western University 

center. With these well-constructed plans, the CSAO (personal communication, March 

16, 2009) secured Western University’s president’s consent to launch the fundraising 

initiative and capital project. By contrast, Southern University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, March 23, 2009) had an informal conversation with the university’s 
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president that resulted in the launch of the student affairs fundraising initiative. At 

Eastern University, the CSAO (personal communication, April 13, 2009) arrived to find a 

student affairs fundraiser in place and a board and president eager to implement a major 

student affairs fundraising effort in support of the residential capital project. This finding 

was consistent with previous studies’ findings that emphasized the importance of 

executive support to launching, expanding, and sustaining a student affairs fundraising 

initiative (Jackson, 2000; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 

1993). In summary, this study’s findings corroborated and added to the existing literature 

on collaboration strategies involved in introducing, expanding, and maintaining student 

affairs fundraising initiatives.  

Interaction Between Student Affairs and Development Units in Fundraising 

The fourth research question was the following: In what ways do successful 

student affairs practitioners and development officers interact with each other in an effort 

to facilitate successful fundraising efforts? This question addressed the main ways that 

student affairs and development staff members worked together to support student affairs 

fundraising efforts. I designed this question to inventory the specific ways student affairs 

and development staff members worked informally and formally with each other. The 

overall themes included the following: informal meetings and delegated responsibilities, 

formal agreements and meetings, and special events. 

Student affairs and development interactions varied across the three institutions. 

However, these interactions took three major forms. First, the most common interactions 

were informal meetings mentioned by study participants. All three institutions’ case study 

reports contained evidence of such interactions. Western University, however, with its 
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decentralized organizational culture, had the most informal, or, in the words of one 

participant (personal communication, March 16, 2009), “ad hoc” relationship between 

student affairs, alumni affairs, development. As such, Western University’s development 

unit had a “hands off” approach to the student affairs fundraising initiative. Study 

participants at Southern University (personal communication, March 23, 2009) and 

Eastern University (personal communication, April 13, 2009) also referred to informal 

interactions at many stages of the fundraising process. Southern University’s and Eastern 

University’s student affairs fundraisers referenced many instances of using development 

colleagues as sounding boards for approaches to major donors as well as fundraising 

project propositions.  

Second, all three institutions also had examples of more formalized interactions 

between student affairs and development officers. Western University’s student affairs 

fundraiser (personal communication, March 16, 2009) had recently, in March 2009, 

begun meeting monthly with a development unit point of contact. Western University 

also had development and alumni affairs officers serving on the Western University 

center planning committee. Compared with Western University, Southern and Eastern 

universities had more levels of formalized interactions between student affairs and 

development officers. Southern University’s CDO assisted the CSAO in revising the 

student affairs fundraiser position description when the first person in that role left the 

university (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009). 

Southern University’s development officer (personal communication, April 30, 2009) 

also reviewed student affairs fundraising projects to determine their viability. Southern 

University’s student affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 3, 2009) arranged 
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a series of meetings with development officers during the first few weeks on the job. In 

addition, Southern University’s student affairs fundraiser scheduled a standing bi-weekly 

meeting with the development point of contact. Over the years, Eastern University’s 

CSAO (personal communication, April 13, 2009) established memorandums of 

understanding with the CDO to document the student affairs fundraising priorities and 

goals. Eastern University’s development point of contact (personal communication, April 

13, 2009) emphasized that this document could be edited, but that the student affairs 

fundraising efforts were specifically tied to the memorandum’s content. Eastern 

University’s student affairs fundraiser, a development staff member, met frequently with 

development officers and the CSAO, and also attended the student affairs senior staff 

meetings on a weekly basis.  

Third, the final series of interactions involved student affairs and development 

collaboration in planning and staging fundraising and alumni engagement events. All 

three institutions staged events and activities directed to alumni and prospective donors 

that were a result of student affairs and development collaboration. Western University’s 

student affairs and alumni affairs units sponsored events for current undergraduates and 

alumni relating to career mentoring (Western University alumni affairs officer, personal 

communication, March 16, 2009). Western University’s student affairs unit included the 

university’s Mexican-American and African-American alumni societies, which also 

worked closely with alumni affairs in staging fundraising events. Western University’s 

student affairs division partnered with alumni affairs in sponsoring fundraising events for 

the Western University center designed around football game tailgates and reunions of 

former student government presidents (Western University student affairs fundraiser, 
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personal communication, March 16, 2009). Southern University’s student affairs 

fundraiser (personal communication, April 3, 2009) partnered with development officers 

to create invitation lists and plan “parlor events” among alumni in locations across the 

United States to raise funds for student affairs projects. Eastern University’s student 

affairs division supported the development unit’s homecoming weekend and tours of the 

campus and residential facilities for donors (Eastern University student affairs fundraiser, 

personal communication, April 30, 2009). In addition, Eastern University’s student 

affairs fundraiser (personal communication, April 30, 2009), as a development officer, 

assisted with major donor visits and often teamed with the CSAO or other student affairs 

senior staff members during these visits. In summary, these findings were in line with 

previous studies’ findings on the importance of student affairs and development 

collaboration, but also pointed out the specific ways these collaborations occurred and 

emphasized the central role of the student affairs fundraiser in these interactions 

(Jackson, 2000; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 1993). In 

particular, these findings added depth to the existing literature on student affairs 

fundraising collaboration.  

Inclusion of Student Affairs Projects Among Institutional Fundraising Priorities 

The fifth research question was the following: How have student affairs officers 

with fundraising initiatives succeeded in having universities include student affairs 

services, activities, and facilities among institutional fundraising priorities? This question 

addressed strategies the three participating institutions’ student affairs and development 

officers used to include student affairs projects among institutional fundraising priorities 

during annual fund drives and capital campaigns. I designed this question to examine 
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specific ways student affairs units acted to have student affairs projects inserted among 

the overall institutional fundraising priorities. The overall themes included the following: 

aligning student affairs mission, strategic plan, and fundraising priorities with 

institutional mission, strategic plan, and fundraising priorities as well as selecting projects 

that were relevant to institutional mission, needs, and culture.  

In all three of the cases, the success of the student affairs divisions came, in large 

part, from their aligning their fundraising priorities with institutional mission and 

strategic plan. The most distinctive example of this alignment was Southern University’s 

effort to base student affairs mission, strategic plan, assessment, and fundraising priorities 

on its institutional mission and strategic plan. Southern University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, March 23, 2009) explained, “there is actually a logic from planning and 

analysis to the strategic plan to the assessment to the development analysis—all are 

aligned.” These connections resonated with Southern University’s development officer 

(personal communication, April 30, 2009), who felt that the academic and cocurricular 

programs were tied together and “critical to the academic life of the university.” The 

resulting five student affairs fundraising priorities, in turn, stemmed from Southern 

University’s strategic plan, student affairs strategic plan, and student affairs assessment 

plan. The CSAOs at Western and Eastern universities also underscored the connection 

between student affairs fundraising priorities and the institutional missions and strategic 

plans. Western University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009) pointed 

out that institutional priorities went before and were the basis for student affairs 

fundraising priorities. Likewise, Eastern University’s CSAO (personal communication, 

April 13, 2009) also placed institutional priorities such as the financial aid scholarship 
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initiative before student affairs fundraising projects. This finding provided an example of 

the best practice for current student affairs fundraisers to align student affairs fundraising 

projects with institutional missions and strategic plans when introducing or expanding 

student affairs fundraising initiatives. The finding also added to the student affairs 

fundraising literature on best practices for implementing a successful initiative (Jackson, 

2000; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 1993). 

The specific projects inserted among the institutional fundraising priorities at the 

three participating universities were, for the most part, linked to institutional culture and 

needs. At Western University, the capital project, the Western University center, was tied 

to the university’s mission to engage and build community among students, faculty, staff, 

and alumni. Western University also prioritized the $2 million athletics- and spirit-related 

project to reflect the institution’s focus on football as a means of building community 

(Western University CSAO, personal communication, March 16, 2009). Other projects 

tied to the institutional culture include the endowment of the student activities director’s 

position and a campus recreation center. At Southern University, the capital project, the 

concourse, reinforced the university’s tightly knit campus community. Southern 

University’s five fundraising priorities, student leadership development, student mental 

and physical health, student career services, student diversity initiatives, and student civic 

engagement, were also connected with the content of the institutional mission and 

strategic plan and, therefore, institutional needs. At Eastern University, the residential 

project addressed an institutional priority: the need for a residential community. At the 

same time, the other student affairs fundraising priorities also related directly to 

institutional culture and needs: alumni mentor program, mental health education and 
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outreach, and Greek leadership program. This finding also reinforced Schoenecke’s 

(2005) study’s argument that organizational culture is a crucial part of student affairs and 

development collaboration, while adding a different perspective to the studies that have 

focused on leadership as a main element of the collaborative student affairs and 

development relationship (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 1991; Murphy, 

2007). At the same time, this finding presented evidence for the importance of student 

affairs fundraisers to align fundraising priorities with institutional culture. In summary, 

these findings on the strategies of having student affairs projects included among 

institutional priorities will be of use for practitioners as well as researchers (Jackson, 

2000; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 1993). 

Implications of Findings for Theory 

 This study contributed to researchers’ understanding of student affairs fundraising 

in three major ways: (a) providing contemporary qualitative data on the understudied 

topic of student affairs fundraising at private research universities; (b) applying an 

organizational culture framework to a topic that has heretofore been studied primarily 

through leadership models; and (c) correcting or updating practical and theoretical 

assumptions on forming and sustaining student affairs and development collaborative 

relationships to raise funds for student affairs activities. 

Contemporary Qualitative Data 

 This study contributed contemporary qualitative data on an understudied topic to 

fill part of the literature gap on student affairs fundraising. As the literature review 

demonstrated, only eight empirical works have appeared on student affairs fundraising. 

Six of the eight studies used quantitative methods to study student affairs fundraising 
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(Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Hillman, 2002; Murphy, 2007; Rovig, 2009; 

Terrell et al., 1993). Previously, only Kroll’s (1991) mixed-methods study of Midwestern 

colleges and Schoenecke’s (2005) case study of three public universities gathered 

qualitative data on the topic.   

Much of the student affairs fundraising literature is now very dated. Many of the 

studies (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 1991; Terrell et al., 1993) were 

published over a decade ago. There is also a dearth of studies on student affairs 

fundraising at private research universities. Only Terrell et al. (1993), Hillman (2002), 

and Rovig (2009) gathered data on private research universities and, in all three cases, the 

researchers did not decouple private research university findings from the overall data 

set. Therefore, this study filled part of the gap in the literature by putting forth an in-depth 

examination of student affairs fundraising practices at private research universities using 

qualitative methods. 

Organizational Culture Theoretical Framework 

 This study also contributed to the student affairs fundraising literature by applying 

a theoretical framework that has been seldom used to study the topic. Previously, four of 

the eight studies (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 1991; Murphy, 2007) 

applied leadership theories to investigate student affairs fundraising. Only one of the 

seven studies used an organizational culture framework to study the topic (Schoenecke, 

2005). This study’s application of organizational culture theory provided insight into the 

ways institutional culture and development and student affairs subcultures affected 

student affairs fundraising and the student affairs and development collaborative 

relationships. The individual case study and cross-case reports were evidence of the many 
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ways that the universities’ “environment, mission, information, strategy, and leadership” 

(Tierney, 2008, p. 30) influenced student affairs fundraising at the participating 

institutions. Many of the differences among the three universities’ student affairs 

fundraising histories, projects, and collaborative relationships can be traced to these 

differing campus cultures and subcultures.  

Critique of Past Studies 

This study also corrected or updated several past assumptions about student 

affairs fundraising and student affairs and development collaboration. These assumptions 

included the following: (a) student affairs and development officers are the only 

significant agents in the student affairs fundraising process; (b) student affairs and 

development relationships are marked by cooperation and collegiality; (c) the most 

successful student affairs fundraising efforts exhibit the most cooperation between the 

two units; and (d) student affairs projects typically involve a median $100,000 

fundraising goal and include homogenous projects across different institutions.   

First, this study suggested that the student affairs and development relationships 

were neither the most significant student affairs fundraising relationships nor the only 

important partnerships involved in the process. At all three institutions, the most critical 

student affairs fundraising agents were the CSAO and the student affairs fundraiser. In 

addition, at all three institutions, the collaborative relationships crucial to successful 

student affairs fundraising transcended the student affairs and development partnership to 

include such institutional agents as presidents, board members, student affairs directors, 

alumni affairs officers, deans, students, alumni, parents, and other donors. Previously, the 

majority of the studies isolated the student affairs and development officer relationship 
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and excluded other key fundraising partners (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 

1991; Murphy, 2007). This study suggested that student affairs fundraising theory should 

include other institutional partners as key agents in the fundraising process and that the 

relationship between the CSAO and student affairs fundraiser was among the most 

critical relationships in the process. 

Second, this study debunked the assertion that the student affairs and development 

unit relationships were typically marked by cooperation. Three of the previous studies on 

the subject, in applying a business model featuring a cooperative versus competitive 

framework, argued that the relationship between the CSAO and the CDO was typically 

marked by cooperation (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 1991). This study 

posited that the relationship between student affairs and development, as indicated by the 

student affairs and development officers participating in this study, was frequently 

marked by conflicting divisional priorities, differing student affairs and development 

subcultures, and mutual misunderstandings of the other unit’s mission and objectives. 

These fissures were most prominent at Eastern University, the university most affected 

by the 2008–2009 economic downturn. At the same time, rifts between student affairs 

and development units and subcultures appeared at Western and Southern universities as 

well. Therefore, this study furnished evidence that the student affairs and development 

relationship also included some tension points, even at successful student affairs 

fundraising institutions, that can be traced to the divergent student affairs and 

development subcultures. 

This study also challenged the notion that the student affairs and development 

officers exhibiting the most cooperation have been the most successful fundraisers. 
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Previous studies linked the levels of cooperation between student affairs and 

development officers with the amount of money raised by the student affairs fundraising 

initiative (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996). This study, which examined three 

successful student affairs fundraising initiatives, as indicated by the total dollars raised 

and the achievement of articulated student affairs fundraising objectives, suggested that 

the CSAO and CDO often had little, if any, collaboration during the fundraising process. 

More important relationships were evident between the CSAO and the student affairs 

fundraiser as well as between the student affairs fundraiser and other development and 

student affairs staff members.  

Last, this study updated the assumption that student affairs fundraising projects 

have been relatively low-cost projects designed around a circumscribed set of priorities. 

A previous study on student affairs fundraising published in the 1990s established 

$100,000 as the median cost for a student affairs fundraising project, with $5 million 

being the most expensive project encountered (Fygetakis, 1993). The three institutions 

participating in this study, Western, Southern, and Eastern universities, proposed and 

successfully implemented capital projects that, respectively, cost $100 million, $10 

million, and $200 million. These project costs far eclipsed the totals in Fygetakis’ study, 

and showed the increased scope of student affairs fundraising projects since Fygetakis’ 

study.  

In addition, two previous studies reported that there were trends among the most 

commonly implemented student affairs fundraising projects. Fygetakis concluded that the 

most prevalent student affairs fundraising projects were women’s centers, multicultural 

centers, and alcohol and drug education programs. Hillman (2002) found that the most 
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common student affairs fundraising projects among the Texas colleges and universities 

were focused on raising money for athletic and financial aid programs. This study 

suggested that student affairs fundraising projects were often endemic to institutions and 

linked to institutional mission and culture and student affairs and development missions 

and subcultures. As indicated by the individual case study reports and cross-case analysis, 

all three institutions had facilities, positions, programs, and activities sponsored by 

student affairs fundraising that were tied to their specific campus cultures, priorities, and 

needs.  

In summary, this study had several implications for student affairs fundraising 

theory. This study filled part of the literature gap on the topic by taking a qualitative 

approach with an organizational culture theoretical framework to student affairs 

fundraising at private research universities. This study also corrected and updated 

previous assumptions about student affairs fundraising.    

Implications of Findings for Practice 

This study’s findings have implications for the following: (a) institutions with 

student affairs fundraising initiatives; (b) institutions considering launching student 

affairs fundraising initiatives; (c) student affairs practitioners; and (d) development 

practitioners. 

Institutions with Existing Student Affairs Fundraising Initiati ves 

Higher education institutions with student affairs fundraising initiatives can 

benefit from this study’s findings. This study, which examined the partnerships at three 

institutions with successful student affairs fundraising programs, related four major 

findings that can help other institutions expand their existing fundraising efforts: (a) 
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importance of forming relationships with a variety of institutional partners; (b) value of 

linking student affairs fundraising projects to institutional culture and mission; (c) 

significance of using student affairs fundraisers and development professionals as 

valuable resources on the strategic and daily levels; and (d) strategies for assuring that 

student affairs projects are included in institutional strategic plans and campaign 

priorities.    

This study’s findings suggested that successful student affairs fundraising 

collaboration transcended the student affairs and development units. For one, as 

evidenced in the three cases presented in this study as well as many other studies on the 

topic (Jackson, 2000; Penney & Rose, 2001; Rovig, 2009; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; 

1993; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell et al., 1993), presidents, board members, and 

provosts were key allies in establishing student affairs fundraising initiatives. The 

important partnerships, depending on the institution and its culture, also included such 

collaborators as deans, student affairs directors, alumni affairs officers, parents, alumni, 

and students, among others. One of the most important agents in the student affairs 

fundraising processes examined in this study were donors. Western University’s CSAO 

(personal communication, March 16, 2009) definition of successful student affairs 

fundraising contained the idea of donor collaboration in linking “institutional needs with 

the dreams of the donors.” In addition, all three institutions’ representatives mentioned 

the effectiveness of students in the fundraising process in engaging prospective alumni 

and parent donors. Student affairs and development officers should make efforts to gain 

widespread support outside of their divisions for student affairs fundraising projects, 

particularly in partnering with students, parents, and alumni.  
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This study’s findings also presented evidence that successful student affairs 

fundraising projects were linked closely to institutional culture, mission, and strategic 

priorities. Many of the three institutions’ student affairs fundraising projects were tied to 

their respective institutional cultures. The three participating institutions, universities 

with strong Greek systems, all had campaigns at early stages of their student affairs 

fundraising histories targeted to Greek organizations’ alumni. The capital projects, 

endowed positions and departments, and case statement materials also addressed 

institutional needs. The Western University center was designed to address the 

university’s need for additional space for student activities, admissions, alumni affairs, 

and dining, among other areas. Southern University’s concourse project was intended to 

link all sectors of the campus together. Eastern University’s residential project fulfilled 

the need to establish a unified residential community and bolster institutional affinity 

among the university’s students. Institutions with existing student affairs fundraising 

programs should also seek to design projects that address institution needs and align with 

their overall institutional missions and cultures.  

This study’s findings indicated that the CSAO should treat the student affairs 

fundraiser and development points of contact as the two key allies once a student affairs 

fundraising initiative has been established. Both the student affairs fundraisers and the 

development points of contact played important roles in this study’s participating 

CSAOs’ fundraising strategic planning and daily operational efforts. The three cases 

presented in this study were examples of the ways CSAOs can leverage the development 

officers’ fundraising knowledge, resources, and expertise while also collaborating with 

the student affairs fundraiser to create sustainable student affairs fundraising 
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infrastructures. In the three cases, development officers assisted in editing fundraiser 

position descriptions, reviewing student affairs fundraising strategic plans, and 

identifying prospects, among many other key fundraising functions. Student affairs 

fundraisers, in all three cases, supported all phases of the fundraising process, from 

raising major gifts to creating case statements. Student affairs units with fundraising 

operations should leverage the knowledge and skills of development professionals and 

also consider hiring full-time student affairs fundraisers with development experience. 

The final ramification of the study’s findings demonstrated effective ways of 

ensuring that student affairs projects are included in institutional strategic plans and 

campaign priorities. All three universities’ student affairs fundraising histories included 

actions by the CSAOs that convinced their institutions’ executive leadership of the value 

of placing student affairs initiatives in strategic plans and among the overall fundraising 

priorities. Western University’s CSAO formed alliances with other departments and 

students to create a compelling plan for a new student center. Southern University’s 

CSAO convinced the president of the value of a community gathering place. Eastern 

University’s CSAO used a presidential initiative, a residential project, to elevate other 

student affairs fundraising initiatives. In all three cases, the CSAOs selected projects that 

were aligned with institutional culture and needs, and they were successful in elevating 

these initiatives to institutional fundraising objectives. Taken together, these findings 

provide institutions with student affairs fundraising programs with ideas on how to build 

on existing efforts. 
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Institutions Considering Implementing an Initiative  

Higher education institutions considering launching student affairs fundraising 

initiatives can also benefit from this study’s findings. This study, which examined the 

partnerships at three institutions with successful student affairs fundraising programs, 

related three major findings that can help other institutions establish their existing 

fundraising efforts: (a) recognizing the barriers to establishing the fundraising program 

and assembling allies to surmount these barriers; (b) having a CSAO with fundraising 

experience, interest, and abilities; (c) conceptualizing a capital project with widespread 

institutional support and tied to institutional culture and mission.  

This study’s findings provided ideas on initial steps student affairs leaders should 

take before implementing a student affairs fundraising initiative. The CSAOs at all three 

institutions stated that the first step was understanding the institutional culture, or as one 

individual put it, “the rules of the game” (Western University alumni affairs officer, 

personal communication, March 16, 2009). As delineated in the three case study reports, 

the rules of the game for the institutions included such things as recognizing the barriers 

to introducing a student affairs fundraising initiative, student affairs’ place in the 

institution’s political hierarchy, the executive leaders required to approve the initiative, 

allies supportive of a student affairs fundraising initiative, and projects that address 

institutional needs and align with institutional mission and culture. Thus, higher 

education leaders considering introducing a student affairs fundraising initiative should 

first decide whether student affairs fundraising is aligned with institutional culture, or the 

“rules of the game.” Without an understanding of the institutional culture, support of 

executive leaders, and alignment of fundraising projects with institutional culture, a 
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student affairs fundraising initiative would have only a slight chance of being 

implemented.  

Higher education institutions should also note the central role of the CSAO in 

leading, on strategic and daily levels, the student affairs fundraising initiative. This 

study’s findings pointed out that the student affairs fundraising initiatives' viability was 

based, in large part, on the CSAO’s past experiences, institutional status, and fundraising 

experience. At the time of the interviews, the three participating institutions’ CSAOs had 

amassed decades of higher education administration experience and earned the respect of 

the universities’ leaders. Most importantly, all three CSAOs recognized the utility of 

student affairs fundraising to their divisions and institutions. In addition, two of the three 

CSAOs reported directly to the president, with Western University’s CSAO reporting to 

the provost, but also serving on the university’s senior staff. All three of the CSAOs had 

backgrounds that prepared them to lead fundraising initiatives. In a previous position, 

Western University’s CSAO wrote grant proposals. Previously, Southern University’s 

CSAO was responsible for a student affairs division’s finances. As an enrollment 

management administrator, Eastern University’s CSAO led a successful $75 million 

campaign to raise funds for financial aid scholarships. Therefore, the CSAOs played 

critical roles in the three institutions’ student affairs fundraising efforts. Institutions 

considering implementing such initiatives should recognize that student affairs 

fundraising efforts have a better chance of being implemented with CSAOs who are 

veteran leaders, have had past experiences relevant to the fundraising role, and have 

earned the respect of their institutions’ presidents, boards, and provosts.   
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This study’s findings also contained evidence of the importance of capital projects 

in establishing and expanding student affairs fundraising initiatives. In fact, the student 

affairs fundraising efforts at all three institutions were implemented or expanded as a 

result of major capital projects. In addition, as indicated in the case study reports, all three 

of the capital projects aligned with the institutional cultures and missions. Higher 

education leaders seeking to introduce a student affairs fundraising effort at their 

institutions should, if there is an institutional need for it, conceptualize a student affairs 

capital project to galvanize their fundraising initiatives. Therefore, higher education 

institutions considering introducing a student affairs fundraising initiative should 

recognize the barriers to implementation, gather allies to support the initiative, confirm 

CSAO interest and related experience in fundraising, and consider proposing capital 

projects that are necessary and tied to institutional culture and missions.  

Student Affairs Practitioners 

With a growing number of student affairs units raising funds, student affairs 

practitioners should recognize the utility of learning more about and gaining experience 

in higher education fundraising. This study put forth tangible examples of the ways that 

student affairs fundraising supported institutional and student affairs unit goals of the 

three institutions that I studied. To fulfill these goals, collaboration among student affairs 

staff members, development staff members, and institutional partners should occur at all 

levels. Thus, student affairs practitioners should be acquainted with development culture 

and terminology generally and their institutions’ development units’ missions, strategic 

plans, and culture specifically. In addition, with the study presenting evidence of the 

disconnect that sometimes occurred between student affairs and development units 
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subcultures, student affairs practitioners should make an effort to learn more about 

fundraising and engage and support development colleagues.     

Development Practitioners 

Similarly, development practitioners should gain a better understanding of student 

affairs mission and organization and student development theory by collaborating with 

student affairs officers at their institutions. Development practitioners should understand 

the ways student affairs fundraising supports development unit objectives to raise funds 

for strategic priorities as well as the overall institutional mission and strategic plan. This 

study’s findings pointed out that student affairs fundraising provided a novel way of 

approaching donors and an effective means of engaging alumni, parents, and other 

constituents. While recognizing the benefits of student affairs fundraising for their units, 

development practitioners should also make efforts to know more about student affairs 

units’ missions and functions and the benefits of student affairs fundraising to 

institutional and development objectives.    

In summary, this section discussed the implications of the study’s findings for 

research and practice relating to student affairs fundraising and student affairs and 

development collaboration. In terms of theory, this study’s findings provided 

contemporary qualitative data, applied an organizational culture theoretical framework, 

and critiqued past studies on the topic. In terms of practice, this study’s findings 

furnished student affairs and development officers with practical ideas on introducing and 

sustaining successful student affairs fundraising programs and student affairs and 

development collaborative relationships.  
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Recommendations for Further Research 

 This study’s findings produced recommendations for further research that are of 

significance to researchers and practitioners. These recommendations combine a variety 

of methodologies, populations, and research questions to examine student affairs 

fundraising.  

Student affairs fundraising, as an understudied topic in higher education 

administration, requires additional study. With the last comprehensive survey of student 

affairs fundraising having occurred in 2007 (Rovig, 2009) and only having a 10% survey 

return rate, a new, more comprehensive study should be conducted of student affairs units 

to discover the percentages of student affairs officers raising funds, student affairs 

divisions with dedicated fundraising officers, student affairs projects supported by 

fundraising, fundraising dollars raised on an annual basis, and other statistics. This 

information would provide practitioners and researchers with valuable data on current 

efforts and be points of comparison with the 2007 survey data.  

The theoretical understanding of student affairs fundraising could also be 

enhanced by quantitative and qualitative studies that investigate the nuances in 

fundraising by institutional type. Previously, few of the studies compared student affairs 

fundraising practices at community colleges, private and public colleges, private and 

public universities, and other institutional types. Quantitative studies gathering data from 

higher education institutions nationwide would provide insight into the similarities and 

differences among these institutional types and also be points of comparison with the 

2007 survey data. In addition, with so few qualitative studies having been conducted on 

student affairs fundraising and with many of the studies being dated, additional case 
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studies on student affairs fundraising at community colleges, private colleges and 

universities, and institutional types across the Carnegie classification (2008) spectrum 

would also assist researchers and practitioners.  

This study also raised the issue of the importance of student involvement in 

subsequent alumni engagement and donations in the student affairs fundraising process. 

Empirical studies addressing the connections between student involvement and 

subsequent alumni engagement and donation activity would assist practitioners in 

determining whether there is correlation. Such a donor behavior study would be of great 

benefit to higher education practitioners’ decisions on whether to financially support a 

student affairs fundraising initiative.  

Based on this study showing the student affairs fundraising partnerships that 

transcended the student affairs and development relationship, future researchers should 

consider studying how presidents, board members, academic affairs leaders, alumni 

affairs officers, students, donors, and other constituents contribute to student affairs 

fundraising. This topic could be addressed by taking a case study approach or mixed-

method survey to collect additional data on the phenomenon from these different, yet 

relevant, perspectives from across the campus community and even including external 

partners such as corporate, parent, and alumni donors. An in-depth case study of one 

higher education institution could gather these stakeholders’ perceptions of student affairs 

fundraising practices and assist both researchers and practitioners.  

This study raised two major topics of special interest to practitioners seeking to 

maximize donations to higher education institutions. First, there was the topic of whether 

student affairs fundraising efforts are a value-added proposition for higher education 
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institutions. Southern University’s development officer (personal communication, April 

30, 2009) believed that student affairs fundraising identified a new set of donors and did 

not significantly affect donations to other institutional departments or schools. With a 

barrier to student affairs fundraising being the notion that these activities may divert 

donors from giving to already established priorities, this topic has special significance to 

student affairs practitioners seeking to introduce or expand fundraising initiatives. 

Second, Southern University’s CSAO raised the topic of the cultivation and solicitation 

strategies and student affairs projects that produce the most donations, or have the most 

significant return on investment. A comprehensive study on this topic would assist 

practitioners in creating strategic plans and making the best use of resources for their 

student affairs fundraising efforts.  

Based on the trends deriving from the economic recession of 2008/2009, the final 

recommendation for research addresses the trend of how higher education institutions 

managed the economic downturn and its effect on institutional budgets, endowment, and 

fundraising. This research could address the trends evident in the Eastern University case 

study, specifically the retrenchment measures along with the shift in fundraising from 

capital projects to annual fund projects to determine whether this was an isolated or a 

widespread trend across United States higher education institutions. This research would 

assist researchers understand higher education financial trends and practitioners learn 

about managing higher education fundraising in times of economic crisis.   

In summary, with only eight empirical studies having been produced prior to this 

one, this study generated several recommendations for further research on the topic that is 

of interest to researchers and practitioners.       
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Critique of the Study 

 This study exhibited weaknesses in research design and data collection that 

readers should note when attempting to review this study and which researchers should 

consider when designing studies of their own on this topic.  

 This study’s research design had limitations, many of which are related to the 

inherent nature of qualitative and case studies: researcher biases and subjectivity, 

participant reflexivity, lack of generalizability, and impossibility of replication. First, as 

researchers have pointed out, this dissertation, like any qualitative study, was affected by 

my biases and subjectivity as a researcher (Merriam, 1988; Peshkin, 1988). I attempted to 

manage researcher bias by following commonly accepted techniques, detailed in Chapter 

3, including my writing subjectivity memorandums throughout the research process to 

reflect on these issues of bias while providing readers with an understanding of the 

subjectivity issues I identified and addressed. Second, this study also has a limitation, 

related to the nature of qualitative research, that involves participant reflexivity. 

Researchers have observed that participant reflexivity affects the accuracy qualitative 

research findings (Creswell, 2005; Maxwell, 2005; Merriam, 1988). I addressed this 

limitation by triangulating data, as detailed in Chapter 3, whenever possible to produce 

the findings. In addition, I masked the names of participating institutions and 

individuals—in part, to address this issue of participant reflexivity. In this sense, I 

intended anonymity to protect participants while also providing participants the 

opportunity to openly share their opinions. Third, this study also has a limitation in its 

lack of generalizability, or the ability to relate the findings to other times, places, and 

contexts (Creswell, 1994, 2005). In Chapter 3, I addressed this issue by emphasizing that 
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the purpose of this study is not to provide readers with generalizable information, but to 

examine and present data on three unique cases. Last, this study also is limited by the fact 

that it cannot be replicated in another context. As qualitative and case study researchers 

have observed, this is an inherent feature of any case study, which is bounded by time, 

place, and topic (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 1988). Therefore, this study’s limitations in 

research design were connected to the nature of qualitative and case studies.  

This study’s data collection procedures had three main weaknesses. First, the site 

visits were limited to two days at each of the three institutions. Many qualitative 

researchers recommend a longer period of immersion when conducting case studies 

(Creswell, 2002; Merriam, 1998). For instance, Creswell (p. 201) recommends that 

researchers conducting observations perform “multiple observations over time to obtain 

the best understanding of the site and individuals.” Longer immersion was impractical for 

this study. However, I combined interviews, documents, and observations to collect a 

variety of data from which to examine the topic. In addition, dialogues with study 

participants on student affairs fundraising, as noted in the research journal memorandums 

in Appendix G, occurred over the course of four months. Second, contrary to the original 

research design, three of the nine interviews were conducted over the telephone rather 

than in person. Because of scheduling conflicts, the interviews with Southern 

University’s development officer, Southern University’s student affairs fundraiser, and 

Eastern University’s student affairs fundraiser had to be conducted by telephone. 

Although the body language of these individuals could not be observed during the 

interviews conducted by telephone, the limitation was mitigated because all three 

interviews followed the interview protocol and were recorded and transcribed. Last, the 



              

 

 

320 
 

study would have benefited from interviewing additional student affairs and development 

staff members along with the institutions’ presidents, provosts, board members, donors, 

and students. Again, my work schedule, my financial constraints, the busy schedules of 

participants, and the scope of the study intervened to limit the number of participants. 

Thus, this study’s research design and data collection process had weaknesses that I have 

identified for the dissertation’s readers and have attempted to address and manage. 

Conclusion 

 In conclusion, this study examined the nature of the collaboration between student 

affairs and development units at three private research universities with successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts using a qualitative multiple-case-study design with a 

social constructivist paradigm of inquiry. Using documents, personal observations notes, 

and interviews with student affairs and development officers as the main sources for the 

within and cross-case findings, this study found that (a) student affairs fundraising 

partnerships transcended the student affairs and development divisions to include 

executive leaders, board members, students, and donors, among others; (b) institutional 

culture and student affairs and development subcultures affected student affairs 

fundraising collaboration between student affairs and development units; and (c) student 

affairs fundraising success constituted support of student affairs, development, and 

overall institutional missions and goals. Along with the other findings, these three major 

findings had implications for higher education research and practice. This study provided 

additional data on an understudied topic in higher education administration literature. In 

addition, this study provided suggestions for practitioners considering introducing or 

expanding student affairs fundraising initiatives at their institutions. In the end, this study 
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raised ideas for future research that will continue to fill the literature gap on student 

affairs fundraising. 
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Appendix A: Definition of Terms 
 

Advancement refers to “all activities and programs undertaken by an institution to 

develop understanding and support from all its constituents in order to achieve its 

goals in securing such resources as students, faculty, and dollars” (Rowland, 

1986, p. xiii). Rowland has also listed the roles of institutional advancement 

offices as: “external and internal communications, government and public 

relations, fund raising, and alumni relations”(Rowland, 1977, p. 2).  More recent 

definitions of advancement have compared the concept to the “integrated 

marketing” of an institution (Worth, 2002, p. 6). 

Development relates to the process of identifying “institutional needs and 

priorities”, the “identification, cultivation, and involvement of prospective donors; 

the solicitation of gifts; and stewardship intended to continue the donor’s interest 

and involvement” (Worth, 1992, p. 400). In this dissertation, this term is used 

interchangeably with fundraising. 

Fundraising is defined as “programs and activities involving solicitation of gifts 

to the institution” (Worth, 2002). In this dissertation, this term is used 

interchangeably with development.  

Centralized development program refers to the model of organizing higher 

education development functions in which “all development staff at an institution 

report to a single chief development officer” whose central office maintains 

authority over policy decisions, fundraising prioritization, and management of 

prospect assignments (Worth, 2002, p. 398).  
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Change refers to “modification of, deletion of, or addition to attitudes and 

behaviors existing in a person, group, organization or larger system” (Lindquist, 

1978, p. 1). 

Chief development officer refers to the leader of development, or fundraising, 

efforts at higher education institutions. This individual is also sometimes referred 

to as Chief Advancement Officer, Vice President for Development, or Vice 

President for Advancement, depending on the institution’s terminology (Worth, 

2002; Worth & Asp, 1994). 

Chief student affairs officer refers to the leader of a student affairs division at a 

higher education institution. This individual is also referred to as a Dean of 

Students or a Vice President for Student Affairs (Komives & Woodard, 2003).   

Collaboration refers to “working toward a common goal or mission, equal voice 

of involved parties, joint planning, and active communication that results in 

creation of collaborative ventures” (Kezar, 2003, p. 10). For the purposes of this 

paper, collaboration and partnerships is used interchangeably. 

Decentralized development program refers to the model of organizing higher 

education development functions in which individual institutional units hire and 

supervise development officers while having “considerable autonomy in setting 

fund-raising policies and priorities” (Worth, 2002, p. 400).    

Hybrid development program refers to the model of organizing higher education 

development functions in which individual institutional units and development 

officers jointly hire and supervise development officers (Hall, 1993).  
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Organizational culture refers to “shared basic assumptions that was learned by a 

group as it has solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, 

that has worked well enough to be considered valued, and, therefore, to be taught 

to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to these 

problems (Schein, 2004, p. 17). This definition has been adapted to the study of 

higher education institutions by George Kuh’s 1988 (Kuh & Whitt, 1988, p. 5) 

definition of higher education organizational culture refined this initial definition 

by providing more detail on commonly studied phenomenon: “collective, 

mutually shaping patterns of institutional history, mission, physical settings, 

norms, traditions, values, practices, beliefs, and assumptions which guide the 

behavior of groups and individuals in an institution of higher education.”  

Student affairs refers to key student services and academic support functions at 

higher education institutions (Komives & Woodard, 2003). Student affairs units 

are also known as student services, student personnel, and student development 

(Komives & Woodard). Led by a Chief Student Affairs Officer (CSAO), who is 

also known as a Dean of Students or Vice President for Student Affairs at some 

institutions, these student services and academic support functions often include 

the following departments and service areas: academic advising, admissions, 

athletics, campus safety and security, career services, college or student unions, 

community service and service learning programs, commuter services or off-

campus housing services, counseling services, dean of students office, dining 

services, disability support services, enrollment management, financial aid, 

graduate student services, Greek affairs, health services, international student 
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services, judicial affairs, lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender student services, 

multicultural student services, orientation programs, recreation and fitness 

programs, religious services, registration services, residence life and housing, 

student activities, and women’s centers (Dungy, 2003). 

Student affairs fundraising refers to the process of seeking voluntary funds to 

support student affairs programs, services, facilities, and activities (Jackson, 2000, 

p. 597). 

Voluntary support refers to “all gifts and noncontractual grants to colleges and 

universities, defined according to the Council for the Advancement and Support 

of Education (CASE) and reported annually to the Council for Aid to Education” 

(Worth, 2002, p. 404). In this dissertation, fundraising and voluntary support are 

be used interchangeably. 
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Appendix B: Organizational Culture Models 

 To understand student affairs and development partnerships, this section will 

apply organizational culture theories to explore strategies for describing student affairs 

and development subcultures, diagnosing the particular problems of organizational 

cultures and subcultures, fostering positive organizational changes for student affairs and 

development units using multiple frame perspectives, and forming and sustaining 

collaborative teams among student affairs and development units. This theoretical 

framework, based on organizational culture theory, has four main parts: culture and 

subculture description, diagnosis, change, and collaboration. This section of the literature 

review provides an overview of the main cultural theoretical models applied in the study: 

Schein’s definition of organizational culture, Kuh’s definition of higher education 

organization cultures and subcultures, Tierney’s “Framework of Organizational Culture,” 

multiple frame change strategies, and the concepts of collaboration and teamwork.  To 

provide the background for the theoretical framework, this review discusses the 

foundational studies in cultural anthropology and corporate organizational culture before 

presenting higher education organizational culture models and other constructs that will 

be used in this dissertation. The section discusses the evolution of organizational cultural 

definitions and models for the study of higher education organizations, subcultures, and 

groups and the current state of these theoretical frameworks. The section concludes with 

a summary of the theoretical framework that will be employed in this dissertation. 

Cultural Anthropological Background for Organizational Culture Models 

 In recent decades, organizational culture theories have had wide applications in 

such varied fields as business, politics, and higher education (Deal & Kennedy, 1982; 
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Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Kezar, 2002; Schein, 2004; Tierney, 1988). In many cases, these 

theories have been used to diagnose the problems faced by institutions and corporations 

and make recommendations for changes to improve these organizations. These 

anthropological and business models are significant since their definitions and theoretical 

frameworks have influenced current higher education studies on organizational culture.  

Organizational culture theories were derived, in large part, from the work of 

anthropologists. One of the most notable and cited of these anthropologists was Clifford 

Geertz. Two respected higher education researchers have called Clifford Geertz one of 

the most significant intellectual influences of the 20th century (Chaffee & Tierney, 1988). 

The central precepts applied to organizational culture studies from Geertz’s (1973) 

anthropological studies included his definition of culture and conception of thick 

description. Based on his anthropological fieldwork in Indonesia, Geertz defined culture 

as “an historically transmitted pattern of meanings embodied in symbols, a system of 

inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic forms by the means of which men 

communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knowledge about and attitudes toward life” 

(Geertz, p. 89). Under this definition, Geertz conceived of culture as being central to the 

understanding of human behavior and the way individuals make meaning of their 

experiences. Thick description, Geertz’s second major construct, is both conceptual and 

methodological in nature.  Thick description, in Geertz’s words, involves viewing culture 

as “webs of significance” that need to be analyzed not as “experimental science in search 

of law but an interpretive one in search of meaning” (p. 5).  Furthermore, the intention of 

thick description, according to Geertz, is to “draw large conclusions from small, but very 

densely textured facts; to support broad assertions about the role of culture in the 
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construction of collective life by engaging them exactly with complex specifics.” (p. 28). 

Therefore, Clifford Geertz’s definition of culture and concept of thick description were 

foundations for current organizational culture studies and these intellectual concepts 

influence qualitative research methods today. 

Cultural Models Applied to Business Organizations 

 Researchers examining business organizations and their leaders were among the 

first scholars to apply Geertz’s anthropological concepts to the subjects of their studies 

(Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Schein, 2004). By the late 1980s, one commentator noted that 

organizational culture studies had become a popular method for studying organizations, 

diagnosing their problems, and enhancing organizational effectiveness (Tierney, 1988, p. 

2). One of the pioneers in this respect was Edgar H. Schein, a business management 

professor, who applied Geertz’s cultural anthropological concepts to the study of 

hundreds of corporations. Schein’s definition of organizational culture and his conceptual 

framework for studying organizational culture have been widely accepted by and have 

influenced many business and higher education researchers (Bensimon & Neumann, 

1993; Chaffee & Tierney, 1988; Eckel & Kezar, 2003; Kezar, 2003; Kuh & Whitt, 1988; 

Tierney). Schein defined organizational culture as the “shared basic assumptions that was 

learned by a group as it has solved its problems of external adaptation and internal 

integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valued, and, therefore, to be 

taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to these 

problems” (p. 17). Therefore, Schein’s definition of organizational culture involves both 

environmental, or external, and internal components. Many researchers have considered 

this theoretical framework central to the understanding of the way corporations and 
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higher education institutions work (Deal & Kennedy; Kuh & Whitt; Kezar & Eckel, 

2002; Schein; Tierney).  

Schein’s conceptual framework for studying organizational culture involves three 

major components that are interactive in nature. The first part of the model includes 

artifacts, or all of the things that are seen, heard, smelled, or felt when interacting with a 

new culture. (Schein, 2004). Examples of artifacts include such things as facilities, 

language and terminology, clothing, manners of address, rituals, and ceremonies. The 

second part of the model includes espoused behavior and values, or the group’s norms. 

Examples of espoused values are strategies, goals, and mission statements. The third part 

of the model includes underlying assumptions that guide group members’ behaviors, 

beliefs, perceptions, and thoughts (Schein). Examples of basic assumptions are core 

beliefs that influence behavior and belief systems.  This three part model has provided 

researchers, both in business and higher education, an adaptable framework on which to 

base their analyses of corporations and higher education institutions.  

Definition of Higher Education Organizational Culture 

 By the end of the 1980s, researchers had applied Geertz’s anthropological and 

Schein’s organizational culture concepts to the study of higher education institutions to 

provide new insight into the ways colleges and universities have functioned (Chaffee & 

Tierney, 1988; Clark, 1983; Clark, 1984; Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Tierney, 1988).  From 

these works, a commonly accepted definition of higher education organizational culture 

has emerged. Kuh and Whitt’s 1988 definition of higher education organizational culture 

refined this initial definition by providing more detail on commonly examined 

phenomena within these studies: “collective, mutually shaping patterns of institutional 
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history, mission, physical settings, norms, traditions, values, practices, beliefs, and 

assumptions which guide the behavior of groups and individuals in an institution of 

higher education” (Kuh & Whitt, p. 5). Thus, Kuh and Whitt’s definition encapsulated 

operational, theoretical, and content-based elements of higher education organization 

culture. 

In addition, Kuh and Whitt identified the presence and significance of subcultures 

within the larger higher education organizational cultures.  Subcultures, as defined by 

Kuh and Whitt (1988), are “distinctive social units possessed of a set of common 

understandings for organizing action” (p. 9-10).  Furthermore, Kuh and Whitt observed 

that subcultures exist among students, faculty, and the administrators of higher education 

institutions.  Therefore, these definitions of higher education organizational culture 

adapted anthropological and business concepts to the unique characteristics of campus 

cultures to create theoretical constructs to understand the ways colleges and universities 

work. 

Higher Education Organizational Culture Models 

Based on a literature review of empirical articles and dissertations published over 

the last decade on higher education organizational culture topics (Beodeker, 2007; Kezar, 

2003; Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Murphy, 2007; Schoenecke, 2005; Scott, 2001), the most 

frequently adopted and cited model is William G. Tierney’s (1988) “Framework of 

Organizational Culture”(p. 8). Tierney’s model is based on empirical research on colleges 

and universities and was further refined in a subsequent work on organizational culture 

that he co-authored with Ellen Earle Chaffee (Tierney & Chaffee, 1988). Tierney’s 

original model was based on case studies of four public and three private higher 
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education institutions and includes six parts: environment, mission, socialization, 

information, strategy, and leadership. Tierney’s model posits that environment involves 

the way the organization defines and perceives the external factors that influence the 

institution. Mission entails how the organization defines its overall goals and makes 

decisions. Socialization includes ways individuals are oriented to the organization and 

what is needed to do well in the organization. Information embraces the content of 

communications and how information is distributed within the organization. Strategy 

involves how decisions are reached, who makes decisions, and how strategic planning 

takes place. Leadership includes organizational expectations for leaders, the identity of 

leaders, and whether there are formal and informal leaders. Tierney’s model also noted 

key areas of inquiry for each of the six parts. Chapter 3 includes a discussion on how this 

model and its questions will be applied to this dissertation’s topic.  

In a subsequent study, Tierney and Chaffee (1988), further refined this framework 

and organized the model into three general dimensions of organizational culture applied 

to higher education settings: structure, environment, and values. The structural dimension 

refers to means for the organization to conduct its activities through programming, fiscal, 

and governance structures.  The environmental dimension constitutes both the objective, 

physical environment, and also the ways individuals in the organization understand and 

perceive the organization and its environment, or the enacted environment. The values 

dimension embraces “beliefs, norms, and priorities held by members of the institution” 

(Chaffee & Tierney, p. 20) as manifested in the organizational mission and behavior of 

the organization’s leaders. These three themes interact through a model of culture that has 

three major parts: time, space, and communication.  Time includes history, tradition, and 
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habits. Space includes both physical and symbolic contexts for action. Communication is 

the major way that individuals understand and perceive the world. Under this model, the 

three dimensions of structure, environment, and values intersect within the overarching 

elements of time, space, and communication.  Under this model, leaders affect culture, 

and, at the same time, culture gives meaning to leadership (Chaffee & Tierney). The goal 

of leaders is to have the organization’s structure, environment, and values in a state of 

equilibrium which, according to the researchers, is rarely ever reached.   

This widely accepted model for understanding organizational culture took a multi-

faceted approach that mirrored the internal and external dynamics of Schein’s model. 

Furthermore, the model, which has been applied to student affairs, academic affairs, and 

advancement units, has frequently and successfully been applied to studies of many 

higher education culture and subcultures (Beodeker, 2007; Kezar, 2003; Kezar & Eckel, 

2002; Murphy, 2007; Schoenecke, 2005; Scott, 2001). Because of its successful 

applications in the past, this model was also used in this study.  

Applications of Higher Education Organizational Culture Models 

 Organizational culture models have four major applications to higher education 

leadership and administration. The first two applications, description and diagnosis, form 

elementary levels of analysis for understanding general historical and current trends.  The 

second two applications, strategies for change and strategies for collaboration, form more 

useful forms of analysis for higher education practitioners. Taken together, these 

organizational culture studies’ content and constructs will provide a toolbox to use when 

examining this dissertation’s research questions.  
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Description. First, at the most basic level, organizational culture models have 

been used to describe various higher education cultures and subcultures. The following 

are three examples of descriptions of cultures and subcultures that exist within higher 

education. Clark described the founding, change processes, and organizational sagas of 

Antioch, Reed, and Swarthmore colleges in his pioneering study, The Distinctive College 

(1970). The organizational saga is the mission of an institution that is translated by an 

institutional culture into a distinctive “embracing” narrative (p. 8). Horowitz examined 

undergraduate college students’ cultures and subcultures from the 18th century to the 

present day in her book entitled Campus Life (1987). In addition to student cultures, Kuh 

and Whitt (1988, iii-iv) investigated faculty and administrative subcultures and used vivid 

imagery in dubbing college culture an “invisible tapestry,” language that referenced 

Geertz’s notion of culture as a web of relationships. This first level of organizational 

culture studies describes cultures and subcultures as a means of better understanding 

historical trends or the current state of higher education cultures and subcultures. 

 Diagnosis. Second, organizational culture models have been used to diagnose 

cultures to determine whether the institutions, organizations, or groups are functioning 

well or need improvement. Tierney’s seminal article on organization culture puts it best 

when addressing the overall rationale for studying higher education using a cultural lens: 

“our lack of understanding about the role of organizational culture in improving 

management and institutional performance inhibits our ability to address challenges 

facing higher education” (Tierney, 1988, p. 4).  To judge the effectiveness of 

organizational culture, Tierney puts forth the notion that “strong, congruent cultures 

supportive of organizational strategies are more effective versus weak cultures” (p. 6). 
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Thus, studies on higher organizational culture have practical applications to the 

leadership and administration of colleges and universities. 

Many studies have constructed models for higher education researchers and 

practitioners to understand the machinations of colleges and universities and place their 

organizations within specific frameworks to help lead these entities. The following 

present three examples of institutional paradigms that have assisted researchers and 

practitioners. Based on their far-ranging study of United States college presidents 

between 1900 and 1970, Cohen and March found that presidential leadership functioned 

within an “organized anarchy,” or the environment having “problematic goals, unclear 

technology, and fluid participation” (1974, p. 2-3).  This study revolutionized the way 

presidents, and other practitioners, approached the leadership of higher education 

institutions. Based on 300 site visits to colleges and universities and conversations with 

over 800 faculty and academic administrators, Bergquist devised a four part model of 

academic culture including collegial, managerial, development, and negotiating cultures 

(Bergquist, 1992, p. xiii). With experience as a president and a researcher, Robert 

Birnbaum (1988) identified collegial, bureaucratic, political, and anarchical institutions as 

the major organizational categories for colleges and universities. In addition, Birnbaum 

analyzed higher education organizations and developed models for understanding 

institutional dynamics relating to governance, management, and leadership. Thus, 

organizational culture has enabled higher education stakeholders to better comprehend 

the nature of their institutions, or, in Tierney’s words, “what’s done, how it’s done, and 

who’s involved in doing it” (Tierney, 1988, p. 3).  
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Yet, practical applications exist for these models that describe the core 

components of higher education institutions. Tierney (1988) identified ways these 

diagnoses of organizational culture could function as instruments to help higher 

education leaders, by better understanding their institutions, make better decisions, 

prepare accurate assessments, and reduce cultural conflict (p. 4).  Thus, organizational 

culture studies and analyses also provide higher education leaders with additional tools to 

understand their institutions, judge performance levels, diagnose problems, and assist 

with their decision-making.    

 Change strategies. Third, organizational culture models have been employed as a 

means of constructing leadership strategies that facilitate positive change, assist in 

problem solving, and encourage innovation within higher education institutions. There 

are two major findings that overarch these studies on change.  First, change processes and 

institutional culture are closely linked. Second, effective higher education leaders often 

employ multiple frame perspectives to address problems and introduce positive change.  

It is important for this discussion to establish the differences between change and 

innovation. A widely accepted definition of change refers to “modification of, deletion 

of, or addition to attitudes and behaviors existing in a person, group, organization or 

larger system” (Lindquist, 1978, p. 1). A widely accepted definition of innovation refers 

to “an idea, practice, or object new to a potential user of it, not necessary new to the 

world outside that person, group, or organization” (Lindqust, p. 1).   

There are many examples of researchers applying organization culture to suggest 

the ways leaders should approach change and innovation, or, in the words of Chaffee and 

Tierney (1988), to “orchestrate innovation and changing the organization, mindful of how 
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such change will impact on and be constrained by culture” (p. 9). Manning and Eaton 

have suggested ways for student affairs practitioners to shape student culture in positive 

ways through “cultural interventions” or tangible strategies involving changes in policies, 

communications media, and events and activities (1993, p. 102). Both Birnbaum (1988) 

and Bergquist (1992) coupled their higher education analyses with leadership strategies 

best suited to the particular characteristics of their institutional archetypes.  Each of 

Bergquist’s four academic cultural types included strategies for living and working in 

these cultures with tangible information on qualities of leadership, institutional influence 

and change, and accountability required by the four archetypes. Birnbaum’s study also 

provided tangible strategies for effective leadership in each of his four institutional types.  

Both Birnbaum’s and Berquist’s findings are further corroborated by recent 

research on higher education change and innovation. An empirical study on the effect of 

institutional culture on higher education change strategies that was published as an article 

(Kezar & Eckel, 2002) and subsequently as a book (Eckel & Kezar, 2003) found that 

there was a relationship between higher education organizational culture and change. By 

extension, the study challenged the notion that there were universal change strategies and 

supported future research being “more sensitive to the relationship of culture to strategies 

for change” (Kezar & Eckel, p. 456). The overall finding of the study was that “change 

strategies seem to be successful if they are culturally coherent or aligned with culture 

(Kezar & Eckel, p. 457). Thus, these studies have found that effective change strategies 

in higher education are congruent with the attributes of organizational culture or 

subcultures. 
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Furthermore, scholars have found that the most effective of these strategies call 

for leaders to integrate these organizational culture archetypes into multiple frame models 

or perspectives (Eckel & Kezar, 2003; Kezar, 2003; Kezar & Eckel, 2002).  Both 

Birnbaum and Bergquist recommended that higher education leaders integrate these 

strategies in taking a multiple frame approach to leading their institutions.  The 

culmination of Birnbaum’s (1988) model was the concept of cybernetic leadership, or an 

approach that combined the most effective leadership practices of all four institutional 

types to handle problems and introduce changes. This multiple frame leadership model 

had heretofore been popularized by leadership scholars Bolman and Deal (2003) whose 

models were based on empirical studies of thousands of leaders at hundreds of 

corporations and non-profit organizations. Bolman and Deal have defined multiple frame 

thinking as “using more than one frame, or perspective, to develop both a diagnosis of 

what they are up against and strategies for moving forward” (p. 15).  Therefore, 

organizational culture studies of higher education have provided leaders with approaches 

to foster positive transformations at their institutions through multiple frame perspectives 

that are sensitive to the affect of the change processes on the organizational cultures and 

subcultures.  

Collaboration strategies. Last, organization culture models have also been 

applied to assist collaboration and teamwork between different subcultures within the 

same higher education institution. A widely accepted definition of collaboration based on 

public policy studies considers it a “process through which parties who see different 

aspects of a problem can constructively explore their differences and search for solutions 

that go beyond their limited vision of what is possible” (Gray, 1989, p. 5).  A more recent 
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definition (Kezar, 2003, p. 10) has defined collaboration as “working toward a common 

goal or mission, equal voice of involved parties, joint planning, and active 

communication that results in creation of collaborative ventures.”  A related concept, 

teams and teamwork as culture, has been defined by a widely cited study on presidential 

leadership teams. In 1986-1987 and 1988-1989, Bensimon and Neumann visited 15 

higher education institutions and interviewed each institution’s president and four 

members of each president’s leadership team (1993). Bensimon and Neumann viewed the 

presidential leadership team as being central to forging partnerships at higher education 

in being “engaged in the forging of consensus among multiple constituents or using 

interpersonal skills to manage processes of consensus” (p. 15).  Bensimon and 

Neumann’s overall definition of teams involved being a “body that simultaneously 

creates and fractures its meanings, relationships, and work dynamics” (p. 23).  Despite 

the overall intention to create consensus, Bensimon and Neumann’s definition of team 

also included the realistic possibility of teams fragmenting or dissolving their 

partnerships under the stress of conflict. Bensimon and Neumann’s major finding that is 

relevant to this dissertation involves the characteristics of effective teams.   

Bensimon and Neumann found that effective presidential teams have utilitarian, 

expressive, and cognitive functions (p. 34). Utilitarian functions “maintain control over 

institutional functioning” and perform useful functions such as decision making, 

communications, and planning (Bensimon & Neumann, p. 34). Expressive functions 

build connections among group members and “provide mutual support” and advice 

(Bensimon & Neumann, p. 34). Cognitive functions increase the collective intelligence of 

the group by looking at problems from multiple perspectives and challenging the status 
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quo (Bensimon & Neumann, p. 34). Taken together, definitions of collaboration and 

teams and teamwork play important roles in the final category of organizational culture 

studies.  

Many of the empirical studies on higher education organization culture have 

focused on teamwork and collaboration among institutional presidents, academic affairs, 

advancement, and student affairs. Organizational culture studies on collaboration and 

teamwork among higher education functional areas have focused primarily on the 

relationships between student affairs and academic affairs units. As an initial analysis 

applying cultural concepts, Love, Kuh, MacKay, and Hardy’s (1993) chapter on student 

and academic affairs collaboration emphasized the differing value systems of faculty 

members and student affairs practitioners as an explanation for the reason that these two 

subcultures have not always collaborated on projects in the past.  The study 

recommended that student and academic affairs officers should first comprehend each 

other’s subcultures before commencing a dialogue with each other as an initial step 

toward collaboration. A more recent empirical study on academic and student affairs 

partnerships, Kezar’s (2003), provided an insightful theoretical framework for 

understanding these relationships.  In 2000, Kezar surveyed a stratified random sample of 

260 CSAOs on the collaboration between student and academic affairs on their 

campuses. There were 128 completed surveys, for a response rate of 49%. Kezar found 

that cultural change theories were the most pronounced among the successful strategies 

used, but that “organizations that combine structural and cultural approaches are best able 

to effectively create change” (Kezar, 2003, p. 19). There have been no peer reviewed 

articles and only one dissertation that have taken organizational culture approaches to 



              

 

 

360 
 

studying student affairs and development office collaboration.  Therefore, organizational 

culture models will help this dissertation fill a literature gap and will provide a creative 

lens through which to view student affairs and development office collaboration. In 

summary, higher education organizational culture theories will provide an effective 

means of describing differences in student affairs and development office subcultures, 

diagnosing the barriers to student affairs and development collaboration, and suggesting 

change and collaboration strategies to student affairs and development officers. 

Summary 

The theoretical framework of this literature review has four main parts: cultural 

description, cultural diagnosis, cultural change, and subculture collaboration. This section 

has provided an overview of the main cultural theoretical models to be applied in this 

dissertation: Schein’s definition of organizational culture, Kuh’s definition of higher 

education organization cultures and subcultures, Tierney’s “Framework of Organizational 

Culture,” multiple frame change strategies, and the concepts of collaboration and 

teamwork.  To provide the background for Chapter 3, this review has discussed the 

foundational studies in cultural anthropological constructs and corporate organizational 

culture before presenting higher education organizational culture models and other 

constructs that will be used in this dissertation. 
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Appendix C: Private Research Universities with “Very High Research Activity” 

Source: The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (2008) 

Boston University     Tufts University 

Brandeis University     Tulane University    

Brown University     University of Chicago 

California Institute of Technology   University of Miami 

Carnegie Mellon University    University of Notre Dame 

Case Western Reserve University   University of Pennsylvania 

Columbia University     University of Rochester 

Cornell University     University of Southern California 

Dartmouth College     Vanderbilt University 

Duke University     Washington University in St. Louis 

Emory University     Yale University 

Georgetown University    Yeshiva University 

Harvard University 

Johns Hopkins University 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

New York University 

Northwestern University 

Princeton University 

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute 

Rice University 

Stanford University 



              

 

 

362 
 

Appendix D: Private Research Universities with “Very High Research Activity” and 

Institutional Membership in CASE and ACPA or NASPA 

Institution CASE 

Membership 

ACPA 

Membership 

NASPA 

Membership 

Boston University Yes No Yes 
Brandeis University Yes No Yes 
Brown University Yes No Yes 
California Institute of 
Technology 

Yes Yes Yes 

Carnegie Mellon 
University 

Yes No Yes 

Case Western Reserve 
University 

Yes No Yes 

Columbia University Yes No Yes 
Cornell University Yes Yes Yes 
Dartmouth University Yes Yes Yes 
Duke University Yes Yes Yes 
Emory University Yes No Yes 
Georgetown University Yes Yes Yes 
Harvard University Yes No No 
Johns Hopkins 
University 

Yes No Yes 

Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology 

Yes No Yes 

New York University Yes Yes Yes 
Northwestern 
University 

Yes No Yes 

Princeton University Yes No No 
Rensselaer Polytechnic 
Institute 

Yes No Yes 

Rice University Yes Yes No 
Stanford University Yes No Yes 
Tufts University Yes No Yes 
Tulane University Yes No Yes 
University of Chicago Yes No No 
University of Miami Yes Yes Yes 
University of Notre 
Dame 

Yes No Yes 

University of 
Pennsylvania 

Yes No Yes 

University of Rochester Yes No Yes 
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University of Southern 
California 

Yes No Yes 

Vanderbilt University Yes Yes Yes 
Washington University 
in St. Louis 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yale University Yes No No 
Yeshiva University Yes No No 
 

Sources:  

ACPA Membership: 

http://members.myacpa.org/Scripts/4Disapi.dll/4DCGI/directory/CoMemberSearch.html 

CASE Membership: 

http://www.case.org/membership/members.cfm?CONTAINERID=43&NAVID=55 

NASPA Membership: http://www.naspa.org/membership/mem 
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Appendix E: Site Proposal Letter 

Date 

Name 

Title Address 

I enjoyed our conversation today to discuss my dissertation project.  I appreciate 

your taking the time to speak with me. 

As we discussed, I am approaching the end of my doctoral program of study at 

The George Washington University’s Graduate School of Education and Human 

Development in Higher Education Administration. Recently, I received approval of my 

dissertation proposal and hope to begin data collection this fall.  My dissertation will 

focus on student affairs fundraising activities at private research universities using a 

qualitative case study methodology.  This topic may provide student affairs practitioners 

with best practices in student affairs fundraising.  In the end, students and higher 

education institutions will be the intended beneficiaries of this study.  

I am writing to formally request that I be given permission to develop a case study 

regarding your institution’s efforts to raise funds for student affairs facilities, programs, 

and activities. Your institution will be one of three that will be included in this project.   

My plan is to organize the data collection in two major stages. The first stage will 

involve document collection and analysis to provide context for this dissertation. 

Documents that will be collected include those that have been distributed to the public as 

well as the internal documents that you would feel comfortable releasing to me for my 

dissertation. Examples of such documents include meeting agendas, meeting minutes, 

and any reports that were prepared on student affairs fundraising and development and 
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student affairs divisional collaboration. The second stage will involve individual 

interviews with student affairs, development, and student affairs fundraising staff 

members.  In general, I will seek to gather documents and collect interviews with 

individuals to examine student affairs fundraising activities at your institution.  

Participation will be voluntary and I will obtain written consent from each 

participant. Based on these two major sources, I will prepare a detailed report on the case.  

I will furnish you with copies of this case study report for your review prior to the 

finalization of the dissertation.  

You will find attached an electronic copy of the consent form to document your 

institution’s willingness to participate in this dissertation research project. If you assent to 

participate, please have both copies of the consent form signed and return one copy to 

me.  

Please contact me if you have any questions.  I appreciate your consideration of 

my request. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew C. Sonn 

Doctoral Candidate 

Graduate School of Education and Human Development 

The George Washington University 
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Appendix F: Institutional Research Consent Form 

Institutional Consent Form 

Dissertation Title: Student Affairs Fundraising at Private Research Universities: How 

Organizational Culture Affects Collaborations Between Student Affairs and Development 

Units. 

The George Washington University (GW) IRB number: 110803 

Principal Investigator: Dr. William Molasso E-mail address: billym@gwu.edu 

Sub-Investigator: Andrew Sonn; telephone number: 202-994-9192; cellular phone 

number: 202-438-5340; e-mail: asonn@gwu.edu 

Sponsor: N/A 

1) Introduction 

Your institution is invited to participate in a research study under the direction of Dr. 

William Molasso of the Department of Educational Leadership, The George Washington 

University (GW). Taking part in this research is entirely voluntary.  

2) Why is this study being done? 

Your institution is being asked to take part in this study because your institution raises 

funds to support student affairs activities. The purpose of this study is to examine the 

nature of the collaboration between student affairs and development units at three 

research universities with successful student affairs fundraising efforts. At each 

institution, three or four individuals will participate in interviews on student affairs 

fundraising. 

3) What is involved in this study? 
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If you choose to take part in this study, student affairs and development officers will be 

asked to share any documents relating to student affairs fundraising, permit the sub-

investigator to visit your institution for a site visit, and participate in a 45-minute audio 

recorded, one-on-one interview with the sub-investigator during the sub-investigator’s 

visit.  The following activities are specifically research related: document collection, 

interview, and observations. The total amount of time individuals will spend in 

connection with this study is a half hour for a pre-visit coordination meeting over the 

telephone and 45 minutes during the sub-investigator’s site visit.   

4) What are the risks of participating in this study? 

Possible risks and discomforts you could experience during this study include: loss of 

confidentiality. These risks will be mitigated by our masking your identity and the 

identity of the institution during this study.  The institution’s name will be masked by my 

assigning it a pseudonym. Individuals’ names will be masked by assigning a generic 

position title such as “student affairs officer 1”. There are no physical risks associated 

with this study. There is, however, the possible risk of loss of confidentiality. Every effort 

will be made to keep information confidential, however, this cannot be guaranteed. Some 

of the questions we will ask as part of this study may make individuals feel 

uncomfortable. Individuals may refuse to answer any of the questions and you may take a 

break at any time during the study. You may stop your participation in this study at any 

time. 

5) Are there benefits to taking part in this study? 

You will not benefit directly from your participation in the study. The benefits to science 

and humankind that might result from this study are a better understanding of student 
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affairs fundraising practices in private research universities. This will be of benefit to 

higher education researchers and practitioners. 

6) What are my options? 

You do not have to participate in this study if you do not want to. Should you decide to 

participate and later change your mind, you can do so at anytime. 

7) Will I receive payment for being in this study? 

You will not be paid for taking part in this study. 

8) How will my privacy be protected? 

If results of this research study are reported in journals or at conferences, the people who 

participated in this study will not be named or identified. GW will not release any 

information about your research involvement without your written permission, unless 

required by law. As mentioned before your identity and the identity of your institution 

will be masked during the entire course of the study with the assigning of codes and 

deletion of any identifying information. Moreover, all data collected for the study will be 

stored in a locked file cabinet and electronic documents will be stored in a password 

protected computer hard drive.  

9) Problems or Questions 

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number 

(202) 994-2715, can provide further information about your rights as a research 

participant. If you think you have been harmed in this study, you report this to the 

Principal Investigator of this study. Further information regarding this study may be 

obtained by contacting Dr. William Molasso, the principal investigator of this study and 
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the dissertation advisor who may be contacted at billym@gwu.edu. For problems arising 

evenings or weekends, you may contact Andy Sonn at 202-438-5340 or asonn@gwu.edu. 

If you agree to participate in this study, please sign below: 

10) Documentation of Informed Consent 

I understand the information printed on this form. I have discussed this study, its risks 

and potential benefits, and my other choices with Andy Sonn. My questions so far have 

been answered. My signature below indicates my willingness to participate in this study 

and my understanding that I can withdraw at any time. 

 

__________________________________________________  ________ 

Institutional Representative’s Name (printed) and Signature  Date 

 

__________________________________________________  ___________ 

Name (printed) and Signature of Person Obtaining Consent   Date 

 

__________________________________________________  _________ 

Principal Investigator’s Signature      Date 

 

Please note: If a waiver of signed informed consent form is necessary, exclude section 10 

and replace it with this statement: To ensure anonymity, your signature is not required in 

this document unless you prefer to sign it. Your willingness to participate in this research 

study is implied if you proceed with completing the interview.  
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Appendix G: Research Journal 

Memorandum One 

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: August 2, 2008 

Subject: Reflections on Expert Reviews and Pilot Tests 

Based on four expert reviews of the interview protocols and two pilot tests of the 

interview protocols and procedures, I submit the following memorandum to document 

my thoughts on the protocols and procedures for future reference when I am conducting 

the interviews for the dissertation itself.  

 Prior to the interviews, I should do the following: (a) have a thorough knowledge 

of the participating institutions and their missions and organizational structures, student 

affairs divisions’ missions, service areas, and organizational structures, and development 

divisions’ missions, campaigns, and organizational structures; (b) collect relevant 

documents and statistics relating to student affairs fundraising prior to the interview, if 

possible; (c) ask participants in advance of visit the names of individuals who they 

recommend I speak with about student affairs fundraising; (d) have a thorough 

knowledge of the participants’ histories, and secure a copy of their resume or curriculum 

vitae prior to the interview, if possible; (e) have participants understand that the 

interviews will be audio-taped and sign the consent form, if possible, prior to the 

interview; (f) guarantee that the interview will be conducted in a quiet, private space; and 

(g) determine whether it is viable, from a methods perspective, to share questions with 

interviewees prior to the discussion.  
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Relating to interview logistics, the following are things for to remember during 

the interview: (a) test the audio recorder in advance; (b) have two audio-recording 

systems on hand for the trips to the sites; (c) do not spend too much time in the 

introductory section, but also make sure that I establish rapport with the interviewee 

participant; (d) prepare transitions between questions and sections of the interview to 

guard against choppiness; and (e) be sure to not repeat questions that the participant may 

have answered at an earlier section of the discussion.   

 I think that the interview protocol is very thorough, but I will need to do 

additional rehearsals prior to the interviews.  My goals for the interviews are as follows: 

(a) gather rich data relating to the research questions; (b) establish a professional rapport 

with the participants; (c) do my homework and make the most of these busy individuals’ 

time by not having them take time to tell me elementary information about their 

institutions or divisions; (d) have pleasant, nuanced, and thought-provoking 

conversations with the participants that will help me understand the student affairs 

fundraising activities at these three institutions; and (e) conduct two or three more pilot 

tests; this time, I would like to interview a Chief Student Affairs Officer and a Chief 

Development Officer.  
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Memorandum Two  

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: March 9, 2009 

Subject: Reflections on Gaining Access to Sites 

        Last week, I confirmed the final site visit location of the three institutions that I 

will be visiting as part of this project. Overall, I had five major reflections on the process 

of gaining access to institutions for the purposes of this case study project: (a) it took 

longer than I anticipated to secure institutional consent for the site visit; (b) student 

affairs and development chief officers are very busy, but helpful, individuals; and (c) the 

economic downturn has affected institutions and their senior leadership; and (d) 

participants have concerns about confidentiality despite my masking the identities of 

participating institutions and individuals; and (e) the process itself provided insight into 

the nature of the organizational culture and, specifically, the relationships between the 

student affairs and development units themselves. 

 Gaining entry to the sites and confirming the visit dates took much longer than I 

anticipated. On January 6, 2009, I wrote the chief student affairs officers at the three 

targeted institutions based on my sampling criteria. On the same day each of the three 

officers had written me back and scheduled initial conversations on the topic within the 

week. These initial conversations were followed by my sending each of the three student 

affairs officers a short prospectus of my research study, including an invitation to 

participate in the study. On January 23, 2009, the chief student affairs officer (hereafter 

referred to as CSAO, Western University) of Western University wrote me back to agree 

to participate in the study. CSAO, Western University, however, suggested that the 
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interviews be conducted by phone. My advisor and I agreed that phone conversations 

would preclude the observational element of the research plan, so on February 11, 2009, I 

confirmed the site visit date with CSAO’s assistant.  The site visit will take place on 

March 16, 2009. On January 27, 2009, I spoke with the chief student affairs officer of 

Southern University (hereafter referred to as CSAO, Southern University), who asked 

that I send additional information on my research plan. On February 4, 2009, I spoke 

again with CSAO Southern University, who asked for me to send information on my 

sampling plan. On February 16, 2009, CSAO Southern University, having reviewed the 

sampling plan, agreed to participate in the study. The site visit will take place on March 

23, 2009. On January 27, 2009, I spoke with the chief student affairs officer of Eastern 

University (hereafter referred to as CSAO, Eastern University) as a follow-up to our 

initial conversation. CSAO Eastern University asked for additional information on the 

study, and had to cancel phone calls on February 13, 2009 and February 20, 2009. On 

March 2, 2009, CSAO, Eastern University confirmed that the institution would 

participate in the study.  The site visit will take place on April 13, 2009. 

  Part of the reason it took so long is that the chief student affairs and development 

officers are such busy people. The individuals with whom I have interacted have also 

been very helpful. One of the student affairs officers, CSAO Eastern University, had to 

reschedule our phone calls twice. CSAO, Eastern University was handling a pressing 

student issue that had arisen. Another student affairs officer, CSAO, Southern University, 

had to reschedule our phone call due to a budget issue that required meetings with the 

institution’s board of trustees. Likewise, many of the development officers were difficult 

to reach and my main “gatekeepers” for this study were the student affairs officers. The 
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other reason I started with student affairs officers is that I currently serve in the student 

affairs division at GW. The development officers, in many cases, have heavy travel 

schedules which made the scheduling of the site visits difficult. At the same time, I have 

observed that everyone with whom I have communicated has been helpful and supportive 

of the study. CSAO, Southern University, who serves as a professor in addition to the 

administrative role, discussed my sampling methods and research questions and had 

suggestions to strengthen the study. 

  One of the overarching issues that has arisen that will affect the study is the 

current economic crisis. These economic issues have affected each of the participating 

institutions and individuals I have spoken with associated with the study. In my informal 

phone conversations with the participants, many mentioned the current economic crisis. 

As mentioned previously, CSAO, Southern University had to reschedule one of 

conversations due to a budget issue. 

 Although I have taken proactive measures to ensure participants’ confidentiality 

there are still concerns about this issue among participants. After sending one of the 

participants, development officer of Western University (hereafter referred to as 

Development Officer, Western University), an e-mail with the interview consent form, 

Development Officer, Western University wrote back and asked the reasons why the 

conversation would be taped. In addition, CSAO, Western University asked questions 

about whether financial documents would be a requirement of participation. Although 

such information would be useful for the study, I replied, releasing such documents is at 

your own discretion.  

 The final area of reflection is that the process of confirming institutions’ interest 
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in hosting the site visit itself provided insight into the nature of the organizational 

cultures and subcultures at work. For instance, Eastern University has their CSAO and 

CDO in the same location – this made contact with these individuals easy compared to 

Western and Southern universities’ process in which the fundraiser is in a different 

location from the CSAOs. While my site visit will provide additional insight into this 

topic, the process of communicating with the student affairs and development officers at 

this early stage provided insight into the dissertation topic.  

 In summary, the site selection and confirmation process, having taken three 

months, took longer than I anticipated. However, in the process, I learned about the 

organizational cultures at work at the three institutions, just in my making contact with 

the various individuals and departments at the three institutions.  
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Memorandum Three 

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: March 17, 2009 

Subject: Reflections on Visit to Western University on March 16, 2009 

 As a result of the first site visit, I edited my interview protocol to reflect some of 

my lessons learned from the first of three site visits and also recorded some notes on 

some of the overall themes that I generated from the observations, interviews, and 

documents. During the interviews, I noticed that the participants covered many of the 

question areas without prompting. While I will not alter the content of the research 

questions measurably, I will take a little less formulaic approach to conducting the next 

series of interviews. I will, however, keep the themes and topics standardized to allow for 

more accurate data collection while leaving enough time to explore topics endemic to the 

Western Universityt hand. In addition, I was struck by the number of themes that were 

customized to the particular institution. I asked many of the follow-up or probe questions 

to learn more about or clarify institution specific acronyms or programs.    

I also noticed during the interviews that I had an easier time communicating with 

the CSAO than the development officers. As articulated in the literature and based on my 

background as a student affairs practitioner, this phenomenon is perhaps rooted in 

differing student affairs and development culture, terminology, etc.  

 Reflecting on the site visit, I had a few themes that stood out to me: the 

intersection of the documents, artifacts, and interview content that denote an institution 

with a culture of fundraising and support of student affairs initiatives in its mission. 

Western University’s strategic plan, statues, signs, historical markers, admissions tour, 
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and interview talking points are evidence of a ripe culture for student affairs fundraising. 

There was also a type of dialogue between student affairs and development. The CSAO 

understood fundraising. The development officers understood student affairs and its role 

in supporting their own fundraising efforts as well as the institutional mission.  This 

symmetry, and the fact that the student affairs fundraiser had a background in 

development, made the three individuals an effectively functioning team. This is evident 

in my feeling after the interviews that the CSAO, CDO, and student affairs fundraising 

each mentioned each other in positive terms and, from the content of the interviews, 

appeared to have good working relationships.   

 I thought that the documents, observations, and interviews have assembled some 

rich data. What will be difficult, I realize, upon reviewing my notes, will be to synthesize 

all of the data into coherent findings for the within case and cross case analyses.  
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Memorandum Four 

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: March 19, 2009 

Subject: Emerging Codes from Western University Site Visit on March 16, 2009 

    After transcribing the interviews and reviewing the documents and observation 

memorandums from Western University, the following are the major themes that 

emerged from my initial coding: executive support necessary to establish student affairs 

fundraising as a priority, alumni support being key to student affairs fundraising, 

significance of a big project in establishing student affairs fundraising as a priority,  

student affairs fundraising success defined by faithfulness to university and student 

affairs missions and in establishing a long term program that will build an endowment for 

student affairs, student affairs collaboration with executive leaders, deans, and alumni 

affairs more frequently than with development officers, the nature of the CSAO 

fundraising role, the hybrid nature of the student affairs fundraisers’ role, development 

officer’s attitudes toward student affairs and student affairs fundraising, affinity and 

engagement models, the idea of the alumni as the products of higher education, the 

differences between alumni and student constituencies, the definition of good, thoughtful 

fundraising in linking the needs of the institution with the dreams of the donors, the idea 

that student affairs collaborations hinge on relationships with donors, student affairs 

fundraiser’s perspectives on the job, significance of Greeks and athletics in supporting 

student affairs fundraising, importance of developing partnerships and allies in getting a 

major project off of the ground, and the importance of student affairs practitioners 

demonstrating the value of student affairs fundraising to the university. These are among 
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the themes that stand out to me, based on my notes taken during the interviews and 

observations and on the documents relating to student affairs fundraising and student 

affairs and development collaboration at Western University. My overall reaction is that 

all three individuals have thought a lot about fundraising and the role of fundraising in 

supporting student development and the university writ large. 
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Memorandum Five 

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: March 24, 2009 

Subject: Reflections on Visit to Southern University on March 23, 2009 

 First and foremost, I had a change in the site visit schedule at Southern 

University. There is an old adage about the best laid plans. Due to a scheduling issue, I 

was unable to speak with the student affairs fundraiser and the development officer 

during my site visit. Subsequently, I scheduled an April 3, 2009 phone interview with the 

student affairs fundraiser and an April 30, 2009 phone interview with the development 

officer.   

After completing the second site visit, I reflected on some of the overall themes 

that I generated from the observations, interviews, and documents. My sense was that 

student affairs and development function in very separate spheres at Southern University. 

They are physically separate from each other, and the history of student affairs 

fundraising at Southern University involved the CSAO asking the president directly, with 

little apparent input from the CDO, whether the student affairs fundraising initiative 

could be launched. In addition, the absence of the student affairs fundraising also meant 

that the CDO was not present for the interviews. The student affairs fundraiser had 

promised to have the CDO or other development officer be scheduled during the site visit 

date, but that had fallen through. My larger conclusion from this is that there was a 

disconnect between student affairs and development at Southern University. It seems that 

the two divisions function independently. The CSAO analogy was that development was 

a machine, capable of bringing in a million dollars a day. There was, however, a sense 
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that student affairs and development function in very different spheres at Southern 

University.   

In summary, I believe that this second visit went more smoothly than the first site 

visit. In particular, the CSAO conversation was more natural and free flowing than the 

interviews I had at Western University. My edits from the first site visit were helpful in 

setting the tone for the second site visit. In summary, the documents collected and 

interview furnished me with some rich data and also showed evidence of a distinct 

student affairs fundraising philosophy and model from Western University’s. This will be 

interesting to explore during the cross case analysis section of Chapter 4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



              

 

 

382 
 

Memorandum Six 

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: March 28, 2009 

Subject: Emerging Codes from Southern University Site Visit on March 23, 2009 

       After transcribing the interviews and reviewing the documents and observation 

memorandums from Southern University, the following are the major themes that 

emerged from my initial review of the transcript and documents: linkage between 

institutional mission and strategic plan and student affairs strategic plan and fundraising 

priorities, balancing student affairs and institutional needs, student affairs fundraising 

effort launched informally, without data, but with the consent of the president, student 

affairs fundraising part of interdisciplinary units, student affairs and development having 

a cordial relationship, first student affairs fundraising officer focused efforts on capital 

project, second student affairs fundraising officer has focused on creating a long term 

fundraising infrastructure, student affairs fundraiser communicating with and 

representing divisions interests among development officers, ultimate goal of creating a 

large student affairs endowment, division not reliant on fundraising dollars for budget 

purposes, “fundraising as the culmination of being an institutional ambassador”, barriers 

to introducing student affairs fundraising efforts include control, competencies of student 

affairs officers, no development training programs for CSAOs, and not everyone wants to 

do it, and also value of student affairs fundraising from the development perspective: 

student affairs serves as a gatekeeper for student organization requests for donor lists and 

to raise funds and help tracking student involvement.   
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Memorandum Seven 

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: April 5, 2009 

Subject: Reflections on Interview with Southern University’s Student Affairs Fundraiser 

        Due to a scheduling conflict, I had to conduct a phone interview with Southern 

University’s student affairs fundraiser on April 3, 2009. Although the content of the 

interview was quite helpful, I recognize the utility of having in person interviews for this 

study. In-person interviews allow for non-verbal communication and visual cues that are 

not possible during phone interviews. For the purposes of the study and subjectivity, I 

wanted to mention that this interview was conducted over the phone and not in person.  

After transcribing the interview, the following are the major themes that emerged from 

my initial review of the transcript: daunting job for only fundraiser in student affairs 

division,  challenge is to identify top student affairs priorities among the many divisional 

needs, student affairs priorities dictate whether to raise funds for a project – if it’s not 

among the priorities there will be no fundraising, establishing trust with development 

colleagues, student affairs strategic plan not started until after completion of university’s 

strategic plan, barrier to student affairs implementation include issue of control over 

prospects, development offices judge performance based on “dollars in the door”, 

philosophy of caring only about success of program and institution, honesty and 

transparency keys to collaboration with development offices, philosophy of student 

affairs being an extension of the classroom, economic situation has led us to seek 

donations from donors who had not been asked for funds before, relationships key to 

successful fundraising, and importance of collaboration with development colleagues as 
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tip to student affairs fundraisers.  My overall feeling from the interview is that the student 

affairs fundraiser is an individual who is charged with navigating two (or more) differing 

organizational subcultures: student affairs and development. Two of the fundraisers I 

have spoken with have experience in both development and student affairs divisions. In 

many respects, these individuals are the most crucial to the two operations: they have to 

gain an understanding of the lexicon, “rules of the game”, and philosophical viewpoints 

of two different cultures which are often like two different worlds.  
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Memorandum Eight 

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: April 15, 2009 

Subject: Reflections on Visit to Eastern University on April 13, 2009 

      Having travelled over 5,000 miles after completing three site visits, my first reaction 

is relief. At the same time, I also have a sense of the difficult task before me to complete 

the within and cross case analyses for Chapter 4. There was one piece of the site visit that 

I had to schedule at a later date: due to a scheduling conflict, I will be conducting a phone 

interview with Eastern University’s student affairs fundraiser on April 24, 2009.  Upon 

further reflection, a few things stand out to me when thinking about the third site visit. 

First, the development officer conversation, more than any others, showed the rift 

between student affairs and development culture. At one point, the interviewee 

mentioned not understanding what student affairs did and questioned the value of the 

areas to the institutional mission compared to other units such as academic affairs. Unlike 

the other site visit interviews, moreover, the development officer also rather than just 

mentioning challenges, emphasized all of the divergences and conflicts between student 

affairs and development. All in all, I am glad that the individual was so forthcoming in 

responding to me. At the same time, this proves the utility of the dissertation topic and 

the hope that this work can help student affairs officers understand more about 

development and development officers understand more about student affairs. I also hope 

each party will see the value of each of the professions in furthering higher education’s 

mission to develop students in a holistic fashion.  
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Second, I have noticed that the CSAOs in all three of the site visits have about 

100 years combined student affairs experience. All three individuals have their 

doctorates. I noticed at Eastern University that the staff members had a high degree of 

respect, even fear, of the CSAO, who seems to have the closest relationship with the 

president of the institution. Perhaps part of this is the fact that the CSAO’s office is about 

25 yards away from the president’s office and on the same floor. The other CSAOs are 

not located in the same buildings as their presidents. All in all, however, these veteran 

CSAOs have earned the respect of their institutions’ leadership and gained the trust of the 

individuals on the board, in the president’s office, and their development colleagues to 

get the student affairs fundraising initiatives introduced. Last, I also have reflected on 

what was most surprising to me. The most surprising thing is that the literature 

emphasizes student affairs and development collaboration, but there less formal 

collaboration between the two units occurring at the three institutions than I had 

originally predicated. It seems most of the student affairs initiatives are introduced as a 

result of the executive leadership elevating student affairs projects to the list of 

institutional priorities.  Development units are a necessity for student affairs fundraising 

to happen, but, in many cases, the CDOs have taken a “hands off” approach to things and 

allowed student affairs to function like a school or unit at these institutions. Perhaps 

student affairs and development units interact rather than collaborate. Interact seems like 

a more apt description of the relationship between student affairs and development units. 

This, however, is my gut reaction – my more in-depth data analysis may produce a 

different finding. In addition, I will have to dissect the commonly accepted definition of 

collaboration that I employ in the dissertation. 
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Memorandum Nine 

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: April 17, 2009 

Subject: Emerging Codes from Eastern University Site Visit on April 13, 2009 

         After transcribing the interviews and reviewing the documents and observation 

memorandums from Eastern University, the following are the major themes that emerged 

from my initial review of the transcripts: student affairs fundraising as a unit entity, past 

student affairs fundraising priorities centered on residential facilities and Greek system, 

current fundraising priorities include residential life, first year experience, student health, 

and civic engagement, excellent publications illustrating fundraising priorities and 

donations impact on student life, fundraising supporting mental health communication, 

outreach, and staffing, student affairs fundraising needs to be congruent with institutional 

structure, student activities are a good way to start a conversation with a donor, 

fundraising officer located in student affairs office and a member of senior staff, 

fundraising reports through development – like controls that way, giving as a 

combination of willingness and capacity, students as active participants in fundraising 

effort, student affairs fundraising initiative launched, in effect, by a presidential initiative 

for a residential community for first year students, spent a limited amount of time on 

fundraising and most time on campus working with students and leading student services 

and outreach, development responsibilities to raise money and engage alumni, 

fundraising is part of the culture, need more understanding of what development and 

student affairs do, development and student affairs relationship could be more 

coordinated to the mutual benefit of both divisions, one of challenges is that development 
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is the gatekeeper of student organizations, alumni engagement model is the next push, 

fundraising is inculcated in culture from day one – includes responsibilities of students 

and alumni – support institution, and high degree of loyalty and pride in Western 

University among students and alumni (example of many students wearing university 

apparel – more than other institutions).  
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Memorandum Ten 

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: April 19, 2009 

Subject: Reflections as I begin to draft Chapter 4 

         The moment of truth has arrived. After four months of contact with the participants, 

all of the interviews, except for two, have been transcribed and the documents and the 

observational notes have been organized. In keeping with the qualitative research 

literature’s recommendation of beginning coding in the midst of the data collection 

process, it is time to begin. I have four themes to write about for my own reflection and 

for readers’ reference. First, I hope my identity as a student affairs practitioner has not 

affected the data collection process. Second, I can’t help mention the fact that the site 

visit format itself was one of the more enjoyable parts of the study. On the people side, in 

all three cases, the participants and their team members received me with open arms and 

friendliness. On a more academic side of things, the site visits themselves provided me 

with great experiences to immerse myself into the campus cultures of three selected 

institutions. One of my favorite topics is higher education history, and all three 

institutions have rich histories and cultures. Third, I approach the responsibility of 

analyzing the data as a very serious responsibility. On the one hand, I seek to provide 

researchers and practitioners with valuable data to understand an understudied topic in 

higher education fundraising. On the other hand, I seek to represent the experiences and 

opinions of participants in an honest, respectful fashion. I hope that the findings and my 

subsequent dissertation will do justice to the intelligence, dedication, and caring nature of 

each of the participants. In the end, I hope the study will add to higher education 
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literature and make colleges and universities better places to study, teach, live, and learn.  

Last, the coding and analysis of data from the first two parts has been more difficult and 

time consuming than I thought it would be.  I have found that outlines and these 

memorandums have been helpful, so far, in organizing the data. 
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Memorandum Eleven 

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: May 1, 2009 

Subject: Reflections on Interview with Eastern University’s Student Affairs Fundraiser 

          Due to a scheduling conflict, I conducted a phone interview with Eastern 

University’s student affairs fundraiser on April 30, 2009. For the purposes of the study 

and subjectivity, I wanted to mention that this interview was conducted over the phone 

and not in person.  After transcribing the interview, the following are the major themes 

that emerged from my initial review of the transcript: views position as being similar to a 

unit officer in development, reports to central development but sits in CSAO office and 

student affairs senior staff meetings, current development unit reorganization, views self 

as “imbedded” development officer in student affairs, chief role is to focus CSAO’s 

fundraising efforts, main responsibilities include annual fund, major gifts, stewardship, 

systems, communications, and VIP management, significance of donors with Greek 

organization affiliation, over 10 years experience – background in development at 

Eastern University, experience working in schools and units, student affairs as one of 

largest units, development as business and bottom line oriented, student affairs doesn’t 

say no to students (i.e. 800 student organizations), student experience for student affairs 

professionals is paramount, student affairs does not understand that fundraising is not a 

faucet that can just be turned on, student affairs does not understand limited number of 

major donors to cultivate, benefits of central development partnering with student affairs 

(show donor a residence hall room, homecoming weekend, etc.), role as an internal 

marketer of student affairs projects to development officers, liaison role, prioritization 
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key to good fundraising, student development paramount to student affairs, student 

affairs professionals should recognize way their relationships can be leveraged into 

fundraising efforts, would like provosts/deans to understand importance of outside of the 

classroom experience, and CSAO as being so inclusive may better focus priorities.  
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Memorandum Twelve 

From: Andrew C. Sonn 

Date: May 1, 2009 

Subject: Reflections on Interview with Southern University’s Development Officer 

Due to a scheduling conflict, I conducted a phone interview with Southern 

University’s development point of contact on April 30, 2009. For the purposes of the 

study and subjectivity, I wanted to mention that this interview was conducted over the 

phone and not in person.  After transcribing the interview, the following are the major 

themes that emerged from my initial review of the transcript: interdisciplinary focus of 

work, significance of strategic planning in fundraising process, background in journalism, 

political fundraising, and fundraising at other universities, academic background in 

organizational studies and strategic planning, student affairs fundraising as a start up, 

fledgling operation, provost setting priorities, economy’s influence on current fundraising 

practices, philosophy is keep asking sensitively but not apologetically, more difficult to 

close in this economic environment, student affairs as a co-curricular function, linking 

curricular and co-curricular in an interdisciplinary fashion, making argument student 

affairs is critical to academic life of the university, meets with student affairs fundraiser 

once a month, dedicate larger sales force of university to student affairs fundraising 

effort, focus on major donors ($100,000 over three years), no better closer than the 

CSAO, development colleagues working at a high level with an average of 15 years 

experience in the field, CSAO officer is captain of the unit, fundraising priorities have to 

be part of strategic enterprise, tip to go through proper channels to establish fundraising 

priorities, tougher projects in student affairs are capital ones, successful student affairs 
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projects often involve direct engagement for students, leadership opportunities, career 

development, faith based initiatives, and residence life initiatives, and feeling that student 

affairs fundraising does not take away from other areas but is value added – does not 

have data to support this, however. 

My overall reaction to our conversation was that the interviewee, as mentioned, 

was a high functioning professional with a keen understanding of the fundraising process 

and organizational structures at Southern University. The CSAO’s description of the 

fundraising team as a “machine” is apt in capturing the professionalism and corporate 

nature of the development team.  
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Appendix H: Observational Field Notes 

Observational Field Notes: Western University 

Observation #1: Environmental Scan of Western University 

Date: March 16, 2009 

Starting Time: 8:00am-9:00am 

Length of Observation: One hour 

Description of Observation: Campus environmental scan for organizational culture 

relating to fundraising and student affairs and development unit interactions at Western 

University. 

Reflective Notes: 

 I arrived at Western University about an hour before the interview time, and I 

took a self-guided tour of campus. It was spring break so very few students were on 

campus. One of the first things that I noticed relating to student affairs fundraising was 

that the student center project I had spoke with the CSAO of Western University about 

and that had been the focus of their web-based communications on student affairs 

fundraising was in the midst of being constructed. As I walked to the see the student 

affairs offices, I heard the sounds of construction: the beeping of bulldozers backing up, 

saws humming, etc. The construction site’s fence has renderings of the new student 

center and also had areas where student organizations could hang posters to advertise 

upcoming events. The construction site symbolized to me, in a tangible way, the 

significance of the dissertation topic from a bricks and mortar standpoint.  

 The student affairs office and main departmental areas all are housed in the same 

building: a three story edifice built in the 1920s, and kept in good condition. The main 
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administration building, where the provost and president are located, is situated a few 

steps away from the student affairs administration building. The central administration 

building’s construction and renovation were financed by donors, primarily trustees as 

denoted by the sign in the entryway to that building. The development vice president’s 

offices and alumni house are a few hundred yards away from the student affairs 

administration building. The student affairs administration building contains the 

following service areas: student affairs development, disability support services, lesbian, 

gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) support services, women’s center, student 

newspaper, ticket office, student pharmacy, career center, multicultural student offices, 

student government, student activities, among other services.  Most of the buildings, in 

fact, are named after donors who have endowed the construction and upkeep. In 

particular, the majority of Western University’s schools have been named after donors.  

 The campus itself has a series of informative signs and markers that show the 

institution’s commitment to fundraising. Signs mark that fountains, walks, and buildings 

have been endowed by donors. Signs, part of Western University’s history project, also 

mark the following areas of Western University’s history: development, student life, and 

alumni affairs. The sign that delineates the role of development in Western University’s 

history has a photo from the 1930s of a former president sitting on a cash register. The 

sign denotes have significant development has been to the history of Western University. 

The sign on student life tracks student life at Western University across its history, 

including the building of the student affairs administration building and student center. 

The Alumni House itself is a historic property among the first higher education edifices 

in the state in which Western University is located in. The Alumni House is located in the 
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main concourse on campus, a symbol of the commitment of the institution to its alumni 

and also of the significance of the alumni to the institution. The signs narrate Western 

University’s history and the presence of information on development, student affairs, and 

alumni affairs shows how significant these areas have been in the past, present, and future 

of the university.  

 One of the other central symbols of campus relates to Western University’s sports 

team. An alumnus donated funds to sponsor a statue of Western University’s mascot for 

the center of campus. There is a connection between alumni connectivity, donors, and 

Western University’s sports teams. The football team, in particular, has had great success, 

and Western University’s stadium holds over 100,000 fans.  

 Western University’s campus, in general, is impeccably landscaped. In contrast to 

the developed urban setting of the University, Western University’s campus has flowers, 

green grass, trees, and open spaces. A sign noted that the landscaping, too, was endowed 

by a local corporation’s donation.  

Therefore, I drew three major conclusions from my initial environmental scan. 

First, Western University’s campus design, from a spatial perspective, enables there to be 

opportunities for student affairs and development officers to interact. The situation 

between the student affairs and administrative offices also enable the CSAO to be in 

close proximity to Western University’s provost and president. Second, the signs and 

markers denote that fundraising is a central part of Western University’s history. In 

addition, the development marker’s presence denotes that fundraising is something that is 

not hidden, but part of the institution’s fabric. Last, student affairs also has a presence on 

campus and in the institutional priorities as evidenced by the construction of the student 
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center, the location of the student affairs administration building, and the presence of the 

student affairs marker.  
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Observational Field Notes: Western University 

Observation #2: Admissions Office Campus Tour of Western University 

Date: March 16, 2009 

Starting Time: 11:30am 

Length of Observation: One hour 

Description of Observation: Participated in admissions tour of Western University 

Reflective Notes: 

An undergraduate student conducted the tour which started at the admissions 

visitor center, an office that had been carved out of the bottom floor of one of Western 

University’s residence halls. The tour guide was a freshman from Atlanta, Georgia, a 

state very far away from Western University.  

The first stop on the tour was at the Alumni House, a building that is very 

significant in Western University’s history. The content of the presentation focused on 

the size of the campus, the student to faculty ratio, and the institution’s enrollment 

statistics. The second part of the presentation focused on financial aid packages available 

to students, the average financial aid award, and the total amount of institutional financial 

aid offered to Western University’s students. At that point, the tour guide paused at the 

financial assistance building. The third stop was an academic building in which we were 

given the opportunity to see a typical classroom. After viewing a series of the other 

undergraduate schools, the tour guide took us to see the part of campus that houses 

Western University’s first year students. The tour guide also pointed out the student 

affairs administration building, the new student center under construction, and spoke 

about his own membership in student organizations. In addition, the tour guide discussed 
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some of the signature student activities and events, including involvement fairs, career 

fairs, student research opportunities, and attendance at home football games. The tour 

ended in the center of campus in front of a statue of Western University’s mascot and 

symbol.  

The campus tour, in my opinion, lends insight into institutional priorities as 

communicated to one of the most important university constituents: prospective students 

and parents. The campus tour’s first stop at the Alumni House showed that Western 

University has pride in its alumni and even points out to prospective students the 

centrality of this group to the institution’s history and well-being. In addition, the campus 

tour’s focus on financial assistance denotes that it is a commonly asked question among 

prospective students and parents, while also being an institutional priority by a tour of the 

financial assistance office coming second. In addition, student affairs, as included with 

information on the new student center, student organizations, and student activities, also 

played a significant role during the tour.  
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Observational Field Notes: Southern University 

Observation #1: Environmental Scan of Southern University 

Date: March 23, 2009 

Starting Time: 7:00am 

Length of Observation: One hour 

Description of Observation: Campus environmental scan for organizational culture 

relating to fundraising and student affairs and development unit interactions at Southern 

University. 

Reflective Notes: 

The campus has a Cambridge – Oxford feel to it, with a large chapel and 

residence halls and classroom buildings that resemble much older buildings than they 

really are. Although the university was founded in the 20th century, it appears to have 

been built longer ago than that. There is a statue of the main donor to the campus located 

in direct line with the chapel. In addition to the statue and a plaque detailing the major 

gift of the family in honor of the donor, there are numerous plaques and class gifts that 

enhance campus life – walks, trees, and benches are all named after donors.  

The chief student affairs office is located close to the center of campus and was 

the original student union building. This office is one of the original buildings and has a 

dining facility located inside that follows the commons model. Another, newer student 

union and a community gathering space are nearby. The walk and the new student center 

are named after donors.  In the new student center, there is a large display of major and 
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minor donors who gave money to fund the center; the display has about a hundred names, 

organized by the gift level.  

The student affairs administrative building is located in the center of campus. The 

student affairs administrative building houses services traditionally associated with 

student affairs: counseling, disability support service, etc. By contrast, the development 

and alumni offices are located far away, relatively, from the student affairs office. This 

location makes face to face communications difficult between student affairs and 

development although the interviewees both mentioned standing meetings between the 

two divisions.  
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Observational Field Notes: Southern University 

Observation #2: Admissions Office Walking Tour of Southern University 

Date: March 23, 2009 

Starting Time: 11:00am 

Length of Observation: One hour 

Description of Observation: Participated in admissions walking tour of Southern 

University 

Reflective Notes: 

 Due to the scheduling of my interviews, I was unable to join an admissions tour of 

Southern University. Instead, I took a walking tour of campus that was included in a 

document published by Southern University’s Admissions Office. The campus tour itself, 

with 15 of the 30 entries dedicated to student affairs and fundraising topics and artifacts, 

shows the centrality of these issues to Southern University’s recruitment efforts.  

 The campus tour document itself begins with an introduction noting that the 

institution was established through a gift from a single family in the 20th century. A statue 

at the center of campus is among the first stops on the tour and shows the centrality of 

donations to the institution’s history and identity. In fact, no fewer than three statues are 

dedicated to this family. The largest and most prominent statue is a rendering of the 

family’s patriarch. The next series of stops on the campus tour emphasize the student 

center, student activities, residence life, and athletics. The student centers’ narratives in 

the tour guide note the facility’s role in building community among the student body and 

also to supporting students from diverse backgrounds with mention of the African-

American student center and the LGBT student center. The blurbs on intramural and 
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intercollegiate sports emphasize the campus recreation center and also Southern 

University’s basketball teams, among the best known and most successful programs in 

the country. After visiting these buildings, the walking tour took me past the main 

academic buildings. Next, the tour prompted me to visit a section of campus that is 

dedicated to first year students. The tour of this part of campus lists five entries that relate 

to life outside of the classroom, the topics traditionally associated with student affairs. In 

addition, this section of the tour also notes the university’s residence hall, a building 

dedicated to housing first year students.  

 Therefore, the walking tour of Southern University provides evidence of the 

centrality of fundraising and student affairs to the recruitment efforts of the university. 
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Observational Field Notes: Eastern University 

Observation #1: Environmental Scan of Institution 

Date: April 13, 2009 

Starting Time: 8:00am-9:00am 

Length of Observation: One hour 

Description of Observation: Campus environmental scan for organizational culture 

relating to fundraising and student affairs and development unit interactions at Eastern 

University. 

Reflective Notes: 

 Eastern University, located on a large campus, was endowed by gifts from two 

major donors. Statues of one of the donors, the institution’s namesake, have a central 

location on campus. The founder and one of the founder’s notable quotes form one of the 

central elements of the institution’s mission. Many of Eastern University’s buildings and 

schools are named after benefactors. In addition, numerous quads, benches, and fountains 

that beautify the campus are also named after donors. A short walk from the central part 

of campus are two important organizations: Greeks and athletics. While both Western 

University and Southern University have Greek systems, Eastern University’s Greek 

system is notable in the size and prominence of the fraternity and sorority houses. There 

are over 50 Greek organizations on campus, with the majority of the organizations having 

houses for members’ to live and eat meals. Eastern University’s athletics program has its 

own complex, which contains a football field, a basketball arena, a fitness center for 

athletes, and a baseball diamond. The nickname of the sports team and a rallying cry for 

the sporting teams are emblazoned in many locations in this athletics corridor.  
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The location of the student affairs vice president, development vice president, 

provost, and president are each in the same corridor in the same building. That building 

also houses the central student services: admissions, financial aid and scholarships, 

access card, and the registrar’s office. The majority of the development and student 

affairs staff, however, work locations spread across Eastern University’s campus. 

Therefore, my environmental scan indicated three main themes. First, although the upper 

level student affairs and development officers were situated in proximity, the majority of 

the two division functions in separate spheres. Second, the scan also indicated the 

centrality of Greek life and athletics to institutional priorities. Last, that fundraising was 

central to Eastern University’s mission, history, and culture.  
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Observational Field Notes: Eastern University 

Observation #2: Admissions Office Campus Tour of Eastern University 

Date: April 13, 2009 

Starting Time: 11:30am 

Length of Observation: One hour 

Description of Observation: Participated in admissions tour of Eastern University 

Reflective Notes: 

 The campus tour at Eastern University was led by an undergraduate student, a 

junior from Pennsylvania. The tour began at the same administrative building that houses 

the students and development vice presidents, the provost, and the president. The tour 

began with the institution’s main facts – acreage, enrollment, number of schools, and 

history. The second main topic was a discussion of the amount of financial aid available 

to students. Like the other institutions in the study, Eastern University is a private 

research university with a cost that places it among the most expensive colleges and 

universities in the country. During the time of the site visit, the United States economy 

had been in decline and there have been job losses throughout the country. The mention 

of financial aid early in the tour showed how this was a topic of interest to the parents and 

students taking the tour. At the same time, the financial aid program, and infusion of 

millions of institutional dollars, to need-based aid showed that this was among Eastern 

University’s priorities.  

 The tour itself focused on the academic buildings and visits to two of the 

university’s schools – the engineering school and the arts and sciences quad. During the 

discussion of academics, the tour guide threaded in information about student affairs 
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topics such as residence life, student organizations, Greek life, and student activities, 

among other topics.  
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Appendix I: Interview Protocol for Student Affairs Officers 

Interview Protocol for Chief Student Affairs Officers and Student Affairs Staff 

Template Source: Creswell, 2005 

Project: Successful Student Affairs Fundraising Efforts at Private Research Universities: 

How Organizational Culture Affects Collaboration Between Student Affairs and 

Development Units  

Time of Interview: 

Date: 

Place: 

Interviewer: 

Interviewee: 

Position/Title of Interviewee: 

1. Describe the project, notify the interviewee about the (a) purpose of this study; (b) 

participants and data collection sources; (c) how confidentiality of the interviewee 

will be protected; (d) the estimated length of the interview; and (e) reminding the 

participant that the interview will be audio-recorded and reminding the participant 

of the content of the signed consent form. 

2. Activate the tape recorder and test it. 

Introduction 

My name is Andrew Sonn, and I am a doctoral candidate in The George 

Washington University’s Higher Education Administration program.  I have a few 

introductory items to cover before we commence our discussion. I am conducting 

research for my dissertation.  This interview is scheduled to last approximately 45 
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minutes, and it will be audio-recorded and later transcribed, as specified in the consent 

form. My dissertation topic is Successful Student Affairs Fundraising Efforts at Private 

Research Universities, and I am specifically interested in studying the role of student 

affairs and development units in student affairs fundraising activities. The main 

participants in this study will be student affairs and development unit staff members. The 

main data sources for this study will include the analysis of institutional documents made 

available by student affairs and development unit staff members and interviews of student 

affairs and development unit staff members.  

I also wanted to say a few words about confidentiality. All of the information we 

discuss today will be treated to preserve your anonymity. Your name will not appear in 

the dissertation. The audio files from this discussion will be stored in a secure location to 

further protect your confidentiality.  These audio files will be transcribed, but will be 

destroyed after this project has been completed. The consent form that you reviewed goes 

into these confidentiality issues in further detail. Please raise any questions or issues that 

you may have at this time. 

Semi-Structured Interview Questions 

Introductory Information/Question 

1. Discuss individual’s length of time at the institution; individual’s reporting line at the 

institution; individual’s roles and responsibilities; student affairs’ departments and 

service areas; individual’s perspectives on institutional and organizational culture; 

individual’s opinions on issues facing division or institution (Chaffee & Tierney, 1988; 

Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005; Tierney, 1988). 

Background Questions Regarding Student Affairs Fundraising (Schoenecke, 2005) 
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2. Please describe your role in raising funds to support student affairs services, activities, 

and programs (Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005).   

3. How has the initiative changed since you have been in your position at this institution? 

(Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005). Probe questions on student affairs fundraising reporting 

structure and past and current student affairs fundraising projects.  

4. How does student affairs fundraising fit into your division’s goals? Probe question: 

What has been the affect of student affairs fundraising on your division’s initiatives and 

activities? (Kroll, 1999; Schoenecke, 2005) 

5. How does student affairs fundraising fit into the larger strategic goals for your 

institution?   

Collaboration Between Student Affairs and Development Units (Schoenecke, 2005) 

6. How do you and your colleagues interact with members of the development unit, 

particularly when it comes to student affairs fundraising?  (Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 

2005).   

Probe questions: How do you communicate with the Chief Development Officer? How 

do you communicate with other development unit staff members? How do you 

communicate with the chief student affairs fundraiser? (Schoenecke, 2005)  

7. What, if anything, would you change about your relationship with the development 

office with regard to student affairs fundraising?  

Student Affairs Fundraising Practices (Schoenecke, 2005).   

8. Do you have specific student affairs fundraising targets, or is this kept open-ended? 

Probe question: are there formal or informal standards of assessment for student affairs 

fundraising? 
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9. What are some of the things that you would like to see happen in the future when it 

comes to student affairs fundraising at your institution? Probe question: Have the 

outcomes of the student affairs fundraising efforts met your expectations? Probe 

question: are there formal or informal standards of assessment for student affairs 

fundraising? 

10. Are there any aspects of your student affairs fundraising initiative that you would 

identify as a best practice for others in the field? (Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005). Probe 

question: Is there something unique about your institution that affects fundraising?  

11. If you had the power to change events or conditions, what would you have done 

differently when it comes to student affairs fundraising?  

12. With whom should I talk to find out more about student affairs fundraising activities 

at your institution? 

13. Is there anything else that we have not covered in our discussion today, that you 

would like to mention? 

Conclusion 

Thank you for your participation in our discussion today. I reiterate that your 

confidentiality will be respected as detailed in the consent form. I have a request to ask of 

you.  First, if an issue arises during my transcription of this discussion, would you be 

available for a future follow-up e-mail or phone discussion to clarify factual information 

raised during this discussion?  As a follow-up to our discussion today, I will be in touch 

with you. I will send you a transcript of our interview for your reference and records. At 

the end of the study, I will send you and your colleagues who participated in the 
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interviews my study’s findings for your reference. Thank you very much for your time 

today. I wish you well with the remainder of the semester.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



              

 

 

414 
 

Appendix J: Interview Protocol for Development Officers 

Interview Protocol for Development Staff Members 
 
Source: Creswell, 2005 
 
Project: Successful Student Affairs Fundraising Efforts at Private Research Universities: 

How Organizational Culture Affects Collaboration Between Student Affairs and 

Development Units  

Time of Interview: 

Date: 

Place: 

Interviewer: 

Interviewee: 

Position/Title of Interviewee: 

1. Describe the project, notify the interviewee about the (a) purpose of this study; (b) 

participants and data collection sources; (c) how confidentiality of the interviewee 

will be protected; (d) the estimated length of the interview; and (e) reminding the 

participant that the interview will be audio-recorded and reminding the participant 

of the content of the signed consent form. 

2. Activate the tape recorder and test it. 

Introduction 

My name is Andrew Sonn, and I am a doctoral candidate in The George 

Washington University’s Higher Education Administration program.  I have a few 

introductory items to cover before we commence our discussion. I am conducting 

research for my dissertation.  This interview is scheduled to last approximately 45 
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minutes, and it will be audio-recorded and later transcribed, as specified in the consent 

form. My dissertation topic is Successful Student Affairs Fundraising Efforts at Private 

Research Universities, and I am specifically interested in studying the role of student 

affairs and development units in student affairs fundraising activities. The main 

participants in this study will be student affairs and development unit staff members. The 

main data sources for this study will include the analysis of institutional documents made 

available by student affairs and development unit staff members and interviews of student 

affairs and development unit staff members.  

I also wanted to say a few words about confidentiality. All of the information we 

discuss today will be treated to preserve your anonymity. Your name will not appear in 

the dissertation. The audio files from this discussion will be stored in a secure location to 

further protect your confidentiality.  These audio files will be transcribed, but will be 

destroyed after this project has been completed. The consent form that you reviewed goes 

into these confidentiality issues in further detail. Please raise any questions or issues that 

you may have at this time.  

Semi-Structured Interview Questions 

Introductory Information/Question (Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005).   

1. Discuss individual’s length of time at the institution; individual’s reporting line at the 

institution; individual’s roles and responsibilities; development division’s service areas 

and departments; individual’s perspectives on institutional and organizational culture; 

individual’s opinions on issues facing division or institution (Chaffee & Tierney, 1988; 

Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005; Tierney, 1988). 

Background Questions Regarding Student Affairs Fundraising (Schoenecke, 2005).   
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2. Please describe your role in raising funds to support student affairs services, activities, 

and programs (Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005).   

3. How has the initiative changed since you have been in your position at this institution? 

(Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005). Probe questions on student affairs fundraising reporting 

structure and past and current student affairs fundraising projects.  

4. How does student affairs fundraising fit into your division’s goals? 

5. How does student affairs fundraising fit into the larger strategic goals for your 

institution? Probe question: if there is a capital campaign, ask whether student affairs 

fundraising is part of that campaign.  

Collaboration Between Student Affairs and Division Units (Schoenecke, 2005).   

6. How do you and your colleagues interact with members of the student affairs unit, 

particularly when it comes to student affairs fundraising? (Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 

2005). (Probe questions: how do you communicate with the Chief Student Affairs 

Officer, chief student affairs fundraiser, and other student affairs officers? (Schoenecke, 

2005).   

7. What, if anything, would you change about your relationship with student affairs and 

its staff members?  

Student Affairs Fundraising Practices (Schoenecke, 2005).   

8. Do you have specific student affairs fundraising targets, or is this kept open-ended?  

9. What are some of the things that you would like to see happen in the future when it 

comes to student affairs fundraising at your institution? Probe questions: past, present, 

and future fundraising targets. Have the outcomes of the student affairs fundraising 
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efforts met your expectations? Probe question: are there formal or informal standards of 

assessment for student affairs fundraising?  

10. Are there any aspects of your student affairs fundraising initiative that you would 

identify as a best practice for others in the field? (Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005). Probe 

question: Is there something unique about your institution that affects fundraising? 

11. If you had the power to change events or conditions, what would you have done 

differently when it comes to student affairs fundraising?  

12. With whom should I talk to find out more about student affairs fundraising activities 

at your institution? 

13. Is there anything else that we have not covered in our discussion today, that you 

would like to mention? 

Conclusion 

Thank you for your participation in our discussion today. I reiterate that your 

confidentiality will be respected as detailed in the consent form. I have a request to ask of 

you.  First, if an issue arises during my transcription of this discussion, would you be 

available for a future follow-up e-mail or phone discussion to clarify factual information 

raised during this discussion?  As a follow-up to our discussion today, I will be in touch 

with you. I will send you a transcript of our interview for your reference and records. At 

the end of the study, I will send you and your colleagues who participated in the 

interviews my study’s findings. Thank you very much for your time today. I wish you 

well with the remainder of the semester. 
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Appendix K: Interview Protocol for Student Affairs Fundraisers 

Interview Protocol for Student Affairs Fundraisers 

Template Source: Creswell, 2005 

Project: Successful Student Affairs Fundraising Efforts at Private Research Universities: 

How Organizational Culture Affects Collaboration Between Student Affairs and 

Development Units  

Time of Interview: 

Date: 

Place: 

Interviewer: 

Interviewee: 

Position/Title of Interviewee: 

Position/Title of Interviewee: 

1. Describe the project, notify the interviewee about the (a) purpose of this study; (b) 

participants and data collection sources; (c) how confidentiality of the interviewee 

will be protected; (d) the estimated length of the interview; and (e) reminding the 

participant that the interview will be audio-recorded and reminding the participant 

of the content of the signed consent form. 

2. Activate the tape recorder and test it. 

Introduction 

My name is Andrew Sonn, and I am a doctoral candidate in The George 

Washington University’s Higher Education Administration program.  I have a few 

introductory items to cover before we commence our discussion. I am conducting 



              

 

 

419 
 

research for my dissertation.  This interview is scheduled to last approximately 45 

minutes, and it will be audio-recorded and later transcribed, as specified in the consent 

form. My dissertation topic is Successful Student Affairs Fundraising Efforts at Private 

Research Universities, and I am specifically interested in studying the role of student 

affairs and development units in student affairs fundraising activities. The main 

participants in this study will be student affairs and development unit staff members. The 

main data sources for this study will include the analysis of institutional documents made 

available by student affairs and development unit staff members and interviews of student 

affairs and development unit staff members.  

I also wanted to say a few words about confidentiality. All of the information we 

discuss today will be treated to preserve your anonymity. Your name will not appear in 

the dissertation. The audio files from this discussion will be stored in a secure location to 

further protect your confidentiality.  These audio files will be transcribed, but will be 

destroyed after this project has been completed. The consent form that you reviewed goes 

into these confidentiality issues in further detail. Please raise any questions or issues that 

you may have at this time.  

Semi-Structured Interview Questions 

Introductory Information/Questions (Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005).   

1. Discuss individual’s length of time at the institution; individual’s reporting line at the 

institution; individual’s roles and responsibilities; individual’s perspectives on 

institutional and organizational culture; individual’s opinions on issues facing division or 

institution (Chaffee & Tierney, 1988; Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005; Tierney, 1988). 

Background Questions Regarding Student Affairs Fundraising (Schoenecke, 2005).   
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2. Please describe your role in raising funds to support student affairs services, activities, 

and programs (Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005).   

3. How has the initiative changed since you have been in your position at this institution? 

(Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005). Probe question on past and current projects.  

4. How does student affairs fundraising fit into the larger strategic goals for your 

institution? Probe question: if there is a capital campaign, ask whether student affairs 

fundraising is part of that campaign.  

Collaboration Between Student Affairs and Division Units (Schoenecke, 2005).   

5. How do you and your colleagues interact with members of the student affairs and 

development units, particularly when it comes to student affairs fundraising? (Kroll, 

1991; Schoenecke, 2005). (Probe questions: how do you communicate with the Chief 

Student Affairs Officer and Chief Development Officer, other student affairs and 

development staff members? (Schoenecke, 2005).   

6. What, if anything, would you change about your relationship with student affairs and 

its staff members? What, if anything, would you change about your relationship with 

development and its staff members?  

Student Affairs Fundraising Practices (Schoenecke, 2005).   

7. Do you have specific student affairs fundraising targets, or is this kept open-ended? 

8. What are some of the things that you would like to see happen in the future when it 

comes to student affairs fundraising at your institution? Probe questions: past, present, 

and future fundraising targets. Have the outcomes of the student affairs fundraising 

efforts met your expectations? Probe question: are there formal or informal standards of 

assessment for student affairs fundraising?  
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9. Are there any aspects of your student affairs fundraising initiative that you would 

identify as a best practice for others in the field? (Kroll, 1991; Schoenecke, 2005). Probe 

question: Is there something unique about your institution that affects fundraising? 

10. If you had the power to change events or conditions, what would you have done 

differently when it comes to student affairs fundraising?  

11. With whom should I talk to find out more about student affairs fundraising activities 

at your institution? 

12. Is there anything else that we have not covered in our discussion today, that you 

would like to mention? 

Conclusion 

Thank you for your participation in our discussion today. I reiterate that your 

confidentiality will be respected as detailed in the consent form. I have a request to ask of 

you.  First, if an issue arises during my transcription of this discussion, would you be 

available for a future follow-up e-mail or phone discussion to clarify factual information 

raised during this discussion?  As a follow-up to our discussion today, I will be in touch 

with you. I will send you a transcript of our interview for your reference and records. At 

the end of the study, I will send you and your colleagues who participated in the 

interviews my study’s findings. Thank you very much for your time today. I wish you 

well with the remainder of the semester. 
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Appendix L: Cross-Walk Table for the Student Affairs Staff Member Interview Protocol  

Relationship Between Interview Protocol Questions and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to explore what strategies foster collaboration 

between student affairs and development offices that have been successful, as defined by 

meeting overall unit and institutional fundraising objectives, in raising funds to support 

student affairs services, activities, and facilities. This study addresses this purpose 

through the following research questions:  

1. How do student affairs and development offices define “successful” collaboration 

in fundraising? 

2. In what ways do successful student affairs practitioners and development officers 

interact with each other in an effort to facilitate successful fundraising efforts?  

3. What strategies have student affairs practitioners and development officers used 

to create and sustain partnerships with each other to successfully raise funds for 

student affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

4. How have student affairs officers established initiatives to raise funds for student 

affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

5. How have student affairs officers with fundraising initiatives succeeded in having 

institutions include student affairs services, activities, and facilities among 

institutional fundraising priorities? 
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Cross-Walk Table for the Student Affairs Staff Member Interview Protocol  

Relationship Between Interview Protocol Questions and Research Questions 

 

Interview 
Questions 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Research 
Question 1. 

X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Research 
Question 2. 

 X  X X X X  X X X  X 

Research 
Question 3. 

X X X   X  X X X X  X 

Research 
Question 4. 

X X X   X    X   X 

Research  
Question 5. 

X X X X X X   X X X  X 
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Appendix M: Cross-Walk Table for the Development Staff Member Interview Protocol  

Relationship Between Interview Protocol Questions and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to explore what strategies foster collaboration 

between student affairs and development offices that have been successful, as defined by 

meeting overall unit and institutional fundraising objectives, in raising funds to support 

student affairs services, activities, and facilities. This study addresses this purpose 

through the following research questions:  

1. How do student affairs and development offices define “successful” collaboration 

in fundraising? 

2. In what ways do successful student affairs practitioners and development officers 

interact with each other in an effort to facilitate successful fundraising efforts?  

3. What strategies have student affairs practitioners and development officers used 

to create and sustain partnerships with each other to successfully raise funds for 

student affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

4. How have student affairs officers established initiatives to raise funds for student 

affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

5. How have student affairs officers with fundraising initiatives succeeded in having 

institutions include student affairs services, activities, and facilities among 

institutional fundraising priorities? 
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Cross-Walk Table for the Development Staff Member Interview Protocol 

Relationship Between Interview Protocol Questions and Research Questions 

 

Interview 
Questions 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Research 
Question 1. 

X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Research 
Question 2. 

 X  X X X X  X X X  X 

Research 
Question 3. 

X X X   X  X X X X  X 

Research 
Question 4. 

X X X   X    X   X 

Research  
Question 5. 

X X X X X X   X X X  X 
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Appendix N: Cross-Walk Table for the Student Affairs Fundraiser Interview Protocol  

Relationship Between Interview Protocol Questions and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study is to explore what strategies foster collaboration 

between student affairs and development offices that have been successful, as defined by 

meeting overall unit and institutional fundraising objectives, in raising funds to support 

student affairs services, activities, and facilities. This study addresses this purpose 

through the following research questions:  

1. How do student affairs and development offices define “successful” collaboration 

in fundraising? 

2. In what ways do successful student affairs practitioners and development officers 

interact with each other in an effort to facilitate successful fundraising efforts?  

3. What strategies have student affairs practitioners and development officers used 

to create and sustain partnerships with each other to successfully raise funds for 

student affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

4. How have student affairs officers established initiatives to raise funds for student 

affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

5. How have student affairs officers with fundraising initiatives succeeded in having 

institutions include student affairs services, activities, and facilities among 

institutional fundraising priorities? 
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Cross-Walk Table for the Student Affairs Fundraiser Interview Protocol  

Relationship Between Interview Protocol Questions and Research Questions 

 

Interview 
Questions 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Research 
Question 1. 

X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Research 
Question 2. 

X X X X X X  X X X  X 

Research 
Question 3. 

X X X X X X  X X X  X 

Research 
Question 4. 

X X X   X    X   

Research  
Question 5. 

X X X X X X X X X X  X 
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Appendix O: Interview Consent Form 
 

Dissertation Title: Student Affairs Fundraising at Private Research Universities: How 

Organizational Culture Affects Collaborations Between Student Affairs and Development 

Units. 

The George Washington University (GW) IRB number: 110803 

Principal Investigator: Dr. William Molasso; e-mail address: billym@gwu.edu 

Sub-Investigator: Andrew Sonn; telephone number: 202-994-9192; cell phone: 202-438-

5340; e-mail: asonn@gwu.edu 

Sponsor: N/A 

1) Introduction 

You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction of Dr. William 

Molasso of the Department of Educational Leadership, George Washington University 

(GWU). Taking part in this research is entirely voluntary.  

2) Why is this study being done? 

You are being asked to take part in this study because your institution raises funds to 

support student affairs activities. The purpose of this study is to examine the nature of the 

collaboration between student affairs and development units at three research universities 

with successful student affairs fundraising efforts. At each institution, three or four 

individuals will participate in interviews on student affairs fundraising. 

3) What is involved in this study? 

If you choose to take part in this study, you will participate in a 45-minute audio 

recorded, one-on-one interview with the sub-investigator during the sub-investigator’s 

visit.   
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4) What are the risks of participating in this study? 

Possible risks and discomforts you could experience during this study include: loss of 

confidentiality. These risks will be mitigated by our masking your identity and the 

identity of the institution during this study.  The institution’s name will be masked by my 

assigning it a pseudonym. Individuals’ names will be masked by assigning a generic 

position title such as “student affairs officer 1”. There are no physical risks associated 

with this study. There is, however, the possible risk of loss of confidentiality. Every effort 

will be made to keep information confidential, however, this cannot be guaranteed. Some 

of the questions we will ask as part of this study may make individuals feel 

uncomfortable. Individuals may refuse to answer any of the questions and you may take a 

break at any time during the study. You may stop your participation in this study at any 

time. 

5) Are there benefits to taking part in this study? 

You will not benefit directly from your participation in the study. The benefits to science 

and humankind that might result from this study are a better understanding of student 

affairs fundraising practices in private research universities. This will be of benefit to 

higher education researchers and practitioners. 

6) What are my options? 

You do not have to participate in this study if you do not want to. Should you decide to 

participate and later change your mind, you can do so at anytime. 

7) Will I receive payment for being in this study? 

You will not be paid for taking part in this study. 

8) How will my privacy be protected? 
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If results of this research study are reported in journals or at conferences, the people who 

participated in this study will not be named or identified. GW will not release any 

information about your research involvement without your written permission, unless 

required by law. As mentioned before your identity and the identity of your institution 

will be masked during the entire course of the study with the assigning of codes and 

deletion of any identifying information. Moreover, all data collected for the study will be 

stored in a locked file cabinet and electronic documents will be stored in a password 

protected computer hard drive.  

9) Problems or Questions 

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephone number 

(202) 994-2715, can provide further information about your rights as a research 

participant. If you think you have been harmed in this study, you report this to the 

Principal Investigator of this study. Further information regarding this study may be 

obtained by contacting Dr. William Molasso, the principal investigator of this study and 

the dissertation advisor who may be contacted at billym@gwu.edu. For problems arising 

evenings or weekends, you may contact Andy Sonn at 202-438-5340 (cellular phone 

number) or asonn@gwu.edu. 

If you agree to participate in this study, please sign below: 

10) Documentation of Informed Consent 

I understand the information printed on this form. I have discussed this study, its risks 

and potential benefits, and my other choices with Andy Sonn. My questions so far have 

been answered. My signature below indicates my willingness to participate in this study 

and my understanding that I can withdraw at any time. 
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__________________________________________________  __________________ 

Participant’s Name (printed) and Signature     Date 

__________________________________________________  __________________ 

Name (printed) and Signature of Person Obtaining Consent   Date 

__________________________________________________  __________________ 

Principal Investigator’s Signature      Date 

Please note: If a waiver of signed informed consent form is necessary, exclude section 10 

and replace it with this statement: To ensure anonymity, your signature is not required in 

this document unless you prefer to sign it. Your willingness to participate in this research 

study is implied if you proceed with completing the interview.  
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Appendix P: IRB Form 

The George Washington University (GW) Internal Review Board (IRB) number: 110803. 
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Appendix Q: Budget for Project 

Site Visit Travel and Accommodations: 

Site A: 

Travel: $400 

Accommodations: $400 

Meals: $200 

Site B: 

Travel: $200 

Accommodations: $200 

Meals: $100 

Site C: 

Travel: $200 

Accommodations: $200 

Meals: $100 

Equipment: 

Tape Recorder: $60 

Audio tapes: $20 

Other: 

Professional editing: $800 

Grand Total Budget for Project: $2,880 
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Appendix R: Timeline for the Project 

Target Date   Task 

Oct 2007 – June 2008  Draft Chapters 1, 2, and 3 

July 2008   Discuss draft of Chapter 3 with qualitative methods expert  

Sept 2008   Arrange introductory dissertation committee meeting 

November 2008  Defend proposal 

    Complete revisions 

November 2008  Turn in approved proposal to director of doctoral studies 

    Submit IRB documents 

    Contact 3 universities to arrange dates for interviews 

Dec 2008-March 2009 Collect data – visit 3 universities to conduct interviews 

    Pre-plan Chapters 4 and 5; set up data display tables 

Feb-April 2009  Analyze data and write preliminary analysis memos 

March-April 2009 Send preliminary analysis memos to participants and 

schedule follow-up interviews 

Feb-June 2009 Write Chapters 4 and 5 

By June 1, 2009  E-mail advisor draft of Chapter 4 

Incorporate advisor’s feedback into drafts of this chapter 

By July 1, 2009  E-mail advisor draft of Chapter 5 

Incorporate advisor’s feedback into drafts of this chapter 

By July 15, 2009  E-mail revised draft of Chapters 4 and 5 to committee  

September 2009  Committee meeting to discuss Chapters 4 and 5 

October 1, 2009  Incorporate committee’s feedback into Chapters 4 and 5 
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Share entire document with committee and get their 

feedback 

October 2009 Seek approval from chair and committee members to have 

oral exam 

Set up date for oral examination 

November 3, 2009 Submit final draft of entire document to committee 30 days 

before oral examination date 

December 3, 2009 Oral examination date 

December 15, 2009  Submit changes specified from oral exam to chair 

Chair signs and submits final draft form - graduate 
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Appendix S: Documents Collected 

Documents Collected 

 

        Institution 

Document Type     A  B  C 

 

Institutional Mission Statement   X  X  X 

Student Affairs Mission Statement   X  X  X 

Development Mission Statement   X  X  X 

Institutional Strategic Plan    X  X  X 

Student Affairs Strategic Plan    X  X  X 

Student Affairs Organizational Chart   X  X  X 

Development Organizational Chart   X   

Student Affairs Fundraising Case Statement  X  X  X 

Student Affairs Fundraising Web Pages  X  X  X 

Student Affairs Print Collateral   X  X  X 

Development Print Collateral    X  X  X 

Student Affairs Web Pages    X  X  X 

Development Web Pages    X  X  X 

CSAO Biography     X  X  X 

CDO Biography     X  X  X 

Student Affairs Annual Report       X 
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Appendix T: Journal Article Draft 

Institutions’ Needs and Donors’ Dreams: A Case Study of Successful Student 

Affairs Fundraising Collaboration Strategies at Three Private Research Universities 

Abstract  

 While facing difficult financial times, student affairs divisions and their leaders 

are increasingly considering collaborating with development officers and other 

institutional partners to raise funds for student services, activities, and facilities. Student 

affairs leaders, however, do not have proven strategies based on empirical data to make 

these decisions.  At the same time, although research shows that student affairs and 

development office collaboration is often a crucial factor in the success of student affairs 

fundraising, the literature is predicated primarily on practitioner-based articles. This body 

of literature fails to include an empirical analysis of the strategies employed in the 

formation of successful student affairs fundraising partnerships at private research 

universities.  To address these problems of practice and research, this study examined the 

nature of collaboration between student affairs and development units with successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts at three private research universities. This study used a 

qualitative multiple case study design with a social constructivist paradigm of inquiry to 

add to the understanding of this key factor in student affairs fundraising activities. The 

study analyzed interviews with the three institutions’ CSAOs, student affairs fundraiser, 

and main development unit point of contact for student affairs fundraising, observations 

at all three institutions, and documents relating to student affairs fundraising. Results of 

within and cross case analyses indicated that the collaborative relationships to support 

student affairs fundraising at all three institutions transcended the student affairs and 
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development unit partnerships. In addition, veteran student affairs leadership and capital 

projects were key factors in introducing, expanding, and sustaining student affairs 

fundraising efforts.  Also important in factors in successful student affairs fundraising 

and student affairs and development collaboration are the institutional organizational 

cultures as well as the student affairs and development subcultures. These findings have 

implications for practice and theory and suggest areas for future research.   

Context of the Study 

It is apparent that the 2008-2009 economic crisis has adversely affected higher 

education institutional endowments, hiring practices, and budgets (Blumenstyk, 2009; 

Selingo, 2009). In light of this, higher education researchers and practitioners have 

agreed on the pivotal role that fundraising plays in institutional success, and even 

survival, in recent years.  The decline in state and federal educational funding during the 

last three decades (Breneman & Finney, 1997; Callan & Finney, 1997; Thelin, 2004) 

along with increases in institutional expenses (Clotfelter, 1996) and tuition rates 

(Ehrenberg, 2000; Johnstone, 2005) have had a negative effect on public and private 

higher education institutions and their students (Altbach, Berdahl, & Gumport, 2005; 

Callan & Finney; Zusman, 2005).  

To counteract these deleterious financial trends, most higher education institutions 

have turned to raising voluntary donations as a source of revenue to fund operations, 

sponsor scholarships, finance faculty chairs and professorships, stabilize tuition increases, 

and build endowments (Breneman & Finney, 1997; Johnstone, 2005). The growth in 

higher education fundraising in recent decades has been dramatic. In 1983-1984, United 

States colleges and universities raised $5.6 billion in voluntary support (Dunn, 1986). By 
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comparison, in 2008, United States colleges and universities set a fundraising record by 

raising $31.6 billion in voluntary support (Council for Aid to Education, 2009b).  

The higher education financial environment in recent decades has also negatively 

affected student affairs divisions (Sandeen & Barr, 2006; Schuh, 2003a). Research has 

shown how this fiscal climate, particularly budget cuts, has forced some student affairs 

divisions to scale back key student services (Floerchinger & Young, 1992; Rames, 2000; 

Schuh).  Some student affairs divisions have dealt with these fiscal problems by 

downsizing, outsourcing, merging offices and programs, and increasing student activities 

fees (Jackson, 2000; Sandeen & Barr; Schuh; Schuh, 1990). As an alternative to these 

actions, administrators have looked for new revenue sources to support operations 

(Jackson; Sandeen & Barr; Schuh).  

Fundraising has produced a new revenue source for a growing number of student 

affairs divisions. Some Chief Student Affairs Officers (CSAOs) have tried to counteract 

these negative financial trends by seeking voluntary support through fundraising 

activities (Bresciani, Moneta, Jackson, & Snyder, 2008; Jackson, 2000; Rovig, 2009; 

Sandeen & Barr, 2006; Schuh, 2003b). Since the early 1980s, like other higher education 

divisions, student affairs units have been raising funds to support operations and finance 

new initiatives, programs, and facilities (Garland, 1985; Jackson; Penney & Rose, 2001; 

Rovig; Terrell & Gold, 1993).  Effective student affairs fundraising efforts have built 

student unions, residence halls, and intercultural centers and sponsored career 

development, alcohol and other drug education, and diversity programs to benefit 

students (Jackson; Terrell & Gold). Some student affairs units have hired full-time 

student affairs development officers and dedicated resources to raise funds (Fygetakis & 
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Dalton, 1993; Gold, Golden, & Quatroche, 1993; Gordon, Strode, & Brady, 1993; 

Jackson, 2000; Penney & Rose, 2001; Rovig; Shay, 1984; 1993; Terrell & Gold, 1993; 

Terrell, Gold, & Renick, 1993). Donors for student affairs projects have typically 

included alumni involved in student activities and leadership positions as undergraduates, 

parents of current and former students, corporations, and members of the board of 

trustees serving on student life committees (Jackson; Terrell & Gold). Therefore, 

fundraising has become a proven method of bolstering student affairs budgets during 

difficult economic times. 

Many researchers and practitioners have identified student affairs and 

development office collaboration as a key factor in successful student affairs fundraising 

efforts (Fygetakis & Dalton, 1993; Gold, et al., 1993; Gordon, et al., 1993; Jackson, 

2000; Penney & Rose, 2001; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; 1993; Terrell & Gold, 1993; 

Terrell, et al., 1993). Practitioners have defined fundraising success as the activities that 

meet their articulated student affairs divisional financial and institutional advancement 

goals (Jackson, 2000; Schuh, 2003b; Terrell & Gold; Terrell, et al.). This literature, 

however, has not based the strategies for forming these partnerships on empirical 

research. Facing difficult financial times, student affairs divisions and their leaders are 

increasingly considering collaborating with development officers to raise funds for 

student services, activities, and facilities, but do not have proven strategies based on 

empirical evidence to accomplish these goals.  

There have been many calls for student affairs and development office 

collaboration, yet there is very little empirical research on the best approaches to create 

and sustain these partnerships (Jackson, 2000; Penney & Rose, 2001; Schuh, 2003b; 
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Terrell & Gold, 1993). For the purposes of this article, collaboration is defined as 

“working toward a common goal or mission, equal voice of involved parties, joint 

planning, and active communication that results in creation of collaborative ventures” 

(Kezar, 2003, p. 10).  

Significance of the Study 

 This study addresses the gap in the literature about proven strategies for the 

formation of student affairs and development office partnerships at private research 

universities. Previously, student affairs fundraising at private research universities has 

been addressed by two empirical studies.  The first study, published in a practitioner-

based journal in 1993, has significant limitations since it is dated and focused only on 

CSAOs’ fundraising activities without addressing student affairs divisions’ relationships 

with development units (Terrell, et al., 1993). The second study was a dissertation on 

student affairs fundraising activities at private and public universities in Texas (Hillman, 

2004). Due to a regional focus and the fact that the dissertation did not compare public 

and private university fundraising activities, Hillman’s study also has limitations. This 

article offers an investigation of the partnerships between student affairs and 

development offices at private research universities to close this literature gap.  

 This study provides data that will be helpful to the further understanding of 

successful strategies for higher education fundraising on the institutional level. Student 

affairs fundraising efforts are not just assisting student affairs divisions, but are 

augmenting the institution’s student and academic support efforts. This study will 

encourage both student affairs and development officers to recognize the importance of 

collaboration to achieve common goals. The results will assist student affairs officers in 
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recognizing the benefits of establishing fundraising efforts. By contributing to the 

knowledge of student affairs fundraising, this study may also compel researchers to 

embark on further investigations of the topic to continue to address the many gaps in the 

literature.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine the nature of the collaboration between 

student affairs and development units at private research universities with successful 

student affairs fundraising efforts using a qualitative multiple case study design with a 

social constructivist paradigm of inquiry. This study explores what strategies foster 

collaboration between student affairs and development offices that have been successful, 

as defined by meeting overall unit and institutional fundraising objectives, in raising 

funds to support student affairs services, activities, and facilities.  This study addresses 

this purpose through the following research questions:  

1. How do student affairs and development offices define “successful” collaboration 

in fundraising? 

2. What strategies have student affairs practitioners and development officers used 

to create and sustain partnerships with each other to successfully raise funds for 

student affairs services, activities, and facilities? 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework of this dissertation centers on organizational culture. 

The most frequently adopted and cited model for applying organizational cultural 

concepts to higher education is Tierney’s (1988; 2008) “Framework of Organizational 

Culture.”(p. 8). The model is based on case studies of four public and three private higher 
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education institutions and includes six parts: environment, mission, socialization, 

information, strategy, and leadership. As Tierney’s model asserts, environment involves 

the way the organization defines and perceives the external factors that influence the way 

the institution functions.  Mission includes the organization’s overall goals, decisions, 

and the amount of internal consensus.  Socialization involves ways individuals are 

oriented to the organization and what is needed to do well in the organization. 

Information comprises the content of communications, how it is distributed, and who has 

control over it. Strategy entails how decisions are reached, who makes decisions, and 

how planning takes place. Leadership involves organizational expectations for leaders, 

the identity of leaders, and whether there are formal and informal leaders. This widely 

accepted and applied six- part model, later revised in Chaffee and Tierney (1988), 

provided the theoretical framework for this study. 

Methodology 

Site and Sample Selection 

This study, using purposeful and extreme case sampling strategies, selected three 

private research universities with successful student affairs fundraising efforts that have 

at least one full time professional staff member dedicated to raising funds to support 

student affairs initiatives (Creswell, 2005; Maxwell, 2005; Merriam, 1988; 1997; Yin, 

1994; 2003).  The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching (2008) 

classified each institution a private research university with “very high research activity”. 

As a means of identifying participants, extreme case sampling techniques (Creswell; 

Merriam; Yin) were applied to select three successful student affairs fundraising 

programs. In this case, success in fundraising is measured in dollars and cents as well as 
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by the fundraising initiatives’ abilities to meet institutional and divisional fundraising 

objectives. The student affairs fundraising programs in question raised money from 

voluntary donations over the last five years. Second, the staff member criterion was 

applied because having a dedicated fundraising officer meant the presence of documents 

that can be collected and interviews that can be staged to explore this study’s research 

question. To respect the confidentiality of participating institutions and individuals, the 

names of participating institutions and individuals were masked.  

All three private research universities, Western University, Southern University, 

and Eastern University, were chosen to participate because they are institutional members 

of at least one of two of the student affairs associations, American Council Personnel 

Administration (ACPA, 2009) and National Association of Student Personnel 

Administrators (NASPA, 2009), and the development association Council for the 

Advancement and Support of Education (CASE, 2009).  All three institutions have all 

had successful student affairs fundraising records over the last five years at a minimum, 

and have at least one full time professional staff member dedicated to raising funds to 

support student affairs activities, programs, and facilities.  

As indicated in Table 1, the sampling goal was to examine sites that represent the 

institutional diversity among private research universities. The three private research 

universities represent institutions in different regions of the country with differing 

locations, endowments, enrollments, and campus acreage.  Each of the universities, 

however, did have in common endowments over $3.5 billion as of June 2008, complex 

organizational structures with over nine schools, and operating budgets over $2 billion in 

annual expenditures.  
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Table 1 

Comparative Demographic and Background Information  

 

Category    Western Southern Eastern 
     University University University 

 
Location    West Coast Southeast Northeast 

City Population   3.6 million 250,000 20,000 

Campus Acreage   300  1,400  745 

Founding Decade   1880s  1920s  1860s   

Total Enrollment   33,500  13,457  20,833 

Undergraduate Enrollment  16,500  6,340  13,510 

Graduate Enrollment    17,000  7,117  7,323 

Endowment (June 2008)  $3.65 billion $6.1 billion $5.3 billion 

Number of Schools   19  9  11   

Student Affairs Departments  30  22  30 

Student Affairs Staff Members 300  400   400 

Student Organizations   600  370  800 

 
CSAO Reporting Structure  To Provost To Provost To President 

Student Affairs Fundraiser’s  To CSAO To CSAO To CDO 
Reporting Structure 
 
Site Visit Dates   3/15-3/16/09 3/22-3/23/09 4/12-4/13/09 
 

 



              

 

 

446 
 

Data Collection 

Following a qualitative research design, data were gathered from public and 

private documents and qualitative, observations, and semi-structured interviews. Between 

January 2, 2009 and May 1, 2009, I collected and analyzed documents relating to student 

affairs fundraising and the student affairs and development units and overall 

organizational culture at each of the institutions. Examples of documents of special 

importance to this study include those relating to student affairs fundraising and human 

resources, fundraising case statements, web-based documents, and strategic plans and 

mission statements. I visited the three participating private research universities, Western, 

Southern, and Eastern universities respectively, for two days each on March 15-16, 2009, 

March 22-23, 2009, and April 12-13, 2009. Observations were conducted at all three 

institutions, including tours of campus conducted by admissions staff members, 

environmental scans relating to fundraising and student affairs facilities and activities, 

and visits to each of the institution’s student affairs and development offices.  At each of 

the three private research institutions participating as this study’s sample, semi-

structured, qualitative interviews were conducted with Chief Student Affairs Officers 

(CSAOs) and other student affairs staff members, Chief Development Officers (CDOs) 

and other development staff members, and the staff members directly responsible for 

student affairs fundraising. These individuals were selected because of their direct 

participation in the student affairs fundraising process. The interview protocols for this 

study were based on standard qualitative research guidelines (Creswell, 2005; Denzin & 

Lincoln, 2003; Patton, 1999), the theoretical framework of this study (Chaffee & Tierney, 

1988; Tierney, 1988), and five existing instruments in student affairs fundraising 
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literature (Fygetakis, 1992; Hendrix-Kral, 1995; Hillman, 2002; Murphy, 2007; 

Schoenecke, 2005). These procedures included separate protocols for (a) student affairs 

officers and staff members (b) development officers and staff members; and (c) staff 

members responsible for student affairs fundraising.  

Data Analysis 

This study’s data analysis guidelines were based on the common data analysis 

standards established by qualitative and case study researchers (Coffey & Atkinson, 

1996; Creswell, 2005; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Merriam, 1988; Miles & Huberman, 1994; 

Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Yin, 1994). This study’s data were hand-analyzed. I followed 

the commonly accepted practice in qualitative research that data analysis should occur at 

the same time as the data collection process (Coffey & Atkinson; Creswell; Maxwell, 

2005; Mertens, 1998). This study pursued within-case analysis as the initial step in data 

analysis before turning to the cross-case analysis (Miles & Huberman; Merriam).  The 

basic procedures for coding involved the following stages for each document and 

interview transcript collected during this study: (a) understanding the data on the whole; 

(b) dividing data into codes; (c) examining codes for overlapping themes; and (d) 

collapsing the codes into global themes (Creswell; Merriam; Miles & Huberman; Yin).  

After the within-case analyses were completed, the next step of this study featured 

cross-case data analysis (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 1998; 1997; Miles & Huberman, 

1994; Ragin, 1987; Yin, 1994). During the first stage of cross-case analysis, I followed 

Ragin’s comparative method, which involves looking for similarities and disparities 

among the cases. Outcomes and causes across the three sites examined in this study will 

be compared and contrasted. After these cross-case analyses were completed, I followed 
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Yin’s (1994) procedures by (a) drawing cross-case conclusions; (b) modifying theory if 

necessary; (c) forming policy implications; and (d) writing the cross-case report.  This 

study’s overall goal for data analysis was to approach what Coffey and Atkinson (1996, 

p. 16) have called the qualitative standard of “thick analysis,” which derives from 

Geertz’s (1973) “thick description” qualitative research ideal. 

Findings and Discussion 

 This study examined student affairs and development collaboration by viewing 

these and other key fundraising partnerships through the perspectives of the CSAOs, 

student affairs fundraisers, and development officers.  The section discusses what 

constitutes successful student affairs fundraising collaboration from the perspectives of 

study participants as well as strategies to foster these collaborative relationships.  

Definitions of Successful Collaboration 

The first, and overall, research question was intended to address the overarching 

theme of student affairs and development collaboration in student affairs fundraising: The 

question was the following: how do student affairs and development offices define 

“successful” collaboration in fundraising? This question was designed to gather student 

affairs and development officers’ perceptions and definitions of the collaborative 

relationships at their institutions. The three case study reports and cross-case analysis 

report examined the views of student affairs and development officers on what constitutes 

successful partnerships for the purposes of student affairs fundraising.  

The overall themes regarding the definitions of successful collaboration included: 

these productive partnerships transcend the student affairs and development relationship, 

support overall institutional mission and bolster institutional fundraising goals, facilitate 
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outreach to parents, alumni, and other donors, and benefit both the student affairs and 

development units.  

First, in all three instances, the definitions of successful collaboration go beyond 

the student affairs and development units to include other institutional partners. The 

particular partners, however, vary across the three institutions. In addition to the 

development division, Western University’s CSAO and student affairs fundraiser 

(personal communication, March 16, 2009) emphasize the agency of the provost, deans, 

students, parents, and student affairs departmental directors in the fundraising process. By 

contrast, Southern University’s collaborators (personal communication, March 23, 2009) 

include few, if any, individuals from academic affairs. Instead, the CSAO, along with the 

president, development officers, parents, students, and student affairs staff members form 

the main fundraising partners. Likewise, Eastern University’s partners include few 

academic affairs representatives, but the president, donors, parents, student affairs staff 

members, and development staff members number among the collaborators (Eastern 

University CSAO, personal communication, April 13, 2009). Although the specific 

groups of partners vary across the three institutions, the collaborators transcend the 

student affairs and development units.  

Second, all three institutions define successful student affairs fundraising as being 

supportive of institutional mission and fundraising objectives as well as student affairs 

unit mission and fundraising objectives. In addition, the CSAOs, student affairs 

fundraisers, and development officers participating in this study all emphasize that 

student affairs fundraising should support not just unit mission and goals but also 

institutional mission and goals. As such, the three CSAOs view their student affairs 
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fundraising role, first and foremost, as a way to fulfill institutional mission and goals. 

Western University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 2009) remarks about 

this role that “I am the conduct for the division as well as the institution”. In Southern 

University’s CSAO’s words (personal communication, March 23, 2009), this role 

involves service as “an institutional ambassador”. Eastern University’s CSAO (personal 

communication, April 13, 2009) also points out that, during fundraising solicitations, 

institutional needs go before divisional fundraising needs.  

Third, the study participants’ definitions of successful collaboration identify 

student affairs fundraising, through student activities and involvement, as an effective 

way to identify, cultivate, and solicit donors. In particular, all three institutions have at 

least one representative who identifies an instance in which student affairs fundraising 

has led to new donations or increases among existing donors. Western University’s 

CSAO, student affairs fundraiser, and development officer (personal communication, 

March 16, 2009) all recognize that student affairs projects, in addressing outside of the 

classroom activities, has great resonance for many donors who had been active in student 

activities, student organizations, and athletic teams. Southern University’s student affairs 

fundraiser and development officer (personal communication, March 23, 2009) both 

mention student affairs as a fruitful way to identify and solicit potential donors. At 

Southern University, the student affairs division tracks student activities and 

involvements to support alumni engagement efforts (Southern University CSAO, 

personal communication, March 23, 2009). Eastern University’s participants (personal 

communication, April 13, 2009) also refer to student affairs fundraising as an effective 

way of starting conversations with donors and an important part of the college experience 
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to many donors. This finding corresponds with the content of student affairs fundraising 

literature enumerating the rationale for these initiatives (Fygetakis & Dalton, 1993; 

Jackson, 2000; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell, et al., 1993). 

The final part of the definition is the realization on the part of student affairs and 

development officers of the ways student affairs fundraising collaboration assists both 

student affairs and development units. For student affairs units, student affairs 

fundraising initiatives financially support divisional services, activities, and facilities. The 

Western University center, a $100 million project is supported by student affairs 

fundraising (Western University CSAO, personal communication, March 16, 2009). 

Southern University’s concourse project, a $10 million initiative, is supported by student 

affairs fundraising (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 

2009). Eastern University’s residential community, a $200 million project, is supported 

by student affairs fundraising (Eastern University, personal communication, April 13, 

2009). In another sense, the initiatives also help the student affairs units, in all three 

cases, be viewed by the institution more like a school than an auxiliary enterprise. This, 

by itself, helps student affairs divisions raise their profile by being listed among the 

institutional fundraising priorities. For development units, student affairs fundraising also 

produce numerous benefits. At Western University, student affairs offices, particularly 

the career center, partner with alumni affairs to present programs and engage current 

students and alumni. In addition, student affairs, by tracking student involvement, assists 

alumni engagement efforts. At Southern University, the CSAO is one of the more 

effective closers in fundraising solicitations (Southern University development officer, 

personal communication, April 1, 2009). At the same time, the student affairs division 
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helps development by being the student organization “gatekeeper” for solicitation 

requests (Southern University CSAO, personal communication, March 23, 2009). At 

Eastern University, student affairs staff members help development by supporting 

homecoming weekend, identifying donors, and conducting tours of facilities for donors 

(Eastern University student affairs fundraiser, personal communication, April 30, 2009). 

This finding corresponds with and adds to the content of student affairs fundraising 

literature enumerating the rationale for these initiatives (Fygetakis & Dalton, 1993; 

Jackson, 2000; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell, et al., 1993). 

In summary, the findings from the first research question are valuable to 

researchers and practitioners. The findings suggest that the definitions of successful 

student affairs fundraising collaboration transcend the relationships between student 

affairs and development divisions. The findings also form the rationale for establishing a 

student affairs fundraising initiatives for supporting institutional, student affairs, and 

development goals.  

Strategies for Student Affairs and Development Collaboration 

The second research question was the following: What strategies foster 

collaboration between student affairs and development offices that have been successful, 

defined by those initiatives have met or exceeded institutional and unit fundraising goals, 

in raising funds to support student affairs services, activities, and facilities? The 

overarching strategies are the following: CSAOs understanding institutional culture, or 

the “rules of the game”, collaborative relationships tied to organizational culture and 

student affairs and development subcultures, importance of executive approval and 

support of student affairs fundraising initiative in forming collaborative relationship, 
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capital projects as a galvanizing force for collaboration, and the student affairs fundraiser 

having a critical role in the collaborative relationship. 

First and foremost, individuals I interviewed at all three institutions emphasize 

that understanding the institutional culture, or, in one individual’s words, the “rules of the 

game”, is a chief factor in successfully placing student affairs projects among 

institutional fundraising priorities. The three CSAOs, as veteran leaders, had all 

accumulated the ability to understand the actions it took to navigate the hierarchies and 

politics of their institutions to place student affairs projects among capital campaign and 

annual fund priorities. Western University’s CSAO (personal communication, March 16, 

2009) formed alliances with the provost and deans to insert student affairs projects 

among institutional priorities. Southern University’s CSAO (personal communication, 

March 23, 2009) carefully planned the student affairs fundraising projects to mirror the 

themes of institutional strategic plan and fundraising priorities. Eastern University’s 

CSAO (personal communication, April 13, 2009) has scaled back student affairs 

fundraising projects in light of the recent economic downturn and institutional focus on 

raising money in support of student financial aid scholarships. This finding confirms 

Schoenecke’s (2005) study’s argument that organizational culture is a crucial part of 

student affairs and development collaboration. At the same time, this finding provides 

insight that transcends the previous studies that used business models focused on 

leadership (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 1991; Murphy, 2007). 

As indicated by the content of the three case studies and cross-case reports, the 

collaborative relationships are inextricably tied to organizational culture and student 

affairs and development subcultures. These three factors, the overarching culture and the 
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two subcultures, affect the student affairs fundraising relationships among student affairs 

and development staff members. At Western University, the decentralized organizational 

culture, coupled with the well-connected, veteran CSAO and relatively new CDO leaders, 

produce a very autonomous student affairs fundraising initiative and an informal 

collaborative relationship between student affairs and development. At Southern 

University, the organizational culture placing student affairs in a secondary role, coupled 

with the highly structured development unit, produce a very structured, formalized 

collaboration between student affairs and development. At Eastern University, the 

organizational culture supporting student affairs projects, particularly residential 

initiatives, combined with a veteran student affairs leader and student affairs fundraiser 

reporting to development, produce a structured, formalized collaborative relationship 

marked by some conflict.  Thus, the collaborative relationships between student affairs 

and development at all three institutions are shaped by the organizational culture and two 

units’ subcultures.  This reinforces Schoenecke’s (2005) study that, in applying an 

organizational culture framework, also emphasized the significance of campus culture 

and student affairs and development subcultures in student affairs fundraising. At the 

same time, this study, along with Schoenecke, takes a distinct approach from the other 

studies that view student affairs and development relationships from theoretical 

frameworks based on business or leadership models (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 

1993; Kroll, 1991).  

This study also produced findings corroborating the importance of executive 

approval in establishing student affairs and development collaboration. All three 

institutions’ student affairs fundraising initiatives were established by the CSAO 
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confirming presidential approval.  This relates to Schoenecke’s (2005) finding that the 

three student affairs fundraising initiatives in his study were also instigated by the 

CSAOs. As a result of the presidential approval, the development units, in all three cases, 

earmarked resources, in the form of fundraisers or unit officers, to support student affairs 

fundraising. This finding also corresponds with the student affairs literature that advises 

CSAOs to gain executive approval for fundraising instead of launching such initiatives 

independently (Jackson, 2000; Schuh, 2003b; Shay, 1984; Terrell & Gold, 1993; Terrell, 

et al., 1993). 

The collaborative relationships, in this study, were also galvanized by the three 

capital projects.  All three institutions’ capital projects mobilized student affairs and 

development staff members as well as a wide range of partners. Western University’s 

capital project team included representatives among student affairs, development, 

academic affairs, students, facilities management, and dining (Western University CSAO, 

personal communication, March 16, 2009). Southern University’s capital project 

involved student affairs, development, and the president (Southern University CSAO, 

personal communication, March 23, 2009). Eastern University’s capital project team 

included the president, CSAO, student affairs staff members, academic affairs 

representatives, and students (Eastern University CSAO, personal communication, April 

13, 2009). This finding reinforces Hendrix-Kral’s (1996) conclusion that capital projects 

often were factors in bringing about successful student affairs and development 

collaboration and effective student affairs fundraising efforts.  

The final strategy in creating successful student affairs and development 

collaboration involves the central role of the student affairs fundraisers. Although the 
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position descriptions of the three student affairs fundraisers varies across the institutions, 

the fundraisers play vital roles in the creation and sustenance of student affairs and 

development partnerships. As indicated by the cross-case analysis, all of the student 

affairs fundraisers have extensive development experience, and bridge the student affairs 

and development cultures. This finding suggests that student affairs fundraising research 

should not limit investigations to the CSAO and CDO collaborative relationship as 

emphasized in many of the previous studies (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 

1991; Murphy, 2007). Instead, the student affairs fundraiser plays a very significant role 

in the collaboration process by serving as a key liaison between student affairs and 

development. Thus, these findings suggest the importance of institutional culture, 

executive approval, capital projects, and the student affairs fundraising in creating and 

sustaining successful collaborative relationships for the purposes of student affairs 

fundraising.  

Implications for Research and Practice 

 This study contributes to researchers’ and practitioners’ understanding of student 

affairs fundraising in two major ways: (a) for researchers, correcting and updating 

practical and theoretical assumptions on forming and sustaining student affairs and 

development collaborative relationships to raise funds for student affairs activities; (b) for 

practitioners, providing guidance on successful collaboration strategies for student affairs 

and development units. 

For researchers, this study corrects, affirms, or updates several past assumptions 

about student affairs fundraising and student affairs and development collaboration. 

These three assumptions include the following: (a) student affairs and development 
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officers are the primary partners in the student affairs fundraising process; (b) student 

affairs and development relationships exhibiting the most cooperation were the most 

successful collaborations; and (c) student affairs projects typically involved a median 

$100,000 fundraising goal.   

First, this study suggests that the student affairs and development relationships are 

neither the most significant student affairs fundraising relationships nor the only 

important partnerships involved in the process. At all three institutions, the two vital 

student affairs fundraising agents were the CSAO and the student affairs fundraiser. In 

addition, at all three institutions, the collaborative relationships crucial to successful 

student affairs fundraising transcended the student affairs and development partnership to 

include such institutional agents as presidents, board members, student affairs directors, 

deans, students, alumni, parents, and other donors. Previously, the majority of the studies  

isolated the student affairs and development officer relationship and excluded these other 

key fundraising partners (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996; Kroll, 1991; Murphy, 

2007). This study suggests that student affairs fundraising theory should include other 

institutional partners as key agents in the fundraising process and that the relationship 

between the CSAO and student affairs fundraiser was among the most critical 

relationships in the process. 

At the same time, this study also challenges the notion that the student affairs and 

development officers exhibiting the most cooperation have been the most successful 

fundraisers. Previous studies have linked the levels of cooperation between student affairs 

and development officers with the amount of money raised by the student affairs 

fundraising initiative (Fygetakis, 1993; Hendrix-Kral, 1996). This study, which examined 
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three successful student affairs fundraising initiatives, as indicated by the total dollars 

raised and the achievement of articulated student affairs fundraising objectives, suggests 

that the CSAO and CDO often had little, if any, collaboration during the fundraising 

process. More important relationships were evident between the CSAO and the student 

affairs fundraiser as well as between the student affairs fundraiser and development and 

student affairs staff members.  

Last, this study updates the assumption that student affairs fundraising projects 

have been relatively low cost projects. A previous study on student affairs fundraising 

published in the 1990s have established $100,000 as the median cost for a student affairs 

fundraising project with $5 million being the most expensive project encountered 

(Fygetakis, 1993).  The three institutions participating in this study proposed and 

successfully implemented capital projects that cost $100 million, $10 million, and $200 

million respectively. These totals far eclipsed the totals in Fygetakis’ study, and show the 

increased scope of student affairs fundraising projects in recent years. In summary, this 

study has several implications for student affairs fundraising theory by correcting, 

updating, and reaffirming previous assumptions about student affairs fundraising.    

For practitioners, higher education institutions with student affairs fundraising 

initiatives can benefit from this study’s findings. With a growing number of student 

affairs units raising funds, student affairs practitioners should recognize the utility of 

learning more about and gaining experience in higher education fundraising. This study 

puts forth tangible examples of the ways that student affairs fundraising has supported 

institutional and student affairs unit goals of the three institutions that I studied. To fulfill 

these goals, collaboration among student affairs staff members, development staff 
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members, and institutional partners should occur at all levels. Student affairs practitioners 

should learn more about development units’ missions, cultures, and terminologies. At the 

same time, development officers should be more aware of student affairs culture and 

terminology. In summary, this section has discussed the implications of the study’s 

findings for research and practice relating to student affairs fundraising and student 

affairs and development collaboration. In terms of theory, this study’s findings critique 

and update past studies on the topic. In terms of practice, this study’s findings furnish 

student affairs practitioners and development officers with practical ideas on introducing 

and sustaining successful student affairs fundraising programs and student affairs and 

development collaborative relationships.  

Recommendations for Further Research 

 This study’s findings produce recommendations for further research that are of 

significance to researchers and practitioners alike. These recommendations combine a 

variety of methodologies, populations, and research questions to call for continued 

exploration of this understudied phenomenon in higher education administration.  

Overall, student affairs fundraising, as a research topic, requires additional study. 

With the last comprehensive survey of student affairs fundraising having occurred in 

1993 (Terrell, et al.), a new study should be conducted of student affairs officers to 

quantify the percentages of student affairs officers raising funds, student affairs divisions 

with dedicated fundraising officers, student affairs projects supported by fundraising, 

dollars raised on an annual basis, and other statistics. This information would provide 

practitioners and researchers with valuable data on current efforts and be points of 

comparison with the 1993 survey data.  
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The understanding of student affairs fundraising could also be enhanced by 

quantitative and qualitative studies that delineate the nature of practices by institutional 

type. Previously, few of the studies on student affairs fundraising have addressed the 

nature of student affairs fundraising practices at community colleges, private and public 

colleges, private and public universities, and other institutional types. Quantitative studies 

producing data from higher education institutions nationwide would also provide insight 

into the nuances of practices among institutional types and also be points of comparison 

with the 1993 survey data.  

Based on this study showing the student affairs fundraising partnerships that 

transcend the student affairs and development relationship, future researchers should also 

consider studying how presidents, board members, academic affairs leaders, students, 

donors, and other constituents contribute to student affairs fundraising. This topic could 

be addressed by taking a case study approach or mixed method survey to collect 

additional data on the phenomenon from these different, yet important, perspectives.  

In summary, with few empirical studies on student affairs fundraising at private 

research universities having been produced prior to this one, this study has generated 

several recommendations for further research on the topic that are of interest to 

researchers and practitioners. As one participant put it (Western University CSAO, 

personal communication, March 16, 2009), successful student affairs and development 

collaboration in student affairs fundraising is manifesting when “institutional needs and 

donors dreams are linked perfectly”. This study was undertaken in the hope that student 

affairs, development, and other institutional partners will corroborate more effectively in 

the future to benefit higher education institutions and their students.      
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