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Abstract
Public higher education has experienced a dediirstate funding in real dollars. This

has created financial challenges for many studamistheir families, as well as institutions.

Tax revenue has decreased as a result of the eaorepassion, causing state leaders to
reprioritize their fiscal responsibilities. Higheducation has been viewed as a discretionary
expense in competition with other state programd$usding can, and often, does vary. Colleges
and universities use alternative financial resagjrogost notably private fundraising, to meet
their goals. The study was conducted to identififege leaders’ perceptions of state funding
during their institution’s mega-capital campaigm aetermine the influence of mega-capital
campaign involvement on state funding for theititaion. Using a mixed-methods approach to
collect and analyze data, the study found thaetlexs no statistically significant difference
between state funding and mega-capital campaigaksiding no statistically significant
differences between institutions who were hostimgega-capital campaign and matched peer
institutions that were not hosting mega-capital paigns. College leaders also suggested that
state funding for their university was not influeddoy their institution’s capital campaign status.
Kingdon’s (2011) Three Streams theoretical framéweas used as a lens to analyze the policy
implications for the study. This analysis indicatkdt substantial fiscal policy changes could be
developed for public higher education. Further aesle on the impact of funding on higher
education was recommended, as well as an exploratistate legislative funding decision-

making processes.
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Chapter |
Introduction

The state government’s role in higher educatiocgolaking has been an increasingly
challenging issue for institutional leaders, pai@kers, and state legislators (Newman,
Couturier, & Scurry, 2010). State efforts aimegbatgram viability, funding for duplicate
programs, distance education, and even instituticarapus locations are all policy-related
issues that institutions and state policymakerstmegotiate. Historically, the way that
institutions and state-legislators collaborated thasugh allocating public funding for higher
education, as institutions searched for the ressuneeded to continue their mission, expand,
and achieve aspiring goals (Hossler, 2004). Astutigins have come to rely increasingly on
their own efforts to secure funding many have eedaaggressively in fundraising by hosting
ambitious fundraising efforts called capital cangpai This study explored the nexus between
state funding and capital campaigns.
Context of the Problem

Higher education is often the largest discretionam on states’ budgets, and thus,
higher education tends to experience increaseagipgriods of a strong economy and decrease
during weaker ones (Zusman, 2005). Because ofrtiaate benefits an individual may receive
from going to college, politicians realizing thativersities can garner funds elsewhere and fiscal
pressure to focus on other funding priorities,ibeessities of government subsidies for higher
education have received much criticism (Dar, 2Ki&he, Orszag, & Apostolov, 2005;
McLendon, Hearn, & Mokher, 2009; Vedder, 20@&derman (2012), reported on the findings
from the annual Grapevine study, an aggregatianaofial data sponsored by lllinois State

University’s Center for the Study of Education Bgliin 2011-2012, 41 states made reductions



in their higher education budgets and a third obthstates made cuts that amounted to over 10%
of their respective budgets. Additionally, 29 ssaddlocated less money to their higher education
budgets in 2011-2012 than they did in 2006-2003ca&tiyears 1999, 2000, and 2001 were the
only years when state appropriations for higheicatan exceeded the collective growth rate of
state general funds (Zumeta, 2004). Managing thygss of funding challenges requires
understanding between legislatures and collegerasirators. The administrative and
policymaking decisions that both groups make affiectisands of students every year,
demonstrating the importance of responsible pyi@iccymaking in higher education.

The Grapevine (2013) reported a 7.5% decreaseaamdial support for higher education,
and among larger states like Texas and Califoen&5% funding decrease. Understanding that
higher education has a clear role in today’s econ@tates and institutions cannot be passive
and allow concerns to go unaddressed (Zumeta, 2B84nhomic downturns likely have negative
effects on public higher education, as public hrgiducation is typically part of a state’s
discretionary fund, and other state programs canrbe a funding priority for legislators. A
better understanding of the perspectives and behaf/legislators and higher education
stakeholders aids institutional leaders in makirgerstrategic and sound fiscal and budgetary
decisions for their institutions. Also, it givestiers in higher education more insight on how to
develop more cohesive institution-state relatiopshi

Because of economic, political, and policy-orientedumstances, state institutions have
been forced to depend on other revenue sourcesgiallp fundraising. Zumeta (2004) noted
that by identifying additional private funds frorortbrs, higher education institutions can
attempt to privatize more of their revenue. Furgingy has become a priority for public

institutions (Hossler, 2004), and capital campaigmesa major component of university



fundraising. Gearhart (2006) defined capital campsias fundraising initiatives that are
comprehensive efforts that include all gifts giversupport an institution during a certain period
of time. Capital campaigns are public projects tisatally begin with a quiet phase, a period
where the university is typically raising half ¢6 goal before publicly announcing that it will
host a campaign. According Tdhe Chronicle of Higher Educatipas of 2010 there were 36
institutions that were conducting billion dollamptial campaigns (Fuller, 2010, paragraph 6).

Universities have increased their involvement indiaising because in many cases they
do not receive the necessary financial resources their respective states due to operational
budget and capital expenditure shortfalls (SattéryR004). Ironically, as institutions are
successful with their fundraising efforts and irage those efforts, it is plausible that states are
less likely to appropriate funds that universitiegd, forcing institutions to depend on
alternative funding sources such as extensiveaagmpaigns, tuition and fee increases, or a
variety of alternative revenue streams (Cheslocki&neschi, 2008). Cheslock and Gianneschi
(2008) also identified a negative correlation betwdonor motivation and state appropriations.
This all combines to demonstrate the need for emtdit research on fundraising in higher
education (Satterwhite, 2004).
Statement of the Purpose

The purpose for conducting the study was to exastiaie funding for public higher
education relative to capital campaign fundraisBygexamining five universities in the United
States, the researcher attempted to determineri there any differences in state funding when
institutions were or were not conducting a capitahpaign. There are a number of issues in
higher education that institutions and states haweork together to address including tuition

policy, capital building costs, and state-based@idtudents. Institutions have missions and
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goals, one of them being to serve the residentisedf state. Those that advocate for public
funding have contended that public investment incation is a logical effort because of the
overall economic benefit for the state (TrammeD40 The results of exploring state funding
while universities are conducting campaigns pravistakeholders with a better understanding of
the interaction of fiscal decision making for peldlleges and universities.

Much of the current literature has suggested tiad $unding is problematic especially
during economic downturns (Kane, Orszag, & Gurizé@3), and as a result, other government
entities receive priority (Kane, Orszag, & Gun®&003). Doing so causes public higher
education institutions to depend on alternativenexe sources, especially major fundraising
initiatives such as capital campaigns. This stuelpéd provide much needed information on
how institutional relationships are viewed withtstkegislators and state funding before, during,
and after a university capital campaign.

Statement of Research Questions

1. What were the longitudinal trends of state supfmrpublic higher education when
capital fundraising campaigns are in progress?

2. How did development and government relations leagtehigher education perceive the
impact of private fundraising on state funding?

3. How did higher education institutional leaders pére funding decision criteria for their
institutions by state level policymakers?

4. To what extent was there an association betwedtatapmpaign involvement and state
funding allocations for selected research univesh

5. What were the potential policy implications of sguthdings on state level higher

education funding?



Definitions

State-Support: Support for higher education is#sponsibility of the state because
governors and legislatures are responsible fobtligetary process and operations. State
funding is directly related to the condition oftate’s economy, tax capacity, and revenue that is
available (Lazyell & Lyddon, 1990).

Capital Campaigns: A series of fundraising actgtihat span a number of years and
involve outreach to raise money outside of the samfan annual operating budget for a non-
profit organization (Walker, 2012). A fundraisinfjogt that is intensive and set to raise a certain
amount in a limited period of time with purposeslsas building and renovating new facilities
and increasing an organization’s endowment (Pidrpod).

State Appropriations: The means by which legiskdudirect funds to and are received
by entities of a state government, with the excgstiof grants, contracts, and capital
appropriations (Harris, 2011). State Appropriatitursd multiple areas in higher education
including health programs, student financial aidgpams, and coordinating boards (Yowell,
2012).

State Allocations: Amount of appropriations fundeich derives from state revenue
that is mostly collected from taxes. A portion leése funds typically go in a state’s general
operating fund with the purpose of supporting exggsrfor state higher education (State Higher
Education Officer, 2013).

Land-Grant Universities: Institutions of higherteimg that are designated by their state
to receive the benefits that the Morrill Act of Z8&nd 1890 provide. These types of colleges and
universities exist in every state and the Diswic€olumbia; some states have multiple

institutions. The original purpose of land-grardtitutions was to train individuals in the military



tactics, agriculture, mechanical arts, and clasidies, all with the purpose of providing
working-class people with liberal and practical eation (aplu.org, 2013).

Assumptions of the Study

For the purposes of this study, the following agstioms were accepted:

1. The study accepted the assumption that state fgrainisions are influenced by multiple
factors, including fundraising activities of antitigtion, and the appearance of an
institution to have the ability to operate effeetiwwith possibly less state money.

2. That chief development and government relationserf$ gave generally honest
responses about their perceptions of legislatiate $tinding for higher education during
capital campaigns. The study did recognize thotlgit,some responses could contain or
use language that held a political presentaticzoatent.

3. The study accepted the assumption that the ddtctioh techniques and responses
resulted in honest and accurate feedback fromggaaiits.

4. The study recognized the unique economic timehitlwdata were collected, but
accepted the assumption that by explaining mulypl's, a representative profile of
interaction between state and institution can katified.

5. The study recognized that state legislatures planar role in funding for higher
education, and the decision making process is cexrgodd not limited to a single
variable.

6. The study accepted the assumption that capital ammp have subtle influences on
legislative decisions in appropriations, and aterahtive sources of revenue, and

therefore considered when exercising state fundewsions.



Limitations of the Study
1. The study did not address funding for regionalamnprehensive universities, or for
community colleges, thus the impact and effechefrtneed for funding on state land-
grant institutions are not explored.
2. The study did not consider any year before thestlygar mark prior to the public
announcement of a capital campaign, so any faotasde of those chronological
parameters were not addressed.
3. The time period of the data collected was duringry®f an economic recession in the
United States. The study only gave limited congitien to how the recession affected
capital campaign goals and state funding decigiloimisg this time, therefore the
recession was not considered when collecting aatyzing data.
4. The study explored the perceptions of college athtnators and did not attempt to
collect data from state legislators.
Significance of the Study

State legislators play a major role in how publghler education is funded. Their
decisions are important to college leaders bectgsefunding decisions impact institutional
fiscal plans and the mission and goals of thetitutson. Public higher education is typically
part of a discretionary budget, and funding deasiare influenced by such needs as Medicaid,
K-12 education, and prison systems.

For college leaders, these circumstances presdrdlinge for their institution. State
appropriations and tuition and fees comprise thgekst portion of an institution’s budget
(Ehrenberg, 2002), and institutions depend on thes#s to improve campus facilities, pay

faculty and staff, and compete on a local, regiomadl national level. In the case of budget



shortfalls, institutions tend to increase tuitionddees (Collins, Leitzel, Morgan, & Stalcup,
1994). Increasing tuition and fees influence stu@ea parent enroliment decisions and can lead
to decreases in college attendance, creating addddhncial challenge for colleges and
universities, and long-term economic problems tates. Therefore, college and universities are
forced to create and find alternative ways to gateerevenue.

A popular way for colleges and universities to proel revenue and financial growth is
by conducting fundraising activities (Miller, 199Bundraising efforts help make up for state
funding reductions, and contribute to the preventibsignificant tuition increases. Institutions
conduct larger and more extensive fundraisingatiites known as capital campaigns in order to
create opportunities for institutional prosperlgngevity, and competitiveness. Capital
campaigns are effective in growing institutionatlewments, upgrading campus facilities,
creating scholarships for students, competitivebruiting and compensating talented faculty,
creating new research efforts, and adding valdeea@ommunity that surrounds the institution
(Gearhart, 1995).

Yet, if institutions are successful in conductirmgnpaigns, this success might influence
legislative funding decisions. The study explorad documented this potential problem, and is
subsequently important to institutional leadersvaB as state policymakers as they seek to build
an effective educational infrastructure in theatss.

Theoretical Framework

Regardless of the policy area, individuals thatiargovernment leadership have to
decide on what they will give attention to, and skege of the public policymaking process to
constructing those decisions is referred to as@aesetting (Ripley, 1995; McCool, 2000). This

study was rooted in Kingdon’s (2011) Three Stre#imsretical framework for agenda-setting in



order to gain an in-depth perspective as to thengxtniversity capital campaigns influence
funding decisions by state legislators for staagghip institutions. Researchers have explained
multiple concerns in higher education policy byngsagenda-setting in order to better
understand why different policy issues get addiiissby others do not, or why some policy
issues take precedence over others. Much literatusts about agenda-setting as it relates to
higher education policy (McLendon, 2003), whichdesl provide a theoretical understanding of
how the study is structured.

Factors such as economic conditions and the bissayete influence the agenda-setting
process (Humphreys; 2000; Kane & Orszag, 2003su&$, it is plausible that when universities
host a capital campaign, they are not funded asdhnee level as when there is no university
capital campaign in progress. Influenced by thendgesetting process, the research questions in
the study were framed with this consideration. Biseaof the nature of agenda-setting and the
policy formation process, past research and framlesveould be used to determine if state
funding for higher education was lower during calptampaigns periods, and if hosting a capital
campaign was a significant motivator and considemdbr legislative funding decisions.
Kingdon’s Three Streams Theoretical Framework

Kingdon’s (2011) exploration of the agenda-setpngcess provides insight on how
legislative priorities are determined, and is psgmbthrough three separate streams: problem,
political, and policy. Kingdon (2011) asserted timatividuals who want to see their concerns
addressed on the agenda bring issues to the atteftpolicymakers, which he referred to as the
problem streamin most cases, indicators serve as relevant sigwbalemonstrate there is a
problem and are susceptible to various interpiatatiKingdon (2011) said, “Problems come to

the attention of governmental decisions makerghrough some sort of political or perceptual



10

slight of hand...” (p.90), and goes on to say ‘ibetause some or more less systematic indicator
simply shows that there is a problem out there’9(}). There were multiple indicators identified
in the study including, the continuingly rising ta$ higher education, state recovery from the
recession as well as reprioritization of their dilsesponsibilities, and the growing relevancy of
billion dollar capital campaigns as standard pcacimongst state flagship universities.

Examining the political and policy elements of Wwsrk, Kingdon (2011) made the
assertion that problems are presentegdiicy entrepreneurdndividuals who advocate and
push for issues to make it on the agendaptdical actors those who determine what issues
make it to the agenda. The time-frame in whichereféorts of persuasion occur are often
referred to as policy window which is part of the policy stream. Some agetelas remain and
some do not; depending on if a government has ssftdbyy addressed them. In thelitical
stream it is suggested by Kingdon (2011) that there @erbargaining for an issue to be placed
on the agenda instead of persuasion. Policy emtneprs or other political actors want to
solidify their issue on the public agenda, usinganventional and collaborative efforts if
necessary.

According to Kingdon (2011) there are governmeatg@ndas, which include issues that
government officials are paying close attentiobubdo not necessarily have a solution for
them. This is different from decision agendas, mal authoritative decisions are made and
have an increased position in the problem, politesad policy streams, and are subject to
political receptions, all which converge into oAéso, there are specialized agendas for various
subjects such as healthcare or transportation.

Kingdon'’s theoretical framework provides clarity bow state funding concerns make it

to the governmental agenda, and the specific psates takes place in order for it to be
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considered and decided on by legislatures. Maidgntifying a problem and general consensus
between policymakers and political actors on tlablam inherently influences the level of
attention that it will likely receive.

The debate and negotiation over fiscal supportisre/ the relationship between state
legislatures and administrators can become coaperat strained. The relationship is political
and delicate. State legislatures and policymakeesi mniversities to play a key role as source of
economic empowerment for their state, while unite@sneed state legislatures to commit to
their advancement and success, which is typichtiyugh funding and policymakintn the
circumstances of government action, everything ea¢slevelop and conclude as planned. The
presented framework provides some clarity in urtdading how legislatures prioritize their
decisions, but does not guarantee that the prdloses smoothly every time, as some agenda
issues are circumstantial and some are a bargaghengent for other issues. In all, the
framework provides additional transparency to hegidlators prioritize issues on the
governmental agenda, and the process they mayisxevben considering funding for public

higher education.
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Chapter II

Review of Related Literature
Funding for Higher Education
State Funding

State funding plays a substantial role in publghler education. Public higher education
institutions are a responsibility of the state ahdrefore, states must fund these agencies.
However, funding responsibilities are challengingrhany states because of budget shortfalls
and the need to fulfill other fiscal responsibégi This section discusses state funding including
economic, political, and social factors that cdnite to issues involving state funding.

Edirisooriya (2003) developed a new funding formfelapublic higher education in
order to promote stability. As funding issues igher education have worsened, colleges and
universities have struggled in meeting these firdmaxpectations. Edirisooriya suggested that
current funding formulas ignore the notion thatarelless of enrollment decreases and less
projected state-revenue, no single variable cagitddoe adjusted accordingly. Edirisooriya’s
funding formula promoted long-tern stability fogher education and it could create a reserve
fund for states as a disposable rate decreasese3éeve fund could be used solely for funding
higher education institutions and eventually itldocreate financial alternatives for state
governments.

Weerts and Ronca (2006) identified the factors ¢xatained variations in state funding
support for public research institutions. The stadgtrasted states and institutions emphasizing
state support for providing institutions with apprations during the late 1990’s. Weerts and
Ronca attempted to identify strong predictors afessupport for higher education institutions,

states that differentiate in state support for jpudigher education in order to investigate motives
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for state appropriations, and understand the vanian institutional practice amongst institutions
that receive state appropriations. Using data finauitiple variables including economic,
political, and governance frameworks, the reseasctoeind that state culture as well as politics
plays key roles in predicting state appropriatidhe;analysis showed that healthcare and k-12
schools were major variables in the predictionighlr education funding, and that governors
and state legislatures have a domineering influemcgate support for public research one
universities.

McLendon, Hearn, and Mokher (2009) examined thesttaimts of states to provide
appropriations for postsecondary institutions. &bthors’ review of the literature indicated
several variables were considered in the appropnigirocess: demographic, economic, and
structural conditions. Specifically, the conditiatescribed were unemployment levels,
enrollment trends, population size, and the extéttie states’ private higher-education
resources. Substantial state contributions to Medliand state’s penal systems influenced higher
education institutional funding. They found a negatorrelation between a state’s general fund
expenditures and what higher education receivedtdte spending increased, spending on
higher education did not increase at the same Bate.to the availability of funds, McClendon,
et al. found that Republican governors and Repablgtates tended to set lower appropriations
for higher education, and that because unemploymasttied to low state funding, advocates
for increased funding support should emphasizetteatjuality of a higher education system is
linked to reductions in funding and growth in efrant.

Tandberg (2010) examined the influence of statéigal interest groups on state funding
for higher education. Tandberg used his nation@bZcal policy framework, which attempted

to explain state funding in higher education byniifging typical economic and demographic
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factors, and cross-section times series analysiaatyze the relationship of those factors over a
19-year period. The study showed that politics ematt determining state funding for higher
education. Specifically, interest groups play dtuantial role in decision making for state
expenditures for higher education. Interest gralgraonstrated the overall power of political
influence they have on the state appropriationgsses when they were included in decision-
making. Tandberg asserted that higher educatidnutisns should consider the use of lobbying
in the state appropriation process.

Delaney (2011) studied relationships between siigteer education appropriations and
federal academic earmarks. Congress provides esnaardirect allocations, to college and
universities typically, or provides specializedvwsegs so that they may conduct special research
projects. Using a dataset that ranged from 1920@®, Delaney found that from 1990 to 2006
states received an $11 million increase in fedesainarks. Delaney found no substitution effect
for state appropriations and federal academic e&sna

Bhatt, Rork, and Walker (2011) studied state higdtrcation appropriation patterns.
They examined whether state appropriations chaiggdisantly during an economic recession
vs. expansion. Findings indicated that earmarkedmae increases contributed to decreases in a
portion of higher education funding that derivesrstates’ general funds. Specifically, they
asserted that per “$1,000 increase in real earmeadnue per enrolled student is predicted to
decrease the general fund share of higher edudatioiing by approximately five percentage
points” (p. 3). Bhatt et al. mentioned that apprajwns have increased over the past years and
that because of this increase, earmark revenue opdeonsiderable amount of funding for

higher education and at the same time, generalrigridr higher education has declined.
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They noted that ultimately, the study results ddtlidentify contrasting relationships between
earmarks and general fund allocation between thacession and expansions.

Lederman (2012) discussed the lack of state ressudor postsecondary institution.
According to the Grapevine, an aggregation of ahdata sponsored by lllinois State
University’s Center for the Study of Education Bgliin 2011-2012, Lederman cited that 41
states decreased funding for institutions durirgftbcal year. Many states are making concerted
efforts to increase the number of people who aeqisgrees and certifications, and so the
decrease in state funding for higher educatiorbleasme increasingly problematic. For
example, California reduced state funding by $1ll®h, an equivalent to 11.8 % for 2011-
2012.

Kelderman (2012) wrote about state funding fora@&2 fiscal year. Using reports from
the Grapevine Project and the State Higher Edut&hiacutives Officers to support his claim,
Kelderman reported that a decline in state fundimgpunted to 7.6% compared to the 2011 fiscal
year. The decline in funding was due to a coupliactors: the state’s loss of $40 billion in
stimulus funding and a sluggish economic growthdgeman reported that California and New
Hampshire play major roles in the data reportedif@aia’s higher education institutions
experienced a 13% decrease in funding. And witHargest decrease across the country, New
Hampshire decreased funding for their higher edoicamstitutions by over 41%. Many
institutions that received fewer appropriationg@ased their tuition to make up for gaps in
revenue. Kelderman made the case that many pemked higher education as a way to
increase their personal economic status and bypdrggunds for higher education many states

impart the burden of paying for college on students
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Kiley (2013) described the current state fundingdsbon data from the Grapevine
Report, a study that was sponsored by the Stuéigo€ation Policy at lllinois State University
and the State Higher Education Executive OfficBrging economic recessions, funding for
higher education institutions typically decreasesditerward, appropriations and revenue
stabilize and institutions receive slight increases 2011-2012, states demonstrated minor
increases in spending for higher education; yetotrerall state appropriation trend for 2012-
2013 was 0.4% below but a noticeable contrasts$fo/for 2011-2012.

Federal Funding

Historically, the federal government has contrilduie fiscal preservation of higher
education through efforts such as student finaraachbind providing monies to states. The role
has been secondary and indirect, though the gowwrnhemcourages obtaining postsecondary
education in order to strengthen the workforceneowny, and research and development. This
section will discuss the role of the federal goveent in funding higher education more in-
depth, including recent efforts in Congress to adsglissues that impact many students.

Bettinger (2004) found that Pell Grants had a racable effect on how students
persisted in college. Using cross-sectional vamatd measure the relationship between
persistence and Pell Grants and data from the Bb@od of Regents, he asserted that Pell
Grants reduce drop-out rates. The implications flasrstudy suggest that need-based aid from
state and federal entities are relevant and tlegtitifluence whether students remain in school
on a year to year basis. He also found that enesitrand degree completion were affected by
need-based aid.

Burdman (2005) discussed college debt and shifieteslame from rising tuition to the

student financial aid system. She asserted thdésts who are primarily limited to loans in
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order to pay for their education are less likelatiend and complete college. Because student
loans have such a heavy presence in financialatllgges and influence student perceptions
about debt, loan programs are hindered from aamgetvie goal of creating equal opportunity for
students on every income level. For example, apprately 26% of low-income students do not
apply for financial aid even though they would ligible for Pell Grants. Also, 12% of students
who are classified as dependent, full-time, andh wifamily income level less than $20,000,
receive no student aid. In general, Burdman astént confusion about financial-aid occurs
when students first begin the FAFSA process. Sjratgpproaches for loan aversion include
providing educational materials that explain loemstudents and parents could possibly
alleviate anxiety about borrowing.

Curs, Singell, and Waddell (2007) examined theotdfef changes to the Federal Pell
Grant program on college and university revenud,law-income students. Using the Integrated
Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS),d6kegted data from 1982 to 2002 that
included Pell-related data from the U.S. Departneéiiducation. In order for a student to
receive federal aid, they must fill out the Fedéyaplication for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA).
This measure gives financial aid administratorsinifi@mation that they need to decide on the
amount of aid a student will receive. Curs, edablyzed three ways the federal government
could demonstrate generosity towards the Pell Graogram. The first was by offering a student
the maximum amount of an award. The second coutd bentrol the number of students
eligible to receive Pell awards based on familpme. And third, was to determine the amount
of federal appropriations that will go to the Réllant program. They found that these three
forms of influence on the program significantlyeaffed institutional revenue from the Pell

Grant. They also found that those influences ag@atstitutions, based on selectivity,
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differently. Finally, the manner in which the fediegovernment determines to operate the Pell
Grant program possibly impacts low-income or negidgents regardless of institution type and
the total amount of federal dollars or revenue thay bring into the institution.

Dynarski and Scott-Clayton (2008) noted that theglexity of the federal student aid
process is more costly than perceived, and the sty of the system may discourage student
and parents from applying. The Pell Grant and tlaé&@d Loan programs provide the majority
of federal aid for students. Dynarski and Scotty@a mentioned that students are typically
sensitive to the costs of college when decidingvbere to attend. There is little evidence that
support the notion that federal aid is effectiveifiwreasing college enrollment numbers.
Dynarski and Scott-Clayton recognized that the demity of applying for federal financial aid
possibly undermines the efficiency of awardingtait is supposed to be afforded to those who
would not normally go to college or have the oppoitty to do so. By their estimates, Dynarski
and Scott-Clayton believed that the FAFSA processscaround $4 billion, and $2 billion for
college and university staff salaries to adminigidrbased on the federal formula. They
suggested that the federal tax return would sdmgepurpose just as adequately.

Longnecker (2009) described the federal governmenté in funding higher education,
noting that it is secondary to the states, bunigdrtant as the government provides student aid
programs. The benefits the federal government finasvesting in higher education include:
students access, applied research for nationakstteand support of areas where there is federal
interest. Though states have individual mixed fagdnodels, the federal government
financially supports 75% of student aid. Over thstb0 years the government’s role and
support for higher education steadily increase@c8igally, the government spends $50 billion

on student loans and $10 billion on student gramd,additionally, another $7 billion is spent on
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tax credits for students and $1 billion for fedevalk study. Another portion of the federal
higher education budget is appropriated for applesgarch with the government providing
research universities $15 billion for research pegs. Most of this research funding is done
through agencies such as the Institute of Medi¢heDepartment of Energy, the National
Science Foundation, and the Department of Defense.

In recent years there have been plans to increased spending on education as a
whole, with higher education receiving increaseappropriations due to the 2010 stimulus plan
passed by Congress. Field (2010) reported on tlerdéstimulus plan in which $16.1 billion
was provided to Medicaid assistance. Though it medsa direct funding mechanism for college
and universities, the appropriated federal aid jole states the opportunity to reallocate their
budget monies for colleges and universities.

Basken, Field, and Kelderman (2011) cited Presi@drama’s proposal to retain the
maximum value of Federal Pell Grants during theZidcal year budget. The Pell Grant was at
its highest levels and the President suggestedsigraof the Perkins Loan program. Lastly, the
president suggested additional funding for uniwgnssearch that would be above inflation. The
administration’s budget suggestions mirrored attsrgpuse federal money as a bargaining tool
for more financial support from entities, espegiallates. There was a concern about cutting Pell
Grants during a time when 35 states expected sulsteevenue shortfalls. Many colleges and
universities depended on federal stimulus to hedgerup for larger budget cuts, some
benefiting in full from the federal funding, anchets were still left with shortfalls to address.

According to Stratford (2012), there were mixednigms among congress concerning the
overhaul of the federal student-loan program. Regtiog the program by legislators would

require a change in the manner interest rateseai@sswvell as restructuring the loan repayment
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process. The legislation proposed that borrowevs khapped monthly payments at 15% of their
discretionary income and all money would be autacally withdrawn until the repayment was
fulfilled.

According to a report from the National AssociatairStudent Financial Aid
Administrators (NASFAA, 2012), appropriations foederal Pell Grants were $41.5 billion for
the fiscal year 2012, an increase from $34.8 llliofiscal year 2011. The increase in Pell
Grants demonstrated how the federal governmenatt@spted to play an increased role in
funding higher education even though tuition arekfeave outpaced inflation. The report
showed that tuition and fees grew 8.3% at four-yesnlic institutions while the inflation rate
was to 3.2% for 2011. As for other major federargmprograms like the Federal Supplemental
Educational Opportunity Grants (FSEOG) and the Fddork-Study (FWS), $734.6 million
and $976.7 million have been appropriated to eaahtgrrogram respectively for fiscal year
2012. Federal Student Aid programs encompass Ippartunities for students as well. Federal
Perkins Loans have not received federal appropnatsince fiscal year 2006. Directed
subsidized Stafford loans had a loan volume of B88lion, $46.1 billion for direct
unsubsidized Stafford loans, and direct PLUS Idaatsa volume of $17.1 billion, all for the
fiscal year 2011.

Self-Generated Revenue

As reviewed, state and federal funding play cru@éds in the financial stability of
college and universities. Yet, when there are busdhgertfalls, and funding that is provided does
not parallel inflation, institutions have to relg their own efforts to address financial deficits.
Through self-generated funding, college and unitiessare able to apply the attributes of their

respective institution to producing income fromhaitthe university. Self-generated revenue is
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important to consider because it play a consideradde in institutions’ budgets and bottom-
lines.

In 1997, Gilmer noted that “privatization is an egieg topic of great significance” (p.

4) and that college and universities are attemgbracquire more autonomy from state
government. He highlighted physical property, akoan, financing, management, regulation,
and production as six areas that can be oversegougrnment via proprietorship or
supervision, or by the private sector. In ordesgecify the use of the term privatization in
higher education institutions, Gilmer used a tygglbased on aspects of production and finance
that includedpublic production with public finance (e.g., governmeraguction of goods and
services financed through taxes); public productuith private finance in higher education (i.e.,
tuition and student fees). The third area is peyabduction with government financing (e.g.,
outsourcing, deregulation, franchises, subsidigsgrants, etc.); and, private production, which
the government ceases to offer a particular typeeofice and sell its holding to the private
entities.

Bartem and Manning (2001) identified outsourcingasibstantial form of revenue for
higher education institutions. They admit to thygic¢al auxiliary services such as bookstores,
food services, and facility management have be¢soatced by most campuses, as they require
little to no capital and few risks for college amgiversities. This is mainly because businesses
have the latitude to be creative and produce tkedmvices to their customers, and constrained
by allocated budgets and funds with specific dicax attached with them. Bartem and Manning
make the point that the college and university hess officer is the leader in these endeavors
and the knowledge of industry as well as institndilanission capabilities are critical for

successful outsourcing strategy and decision-makKihg logic behind outsourcing is “If
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someone else can do the job better (and less expbfghan you can, let them do it” (p. 47).
Outsourcing auxiliaries provides institutions thmoortunity to test new products and services,
discover competitive pricing alternatives, and ioy@ their own capabilities, and use someone’s
capital while not losing focus of the mission amagpties of the campus.

VanHorn-Grassmeyer and Stoner (2001) reviewedhtitee that described institutional
decisions to outsource and found that most degsaa@ made for one of three reasons:
institutions can improve their customer serviceduse they would typically not be able to
improve services without eliminating current seegcusing external sources to create a decrease
in cost because the services come more enhanedésger cost and are more efficient than
what the institution could offer; and institutiopse an increase in revenue because they develop
a new revenue stream.

Gupta, Hearth, and Mikouiza (2005) measured instital satisfaction levels of
outsourcing initiatives at college and universitesl the degree of their use. Using a
guestionnaire, they surveyed 138 senior-level aginators from Maryland, North Carolina, and
Virginia higher education institutions. The questiavere based on what factors were imperative
for making privatization decisions, and focusedadministrative levels of satisfaction for
institutional services. The authors’ research iatid that motivations behind outsourcing
included “cost savings, and budgetary constraimprovement of quality of services and
staffing, lack of capability, safety concerns abiiity of service, command from governing
bodies, and pressure from peer institutions” (.)4Blowever, two important points Gupta et al.
made were that using surveys only to measure utistiial satisfaction levels of outsourcing can
lead to false information and that their study jed insight for designing and implementing

studies on satisfaction about institutional outsmng.
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Eckel (2007) examined the relationship betweeregavernments and public colleges
and universities, specifically the funding relasbip between the two. In his research he made
an important note of the movement towards privéitzan higher education. He found
privatization to be the result of the relationshgiween state government and their public
colleges and universities. Specifically, emergingwersations have developed between the
entities about autonomy and accountability in whelavily market-influenced funding policies
(i.e. privatization) serve as a central focus.

In an effort to off-set smaller state tax revennd areate opportunities for additional
revenue, public universities in states such asi@dtp Massachusetts, and Virginia have reached
agreements with their respective state governnientsceive less public aid in exchange to
operate more freely (Kelderman, 2009). Keldermantioeed that trends in privatization have
been a popular topic since the 1990’s, and as atdteas decreased, colleges and universities
have attempted to increase self-generated revenmeke up for funding shortfalls. Reasons for
shortfalls have been linked to prison growth analtheare demands which are also funded
through state general funds. Financially, statgettdor higher education has increased, but not
proportionally in state budgets. Additionally, atmevenue sources like federal research grants,
private gifts, and tuition have surpassed statéaidome institutions. In 2009, state funding
shortfalls amounted to $350-billion, so public egits and universities have been forced to
invest more time and resources into privatizatibores.

According to Sherwood and Pittman (2009), collegg aniversities have put more
financial pressure on auxiliary units to produceereue support. Additionally, the U.S.
Department of Education has emphasized the negesgaport of auxiliary units in regards to

student learning. Though the responsibility lieaviky with academic units in the institution,
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there has been a push for non-academic units itovbéved in the student learning process.
Sherwood and Pittman contended that the naturexdfiary services have changed since the
1990’s, and economic concerns and advocates froimnahaccrediting bodies such as the
Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higeducation (CAS) have influenced the
efforts of institutional and governmental leadepsin the future, auxiliary services units may be
faced with four issues: public funding concerngspured involvement in student learning
activities, increased oversight of outsourcing, dadeloping and implementing tactical
partnerships with businesses and intentional miadkstrategies to foster revenue streams for
the their respective institutions.

Johnson (2011) studied self-generated auxiliandsgher education and examined 460
public institutions in three Carnegie classificaBpNCAA Division/Subdivisions, Major and
Mid-Major Conference grouping, and athletic finarl@lassification. The time frame of the
years observed were from 2004-2006, in which Jamssanned the responses of institutions
from IPEDS. Among his findings, Johnson noted thatiliary enterprises were unstable at
times, that institutions that used their athletissan auxiliary service made less revenue and had
less expense ratios than institutions that usaedahdetics in a student services capacity, and
self-sufficiency of auxiliary enterprises did najrsficantly differ across Carnegie
Classifications. Also, Johnson found that there avagynificant difference between NCAA
Divisions and Subdivisions auxiliary enterpriseeeue and expenses ratios with the exception
for 2007. Finally, Major Conferences demonstrategghér levels of income and expense ratios
that Mid-Major Conference implicating that the femhad revenue continuity. This draws
Johnson to assert that athletic financial classiibe does influence financial self-sufficiency of

auxiliaries.
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Tuition has been the most heavily relied sourceewénue outside of state aid; public
institutions that wish to flourish will be facedtwia balancing act of earning self-generated
revenue and at the same time avoiding diminishegguality of education for students.
Privatization is beneficial for some institutiomsit they unlikely to grow large endowments or
replace the big portions of state aid.

Tuition Revenue

Opposite of state funding, tuition and fees reprtssa large portion of institutional
revenue. Pricing the education offered at an unsih is challenging for colleges and
universities because there are numerous factawsnsider when doing so. This section discusses
why tuition is vital to the college and universiiydgets, and how their increases are tied to
many other factors in the higher education market.

Davis (2003), from the Lumina Foundation, produaqublicy brief that described the
consequential results of higher education insthgiproviding tuition discounts. A student
receives a tuition discount when institutional faddyrants are used to assist the student with
paying college costs. As outline in the forwardaivis’'s research, Robert Dickerson,
highlighted three concerns about tuition discougtinition discounts inadvertently reduces
opportunity for access and accountability for shideobstacles for institutional funding include
redirecting funds from student services and insiwnel units in order to enable tuition
discounts, in return negatively affect studentmgte and attainments efforts; and some
institutions may be close to fiscal disaster beedugion discounting practices. Davis concluded
that tuition discounting could possibly cause ficiahfailures at colleges and universities if they

continue to lose revenue using the practice.
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Cheslock and Gianneschi (2008) discussed replatatg appropriations with various
other revenue sources, including tuition. Depenadinghe institution’s student demand, wealth
of alumni, research infrastructure, public collegad universities could generate alternative
resources if those areas are particularly stromsgstate appropriations decrease, financial
resources could increase. Regardless of apprapridécline, state appropriations still serve
public institutions as a major source for revenue.

Martin (2004) developed a tuition policy model tideess the typical and problematic
discounting policy that many institutions use. Thedel suggested that institutions should avoid
creating marginal price costs in order to balamt®krship funding with unfunded discounts
rates. According to Martin, institutions attemptnt@ximize the former and minimize the later.
Marginal price costs states “when the institutias Bxcess capacity, it should continue to
discount tuition and admit students as long asrthgginal revenue from doing so exceeds the
marginal cost of that student” (p. 183). Howeveargmal price cost is a pricing rule that creates
tuition revenue obstacles for institutions, andé¢hare, the pricing model that Martin presented
was based on the average tuition price. The averagfepricing rule asserts “The institution runs
a surplus/balanced budget/deficit as the actuabdist rate is less than/equal to/greater than the
optimal discount rate” (p.181). Because of theipg rule model, Martin suggested that
institutional competition, based on tuition disctajrinave forced some institutions to merge or
even close. As Martin suggested the “the sociaiscatsributable to errors in tuition discount
extend beyond the institutions responsible” (p.)188rthermore, “Aggressive discounting can
cause a spiral of defensive discounting among ipsétutions” (p. 188).

Shin and Milton (2007) examined how students redgortuition increases based on

their major. They created an enroliment model @matlyzed tuition elasticity for different
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disciplines. Using descriptive statistics, Shin ditlon found that on average, full-time
enrollment increased from 8,086 to 8,468 at putiliteges. As for the six academic disciplines
chosen for the study, they increased as well duhegame time period. Coinciding with the
growth in enrollment, tuition increased from $3,30%4,849. Despite increases in tuition,
college enroliment continued to grow, possibly &édiko changes in financial aid, instructional
costs, or dormitory space. Another consideratios that because of state budget cuts, many
states combine “high tuition policy with a highdimcial aid policy in order to bring in more
money while maintaining student access to highacation” (p. 77).

Baum, Bell, and Sturtevant (2010) published a gdbicef identified the close
relationship between tuition for higher educatinoreases when state appropriations decrease.
Their findings suggested that tuition for studeattpublic research institutions increased 39%
from 1998 to 2005. According to Baum, et al., theréases in tuition corresponded with state
appropriation decreases, which were both 12%. @ilifieconomic situations for states and
reduction in higher education budgets serve asaegtions for why tuition increases have
occurred; students have had to make-up for whatesshave not been able to contribute.

Curs and Singell (2010) examined how tuition andticial aid affected students that
enrolled at the University of Oregon by lookinghaed and ability. They also discussed tuition
revenue strategies and policies, attempting torahete the average enroliment-price elasticity
between in-state and out-of state students. CurSargell developed a college choice
framework to measure applicant responses to itistital tuition aid and policies. The results of
the study showed that Oregonians who paid legsiiuiiad a more diverse selection of public
and private colleges to choose from across Oregdrdal not necessarily look to comparable, in

terms of price, state flagship universities. Asdat-of-state students, the cost of tuition was
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more than double that of in-state students. CudsSagnell affirmed that tuition and aid
differences, according residency, plays a vita ioltuition elasticity.

Hillman (2012) explored to what degree public cgdle’ and universities’ expenditures
generated additional revenue through institutignfalhded financial aid. Hillman’s framework
was in microeconomic theory to support his empimgadel. Hillman (2012) wrote that “Under
this framework, colleges and universities are etggeto maximize their utility by allocating
resources according to each institution’s uniqu@at@nd academic missions” (p. 279). Using a
strategic approach of allocating financial aidtilmtions have the ability to improve their
academic reputations through the recruitment afestts that scored high on the SAT. Hillman
presented multiple figures that outlined the ecoisaelationships between financial aid, tuition,
and enrollment, suggesting “the extent that coBeggek to maximize reputation and prestige,
they will likely design tuition discounting straieg that allocate aid in relation to students’ SAT
scores, residency status, racial/ethnic diversitygocioeconomic status” (p. 270). Using the
public four-year institutions as the main unit obéysis, the results of the study showed that
public colleges and universities have the abilityetverage unfunded discounts in order to
allocate net tuition revenue. However, after thegimal rate surpasses 13% then institutions
experience a reduction in benefits of investingstitutional aid.

Martin and Gillen (2011) suggested that slow rateshnprovement for college
affordability are linked to the cost of higher edtion and are not consistent with the main types
of financial aid available to students. Instead;eooollege and universities determine students’
potential estimated family contributions (EFC),rthiee cost of higher education increases.

Included in their argument, the authors assumeestsdneet the requirements to be accepted to
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the school of their choice but students’ primargagrn is the cost of college and if they have the
finances to cover the cost.
State Financing for Higher Education

Public agendas for higher education are a ceritemhé in many states. Mostly due to
funding issues but also changes in policy and m@&acGovernment structure plays a role in
determining to what extent public higher educat®funded, as studies have shown a variation
of results that indicate that coordinating and kigbducation governing boards have major roles
in deciding how appropriations will be disbursed &or what purposes.

Lowry (2001) examined institutional settings whénancial decisions are made and the
selection methods of public trustee governing beat® argued that institutional governance
structure was relevant because of the likelihoodaoious actors to influence university prices
and spending behavior. Lowry analyzed tuition feedrevenue and spending on units such as
academics affairs, student affairs, and facilittemagement at 407 campuses in 47 states. Lowry
found that public universities in states with gowaental structure that are prone to political
control and universities where trustees are appdiby nonacademic individuals tend to charge
much lower prices than institutions in states tieate a regulated decentralized system and
trustees that are appointed by academic officezsalbb noted that there was a difference in
revenue, which were in areas that benefited predateily faculty and staff but students to a
lesser extent. Lowry’s result showed that priced sending behavior of public universities
differed based on governmental structure and thetmatees were selected.

McLendon (2003) examined the impact of decentrabnan states and what can be
learned about the process and politics of highacatibn governance reform. The examination

highlighted how decentralization may offer new sléa campus-state reform. The study
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attempted to develop theory on public policymaKimghigher education at the state level by
analyzing and suggesting a framework for higheicatian agenda-setting. In order to do so,
McLendon explained agenda-setting through the ¢étisree competing theoretical models:
Rational-Comprehensive, Incremental, and Revisethd@gge Can. with the attempt to bring

clarity to the governmental process rather thaaexgurrent trends. Rational-Comprehensive
model is a systematic and linear process for datisiaking; Incremental theory suggests that
governmental decision-making happens in small sdepsbased on previous decisions as a base;
and revised garbage can model occurs when an apytgrfor problems, ideas, and politics
conjoin in order to seize specific opportunitieptomote issues.

McLendon (2003) found three key considerations. fliséis that decentralization of
higher education is similar to the garbage can m@&s#xond, he found that the higher education
decentralization emerged on the state agendadsons unrelated to conflictual positions on
autonomy and control, and that agenda-settingifgrdn education was centered on an irrational
series of ability to identify the problem and soiveMicLendon mentioned that unlike the
assertion of incremental theory on policy formatibigher education moved quickly through the
policy stream to become a key topic on state gawent agendas. Policy actors played a
noticeably vital role the decentralization agend#Hsg process.

Nicholson-Crotty and Meir (2003) observed the goaece structure of higher education
boards to determine if their structure helped adared political actors to shield higher
education policy decisions from politics. The cahied nature of higher education boards
contributed to autonomy and access for the poligogironment. Nicholson-Crotty and Meir
studied the structures of higher education boardsder to better understand how their

interaction with politics affected policy decisiofws state higher education. Through an eight
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year analysis examining 47 states that have higthecation boards that are consolidated or
coordinating in function, they found that the stwre of higher education significantly affects
political involvement and influence on policy. Aldmecause of structure, higher education has
been affected differently in states that have cdoatthg boards than states that have
consolidated boards.

Knott and Payne (2004) examined the way structoir@ggher education boards affect
university management, particularly the allocatdmesources. In their study, Knott and Payne
analyzed data from 1987 to 1998 of higher educatianagement and performance. They
asserted that “governance structures affect tudimhstate appropriations because these are
variables that state policymakers have direct cbotver” (p. 17). They found that productivity
and resources were allocated at a higher ratenigetsities that had a coordinating board
compared to universities with higher education edhat had a decentralized role.

Davies (2006) wrote a report on the developmempudilic agendas for higher education
and identified the importance each state placelddamng a well educated population. Davies
suggested that broadening the public agenda ftvehigducation is important because of social
and economic implications, such as improving thekfaoce, personal earnings, and attracting
business and industry. Davies noted that publiodge will vary by state, but the some
necessities are the same across all: stronger iyiparticipation rates in higher education,
higher levels of involvement in P-12 education refpimprovement of adult literacy rates, and
more effective adult education programs. In ordeaddress the educational needs of state
residents, states can create statewide agendasuthae the responsibilities of higher education.
Davies argued that to be successful in doing sategfic collaboration between state and

education leaders is imperative.
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Gildersleeve, Kuntz, Pasque, and Carducci (202udised the reconstruction of the
public higher education agenda. They examined thi@ ohalogues about public agenda-setting
in higher education and introduced and analyzed@wative modernization, a framework that
“signifies a hegemonic bloc of social forces thaltudle to effect conservative changes in
education” (p. 88). Using critical discourse ana\y{§€DA), suggested that language is important
in reconstructing the public agenda for higher atioa because the context of policies is critical
to producing a progressive agenda. They also stegdsat real action must correspond with
agenda-setting, process, purpose, and implemenmtatio

Burke and Modarresi (2000) explored performancelifugp for public higher education
and stakeholder perspectives on whether performianckng should be used. They asserted that
performance funding linked “tightly state allocaisoto prescribed levels of campus achievement
on designated indicators” (p. 434). Those indicGtocluded costs, enrollment, and
institutionally inflated increases. They used symesponses collected from the senior
leadership of coordinating boards of higher edocesystems in Tennessee and Missouri, which
they referred to as stable groups, and comparex tresults with responses from states that
dropped performance funding, including Arkansasyidisota, Kentucky, and Colorado. The
latter four states were referred to as unstablaggoThey found that responses from surveys
indicated that stable groups recognized the ditfyoof performance funding but believed that
the structure of their programs helped addresesssegarding performance funding. Meanwhile,
unstable groups had more input from stakeholdkesgoliticians, business leaders, and
community representatives, and three of the faatestthat made up the unstable group had

significant input from their higher education cooiting boards, and their governors and
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legislators mandated performance funding befoneag dropped. Stable group coordinating
boards voluntarily participated in performance fungd

Polatajko (2011) compared states that participaigerformance based funding to states
that did not participate in such initiatives. Aralhyg data on graduation and retention rates from
the IPEDS, he found that the type of funding mettiadnot significantly predict the initial
status or annual rate of change of graduation atshtion rates.

Miao (2012) examined six states that demonstratedllent approaches to performance-
based funding for higher education (Ohio, Pennsybdndiana, Tennessee, Washington, and
Louisiana) he included these states because tragtiges depicted excellence in system design
and the implementation process. Miao suggestetbtlosving practices for effective use of
performance based-funding: actively involve kekshlders in funding model design, ensure
appropriations amounts were sufficient for perfong®to create incentives, recognize
differences in institutional characteristics ta@éntly develop an appropriate formula, and
integrate all metrics and provisions to the ovestdte formula. Also, state leaders should
consider using a number of indicators to highligidgress, and incorporate preventive measures
to keep them from losing certain levels of funding.

Sanford and Hunter (2011) examined the effectsedbpmance-based funding on
retention and graduation rates in Tennessee. Notédbhnessee has been a leader accountability
methods and initiatives and established it perfoiceafunding model in the late 1970’s. They
analyzed Tennessee’s performance-funding police®tention rates as well as six-year
graduates, and changes in policy over a 15 year apB995-2009. They found that both rates
had no connection with performance funding, andhgka that occurred in performance

measures during the span. Sanford and Hunteralssrted that current funding levels and using
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performance funding programs, possibly are uséfesgentivizing changes that state leaders
would like in institutional outcomes.

Shulock (2011) noted that there are concerns iigjiger education community
regarding performance based funding. She sugg#ésaedffering incentives for closing racial
and ethnic gaps in order to improve equity. Anottwrcern Shulock mention is simply offering
performance funding opportunities during a timgobr funding for college and universities. In
her brief, Shulock suggested that scarce resobeesed to target student success and provide
institutions flexibility to use funds in a way thi&iey determine can produce desirable outcomes.
Another concern she mentioned was the lack of ptalility associated with performance-based
funding, especially because colleges need certtnpian for their fiscal needs.

Competition

Because of limitations in funding from state goweemt, higher education institutions are
forced to compete with a variety of public entitfes funding. Institutions compete against other
government programs such as Medicaid and K-12 ¢idmcand are vulnerable to the business
cycle that most state governments have. Compettgamnst other government entities usually
comes in the form of seeking additional appropoiai but as higher education is typically
funded through a state’s discretionary fund, theyia a challenging position to garner
appropriate funding. As a result, they either diyear indirectly compete for funding.

Humphreys (2000) noted that higher education iscédfd by business cycles in several
key ways. He studied the correlation between stpeopriations and explicit measures in the
business cycle in order to develop in-depth insajlgovernment funding of higher education.
Analyzing state appropriations from 1969 to1994nipareys found that higher education

appropriations were susceptible to variations eldbisiness cycle. Business cycles affect higher
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education per student, and increases proportioapopriations. Appropriations for higher
education have been discretionary, and in manyscase at the disposal of state legislators and
governors. During years of economic downturn, higftication has experienced fiscal stress.
Humphreys suggested that political stakeholderspatidymakers consider a certain level of
budgetary protection for higher education.

Medicaid funding played a role in funding decisidmashigher education (Kane, Orszag,
& Gunter, 2003), as states must fund Medicaid wegources that must also be used to fund
higher education. As a result, many institutiongehaised tuition prices (Kane, et al., 2003).
Kane, et al. examined the connections between fstating for higher education, Medicaid, and
the business cycle. Medicaid is a shared respditgiti the state and federal government with
the federal government usually contributing 5098366 of expenses.

The authors defined the business cycle as statéreegents to balance their budgets,
with the exception of Vermont. A typical practicefor states to borrow against future revenue;
however this is not all ways the case. During miof economic downturn, states may reduce
expenditures, like higher education, in order sadily support other items like Medicaid. Kane
et al. asserted that there were limitations enfbtmepolitical actors on increasing tuition, and
that because Medicaid expenses were expectedreEasepolitical and fiscal pressures, that
properly appropriating higher education to meeversity demands would continue to be a
problem for states.

Higher education policies are affected by extefaetiors (Bailey, Rom, & Taylor, 2004).
Bailey et al. studied the impact of competitionfogher education, and examined the
relationship between public and private colleged @mversities and competition. The authors

found that states that spent less on higher edurcatione fiscal year typically spent more the
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next, and that neighboring state higher educatystems that spent less, tended to spend more
the following year. They also found that state fiagds diminished by competition, and that
public institutions in return, normally raise tomi prices. Though they focused efforts on tuition
rates, private colleges and universities tendedgpond to competition by slowing down
increases in cost of tuition.

Liu and Weinberg (2004) noted that nonprofit orgations face scrutiny from the
private sector in terms of whether they are urdampetition for businesses. The controversy
stems from complaints that non-profit organizatjaarsd the nature of their role and status, are
able to function with certain regulatory advantatied businesses do not have. For example,
non-profit organizations are not liable to pay @ogte taxes, some sale taxes, and basically most
local and property taxes. The authors attemptestiutdy the significance of regulatory
advantages for non-profit organizations and whetih@se advantages affected the competitive
market that private enterprises share. Also, tixeyrened ways business can prevent
competitive disadvantages in the market. For thealysis, they used a duopoly model of price
competition. They found that objective functionsoh-profits are different from those of for-
profits, and, that regulatory benefits non-profg@nizations receive put businesses in an
unfavorable position in the market.

Martinson (2010) asserted that public universipiagicipate in business activities that
are at times, considered unfair by private entegsrbecause they believe universities have
advantages of being non-profit entities. His stiabyuised on the attitudes and behaviors of
senior-level business officers in public univeestrelated to the notion of public universities,
competition, and private enterprise. Martinson us@axed-methods approach for his study, and

interviewed business officers from 48 land-grastitations. Martinson attempted to identify
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possibly unfair competitive entrepreneurial effdhat public universities make, in order to
highlight the problem. By analyzing attitudes amggeptions from chief business officers about
unfair competition, he found that perceptions attitLides of chief business officers varied. For
example, chief business officer from the northeagion of the United States referred to their
competitive efforts against private entities astieuliRespondents from the west identified their
efforts were motivated by the desire to meet theice needs of the community, noting that
private enterprises opened their business wilk ktbnsideration to current characteristics of the
market. Altogether, Martinson found that attitudesl behaviors about unfairness between
private enterprises and public universities vaaerbss regions, and complaints about unfairness
were more predominant in the South.

Student and Non-Student Related Alternative Revenue

College and universities acquire additional finanftem alternative revenue sources,
ranging from research and development initiatieestident user fees. Lack of state-funding
plays a substantial role in institutional decisitmseek other sources of revenue. The higher
education market has experienced changes in hoal figeds are met, so institutions have
become more creative in their approach to mainmtgifinancial stability.

One way colleges and universities generate revisnoygowning equity in spin-off
companies (Bray & Lee, 2000). In their study, théhars compared revenue received from
equity sales to revenue that universities made fradhitional licenses. The authors noted that
universities accept equity because of the flexipiti offers the school, ownership in the
company in the case that technology is replacedlfeims of time efficiency it is better to
generate revenue compared to traditional licengihgy found that the value of equity was

significantly higher than the traditional licensimglue. Universities maximize their financial
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returns as a result of their intellectual propesyecifically, when they have a strong licensing
program and take equity in start-up companies.

Farrell (2005) reported on alternative revenueiwesefrom research and technology. She
identified several universities, both public antvate, that have received significant money from
their research output and agreements reached o¥rgment and private industry. For
example, Ohio University received a return on itvest of 13% for their involvement in
research on a pharmaceutical drug marketed byfther Eompany. The research and
investment represented 90% of the school’s royattgme. In 2007, the related patents
produced $6 million in revenue for the institutiamd $3.3 million in 2006. Another example is
the University of California that has a 40-year tddhnology transfer program with from five
patents generating $48 million in licensing revenue

Lach and Schankerman (2008) researched the effeetonomic incentives on
invention and revenue generation for universifidsey collected data from Annual Licensing
Surveys and a National Survey of Graduate Facthgir framework suggested that because
universities provided higher royalty shares to faguhat their attention toward commercially-
oriented research would be greater than othertfacegponsibilities. Also, higher shares
incentivized higher research productivity amongifgg and the authors found that universities
that provided higher royalty shares to their facgkknerated more inventions and higher
licensing income for the institution.

Di Meglio (2008) reported on revenue challenges ¢tbdeges and universities face and
the extent of their efforts to supplement tuitioname. For example, Lassell College used the
location of a retirement community to generate toiaal revenue. The college provided the 230

member community an opportunity to engage in lifgltearning education, which helped the
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college financially. Grants, moneymaking-graduaterses, real estate, and patents serve as
alternative revenue sources for institutions, axcbmpetition driven. In order to garner new
money, institutions are offering new graduate paogs in disciplines such as management and
health care.

Pelletier (2012) discussed college and universty of alternative revenue methods in
relation to decreases in state appropriations.dtedithat some institutions have invested in
academic online programs to generate revenue, whédanstitution has purchased a conference
resort. Other examples include Richard Stocktorie@elof New Jersey purchased a $20 million
golf resort. The golf resort is near the schoodimpus and as a new revenue stream, it is
anticipated part of the profit will contribute tomds the college’s budget. Another is the
University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh’s partnership witlo hotel investors to buy the City Center
Hotel and market the Oshkosh convention centeatéatnear the hotel. These efforts are, in
part, purposed to generate additional revenuealsotto serve the community and provide
practical work experience for students. Ohio Steéehed a deal that will lease its parking
operations for 50 years; generating revenue oftliyu$483 million. Overall, the author
suggested that public institutions broaden thgire@aches to produce alternative revenue.

Payne (2001) examined impacts and effects of govent funding research and
development on private donations. Her researchategig¢hat there may be a spillover effect
from research funding to private donations. Shadbilnat there was a positive correlation
between public and private donations for reseambeusities and negative correlation for non-
research universities. For research universitieeasing federal research funding $1 in turn

increased private donation 65 cents. However, esearch universities experienced 9 cent
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(master’s institutions) and 45 cent (liberal adBeges) decrease for every dollar federally
funded for research.
Fundraising in Higher Education
Recent Trends

Fundraising initiatives have been a longstanding fea universities to accomplish their
mission and goals. The serve as a vital alternatvgce of revenue, and institutional leadership
and vision is imperative for college and univeestto find the type of financial success they
need to meet a variety of demands. This sectiamtiftess current trends in higher education, and
research that supports its importance in not oalieges and universities but also the non-profit
sector as a whole.

Gaylor (2004) examined the relationship betweercthef executive officer (CEO) and
the chief development officer (CDO) in non-profifganizations. For two reasons there was a
need for a strong and productive relationship betwbese leaders. The first was that an
unhealthy partnership has a negative impact oori)@nization’s human resource capacity. For
optimum success, people need to realize the seteilogery potential of their organization and if
the leadership team is not cohesive, it could domte to less commitment from the rest of
organization in achieving fundraising goals. Anotfeason was that poor relationships between
the CEO and CDO impair the funding environmentfmst donors regardless if it is an
individual or foundation. The author noted thatduese of this, a burden on the capacity for
organizational building is created. He suggestatidlpath to a successful relationship between
the CEO and CDO is through open communication,epating the investment needed to
generate the highest of donated income, and spgrdimsiderable time on resource

development.
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Sturgis (2006) noted that the president and deweéoy officer roles have changed as it
relates to fundraising leadership. He surveyedigeess and chief advancement officers at 132
private institutions and responses demonstratddgtieaidents were not as effective in their
leadership abilities in fundraising efforts. Howgueresidents were more optimistic about their
fundraising leadership abilities. In all, the stuabserted presidents’ and chief advancement
officers’ perspectives on team leadership withifilmdraising environment.

Masterson (2010) reported that a total of 1,05hdmgeducation institutions raised
approximately $31.6 billion in 2008. The year 0D80vas the fifth straight for increases with
6.2% more than 2007. However, based on intervidwsenducted with key senior level
administrators and historical data from periodsegession and poor stock-market performance,
it was predicted 2009 and 2010 would not be sty@ays for fundraising. The implications
behind the notion were that contributions from dsneere declining both in number and size as
well as renegotiate their multiyear pledges. Butli@ 2008, increases from philanthropic
sources were consistent in the majority of key@arEar example, foundations contributed $9.1
billion, seeing a 7.1 % increase. Alumni and namyali individuals gave 5.2% and 8.3% more
respectively.

Goering, Connor, Nagelhout and Steinberg (201 1linexed the effects persuasion
techniques in direct-mail solicitation have on dand he authors combined descriptive models
and fundraising language to conduct their resedrcly also utilized three persuasion practices,
rhetorical, visual, and linguistic for the studyfeoretical framework. Rhetorical variables
encompassed three persuasive appeals that amataticedibility, or affective. Visual variables
included items such as bulleted lists, and linguisriables were described as readability and

complex expositions. The researchers issued fot®ifial direct-emails to participants, and
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asking for donations of a hypothetical $100 whiohlild be given to one charity or split, they
found that letters that had rhetorical based crktyilappeals and were very readable led to the
highest donations.

Hodson (2010) discussed the importance in theabodellege and university presidents’
and deans' initiatives to cultivate and solicit ongjifts. The president’s primary fundraising
responsibility has to successfully create and comoate a vision to the institutions that spawns
financial support. The vision should be strategid the priorities should be explained to
constituents with thoughtful conversation so thaidraising goals can be developed and
achieved. The dean sets academics priorities &atlademic college that should be relative to
the overall strategic and fundraising plan. In ortdeprevent negligence of everyday tasks, the
dean typically should facilitate partnerships wabulty to foster internal support while
executing fundraising activities.

The author mentioned that academic deans are meowed in identifying prospective
donors. One reason for this is their more frequ@etaction with students, which gives them the
ability to better identify alumni that would be Yinig to give toward fundraising goals. The
author concluded that the roles of presidents aademic deans may differ from institution to
institution as internal and external constitueatklto them for capable leadership in
fundraising.

Roller (2012) recounted that in December of 20Enfird University concluded the
largest capital campaign by any institution of legkbducation, a total of 6.2 billion. The article
detailed the number of campus buildings, scholpsstendowed faculty appointments, and
graduate fellowships the capital campaign wouldpsup The campaign began in 2006 in which

the original goal was to raise $4 billion. Compdyalyale University concluded a 3.886 billion
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campaign in June of 2011. The campaign lastedyaes. Columbia hosted a capital campaign
with an increased goal from $ billion to $5 billiby 2013 as Cornell set a goal just a little
shorter at $4.75 billion by 2015. On the west cast University of Southern California
announced a seven year capital campaign efforitbald raise $6 billion, $1 billion which they
have already raised during their quiet phase.

Stanford’s capital campaign, also known as ThefStdrChallenge lured many high-
profile donors including Silicon Valley entrepremgand former executives from companies like
General Electric, Cisco Systems, and Microsoft. Phesident of Stanford acknowledged that
the capital campaign created institutional collation among faculty and staff as well allowed
Stanford to better address global issues.

Walker (2012) examined the role of the chief adeament officer and his or her impact
on fundraising efforts at an institution. Walkensyed chief advancement officers that were
members of the Council for Advancement and SupipofEducation and led advancement units
at four-year public institutions. He found that lmyva communicative relationship with the
institution president, partnering with deans toiaeé fundraising goals, institutional
advancement office with a positive reputation, edion level beyond the bachelor’s degree,
managerial experience, and supportive staff camiedhto the accomplishments of the chief
advancement officers surveyed.

Capital Campaign Research

Capital campaigns are specialized approaches thdiging. They are large and major
initiatives to grow and expand a college or uniitgrd’ he abundance of literature suggests there
are multiple avenues to approach campaigns. Inrgkerteere is no one method approach to

fostering and developing a successful capital cagnpdhe literature showed that capital



44

campaigns not only have obvious financial and nargecomponents but psychological and
economic aspects that drive their success. Leagansts a common theme in the literature. This
section provided a description of capital campaigohkiding aspects of leadership, involvement,
and current trends in campaigns.

List and Reiley (2002) designed a study to compacefundraising theories in a capital
fundraising campaign to understand if seed monsitipely affected giving. The first theory, by
Andreoni (1998), asserted that when seed money €analable donations increase. On the
other hand, Bagnoli and Lipman (1989) suggestetiwhan a refund policy is included in the
campaign, donor activity increases. For their stldist and Reiley divided 3,000 households
into six groups, 500 per group. They assigned gaatp of 500 households to a different
experiment and the residents were asked to makaidos over a month’s time to a new center
for environmental policy analysis at the UniversafyCentral Florida. Using descriptive
statistics, List and Reiley collected 183 donoratiseall dated within a two and half week
period. The results of the study showed that ad semey increased more, people gave more
and the gifts were larger. Also, small gifts desexhas seed levels increased. A refund policy
included in the campaign increased donor-giving tba lesser extent and did have an effect on
the mean gift size across all six experiments.

Castain (2003) examined the capital campaign attheersity of Northern lowa.

Aspects of development and implementation wereidensd as a substantial part of the capital
campaign, and the case study detailed key chakettigé: occurred during campaigns cycles.
Using a previous study from the University of Vin@ as an impetus for the design, Castain
found that leadership, organization, planning, mmplementation were major categories to

consider when facilitating a capital campaign. @asalso found that strategic plans, needs
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assessments, case statements, feasibility stediadlishment of campaign priorities, and
organization capacity building were all compondhtg were crucial in the development of a
capital campaign. The role of the president wastified as critical to the success of the
Northern lowa campaign and provided the presiderdpportunity to promote the image of the
university and contribute to the development ofdhganizational culture and university.

Hasseltine (2003) analyzed the University of Viigis Centennial Campaign. The
university’'s 1920-1921 capital campaign was itstfand raised over $1 million in three months.
The purpose of his review was to provide an histbiperspective on fundraising in higher
education using a documentary analysis; he higtdaymultiple themes within capital
campaigns. He noted that capital campaigns regtrategy, and that goal setting is crucial for
achieving institutional capital campaign goals.da@ss learned from Virginia and in exploring
other campaigns over time, led to noting that ingtins should revisit campaign objectives,
making sure they are completed; not only for tla¢ust and reputation of the institution but also
to maintain constituent support.

Satterwhite (2004) studied the roles and respditgbiof college presidents during the
fundraising process and compared his findings @ftiady to other literature. Presidents and
chief development officers from Texas universitiegt were conducting capital campaigns for
less than $100 million were the focus of his studlg.found a number of themes: strategic
planning, coordination of outside stakeholderanteailding, coordination of stakeholders within
the institution, development of quality operatiearms, fundraising direction, and the allocation
of resources that were appropriate to perpetuatiecgessful fundraising goals.

Kihlstedt (2009) noted that the capital campaigamsehemerged as a key way to generate

revenue for non-profit organizations. He defineditzd campaigns as a method of developing an
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organization’s assets, raising a substantial amolumoney within a certain period of time, with
the intention to service the community. The autieaognized capital campaigns as one of the
most important ways to raise money for non-profgamizations, and as such, there are
variations of capital campaigns. First, there am@gaigns focused on improving the physical
building of a campus, often referred to as bricl arortar campaigns.

The goal of these campaigns is getting money bauece or build new physical structure
for the campus. Second, special project campaignsmended to raise funds for specific items,
and are typically smaller in nature and highly feedi on one specific need. Third, endowment
campaigns are conducted with the purpose of eshaibdj or developing an endowment that can
provide long term funding for the institution. Filyathere are comprehensive campaigns that
combine elements of multiple types of campaignsasd enhance the status of the institution.

Lysakowski (2005) discussed the impact of volurgesr capital campaign success.
Volunteers help campaign staffs strategize howpfr@ach donors, host donors, recruit
additional volunteers, and take a leadership mienportant levels of the capital campaign.
Volunteers not only give their time but also makecial contributions. Volunteers are in many
cases the best people to ask donors for contrititio the campaign. As motivators, volunteers
bring excitement to the campaign, and are effeetivencouraging others to bring and commit
their resources to the campaign. Therefore, raoguihdividuals that are leaders in the
community can be a smart and strategic decisioa.atithor suggested that maintaining
relationships with volunteers is important for frtedundraising initiatives. Lysakowski inferred
that presidents have a responsibility for the famging process even though they had competent

chief development officers. The feeling of respbiigy was reported to be greater in presidents
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at smaller institutions because of limitationsnfrastructure and presidential influence on
campaign goals.

In a case study centered on Harvard University'$ $2lion capital campaign, Farrell
(2005) analyzed the non-financial elements thati@mfced university capital campaigns. The
purpose of the study was to determine the relevantfinancial components of capital
campaigns. Grouped in four primary themes, thedidound that objectives that were not
financial served as vital parts of the campaigre fiemes were described as differences among
leadership about the intentionality of non-finahoijectives and the essentialness of senior
leadership involvement in both financial and namaficial efforts. The implication from the
findings was that implementation of fundraising Igand thoughtful work by the administration
contributed to the successful planning and exenwdfdhe capital campaign.

Hicks (2006) examined the use of teams of profesdsoand their functions in
conducting capital campaigns. For his study, berurewed professionals at case study
institutions, and included the presidents, vicesjolents for development and advancement, and
other fundraising professionals along with trust®esollect data. He conducted a total of 21
interviews across four similar universities, comthg that little effort was made to control for
the performance of teams and their collective bigmav

Nehls (2008) conducted a study of chief developroéfiters to better understand the
transition of college presidents during active tamampaigns. Nine chief development officers
were interviewed. The author established that thezdive strategies to consider when new
presidents assume office during a capital campaigief development officer involvement in
selecting a new president, constituency commurmnabriefing the college president,

immediate involvement of the new president in thpital campaign, and prioritizing fundraising
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plans. Using Schlossberg’s transition theory, f@search questions highlighting situation, self,
supports, and strategies were developed. Eachisiiua all universities included in the study
was different. The presidential transition was pagitive for the capital campaign for the

majority of institutions but a few of the institatis had some results in common such as length
of campaigns, accomplishment of goals, and tramstthat that took place after a campaign
quiet phase. Finally, it was determined that capampaigns can be successful even when in the
midst of changes of leadership. Having a skilleiéfctievelopment officer and a campaign that

is resilient in structure can make for a smoothamgition. Useful management tools that were
highlighted were communication skills and focusinlgiisimultaneous transition of presidents

and capital campaigns.

Lindahl (2008) surveyed 195 donors to determirtkefthere was a more efficient way to
organize capital campaigns. The study monitoregardents to determine the chances of their
giving towards campaigns at a particular time. $tuely showed that as capital campaigns got
closer to concluding, donors were more likely teegiBased on his findings, Lindahl suggested
structuring capital campaigns into three phases.first phase should be purposed for
leadership, and second for a growth phase. Thg sughjested that fundraising professionals
should remain patient and wait for a minimum of 468the goal before proceeding to the
growth phase. Both the leadership and growth phaseslated with the traditional quiet and
public phases in capital campaigns. The third psepdghase is the goal line phase of the
campaign. The goal line phase of capital campaiguosrs in the final months of the campaign.
During this time, donors tend to give in greatemiders than at any other time during a capital
campaign. The findings of the study supportednbison. Lindahl also found that giving

decreased substantially once campaign goals wached.
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Weinstein (2009) noted capital campaigns have langacial goals and fund
development occurs over multiple years, and he asipéd donor leadership as an important
part of the capital campaign process. He identifiecherous prerequisites for capital campaigns
such as supporter confidence in the organizaticcg@ance of the reasons for support, donor
capability to support the campaign at the needeidgievels, strong volunteer leadership, and
appropriate environment and timing. Weinstein exygd the capital campaign process,
mentioning that campaigns require a statementetkiaiains how the campaign fits in the long-
term plans of the institution. Also, he describleel Etandards of Investments as a preliminary
gift pyramid. In many campaigns, the top ten domwaikbe the most instrumental because they
typically fund the majority of the institution’s gb and therefore, institutions can find
themselves in vulnerable situations if they anneuheir campaign goals prematurely. Since
leadership giving is so important to the succesh®tampaign, person-to-person contact is the
primary strategy used by development staff.

Hammond (2012) attempted to describe why indivisieaimmitted their time and effort
to a capital campaign as a volunteer, and whatenited their decisions to participate. To
collect data, he interviewed 12 capital campaigRettolders, and identified four thematic
categories of responses to describe a rationaleyotvement: heritage philanthropic
narratives, association, harmonics, and loyaltlye eritage philanthropic narratives theme was
used to describe capital campaign volunteers’ netaf their historical role and engagement in
the environment of philanthropy. Association wafirted as a series of beliefs and attitudes that
were deemed important to volunteers related totiyamy and drawing support from others with
similar interests. Harmonics represented thetglofi capital campaign volunteers to work

together toward a joint goal, where individual tetecomplement each other, and how leaders
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provided the direction needed to assure collabmratmong campaign workers. Finally, loyalty
as a theme was described as an individual’'s comenitno both the idea of the institution and
how they support and commit to each other.

Nehl (2012) examined the change in leadership duwapital campaigns at 10 college
and universities. She described capital campaigtiseatime period in which significant efforts
to foster and develop the financial assets of afitution are made. She used a case study to
research presidential transition during campai§hg found that presidential transitions
influenced capital campaigns in a negative way sictielaying the campaign process,
confusing donors, or generating negative publicitgampus morale. The author suggested it is
possible to maintain momentum during a capital g which could be attributed to informal
leaders like development staff and board of trisstaed formal leaders such as the chief
development officer.
Chapter Summary

This chapter reviewed literature on the multiplenfe of funding for higher education
and the role of fundraising and capital campaignsigher education. Based on the literature, the
various ways to fund higher education are all cote®t and encompasses a larger canvas of cost
sharing. Fundraising and capital campaigns reduireing relationships between the institution

and donors, and are increasingly the focus fortutginal leaders.
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Chapter Il
Research Methodology

Public higher education institutions compete cdesity for state funding, and often
have to find ways to replace budget shortfalls #iata result of state funding decisions.
Although institutions focus on tuition and institutal aid to remain competitive, state
institutions depend on a plethora of types of fagdand revenues, including substantial
fundraising initiatives such as capital campaign®rder to develop an in-depth understanding
of the relationship between state funding for hrgtabucation and university capital campaigns,
both qualitative and quantitative methods, alsokmas mixed-methods, were used. This
chapter provides a more vivid picture of the relaship between state funding decisions during
periods of capital campaigns. An explanation ofgpproach and a chapter summary are
provided.

Research Design

Mixed methods studies employ both quantitative quiaitative approaches to the
research methodology of a single or multi-phasdys{Guion, Diehl, & McDonald, 2011; Clark
& Creswell, 2008). Another term used to describg dipproach is between-strategies mixed-
methods data collection because it involves usingerthan one data collection strategy (Teddlie
& Tashakkori, 2009). The convergence of multipletimes in a single study is referred to as
methodological triangulation (Teddlie & Tashakk@®09). Though convergence is a part of the
triangulation process, there is another factomotasaler about methodological triangulation.
Using a mixed methods approach increased intetpléfameaningfulness, and scope of the
results of the study because of each techniqueSagths (Clark & Creswell, 2008). Specifically,

a parallel mixed design will be used to collectad#t parallel mixed design involves using



52

gualitative and quantitative methods simultaneooshyithin a lapsed time frame (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2009).

Qualitative methods comprised part of the resededign. Qualitative research
influences how researchers design their study tiigetheir research problem, and develop
research questions to address the problem (Cre<204iB). Open-ended qualitative interviews
are a technigue used within qualitative methodeyMere used in the study. Interviews are a
powerful form of collecting data because of the-oneone interaction between a researcher and
a participant, specifically, giving researchers¢hance to probe deeper and gain better insight
on vague answers (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).Harrhore, open-ended qualitative interviews
generate much information and create the oppoxtdimita researcher to refine and reconsider
the issues surrounding the study (Teddlie & TasbhakR009). In qualitative research, the
researcher continuously focuses of the perspeotitiee participant in regards to the problem
being addressed instead of self-afflicted findiagd outside literature (Creswell, 2013). Clark
and Creswell (2008) suggest that it is importanige both qualitative and quantitative methods
in research design when sampling participants.

The research design also included quantitativénoaistin order to analyze statistical data
to further contribute to the validity of the stu@uantitative methods are techniques used to
gather and analyze numerical information in a netestudy (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).
Quantitative methods were important to the resedesign of the study because they were used
to determine state funding and land-grant univiessitampaign data. The study’s research
design implemented mixed-methods in order to géaeadiability and legitimation. This

ultimately was accomplished by collecting both ga#iye and quantitative data simultaneously.
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Population and Sample

According to Fuller (2010) at thehronicle of Higher Educatiqrthere were nearly 40 $1
billion capital campaigns currently in progressecently concluded in the U.S. (Appendix B).
From this population, five public higher educatioatitutions were selected to be the sample in
the study (Appendix C). All institutions were lagdant universities so that they had a similar
role, mission, and relationship with their stategomments.

The five land-grant institutions in dapcampaigns were chosen based on the following

criteria:
1. Must currently have been conducting or recentlyctaated a capital campaign
2. Must have begun a capital campaign in the lastarsye
3. Must have had a capital campaign goal of at leh®iffion
4. Must have been classified as a member of the AsSoiof Public and
Land-Grant Universities (APLU).
5. Must have had only one (1) designation accordinécAPLU. APLU institutions

have a certain number of designations that aneseptative of the type of
institution that they are, (i.e. HBCU, HSI) inclagd being the state designated land-
grant institution. In this case, an institutiortiwihis type of designation
receives a one (1) and no other numerical desanat
Using data from the Council of Aid to Education (E)Aa New York non-profit
organization (cae.org, 2012, paragraph 2), theareker collected capital campaign data in order
to compare them to state funding during the canmppé@giods. The data were capital campaign

dollar amounts raised each fiscal year by the sammgtitution as reported by CAE.
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The CAE was chosen because it has a missionalblestting “advance corporate
support of education and conducting [to conduclicgaesearch on higher education” and
“improving quality and access in higher educati(rde.org, 2012, paragraph 1). To crosscheck
the accuracy of the number of capital campaigiist af institutions based on the same criteria
from the CAE was compared.

Similarly, the researcher collected state allocatlata from the Grapevine at Illinois
State University. Grapevine is an annual surveyrapdrt that compiles data of state tax support
for higher education, general fund appropriatiarsuniversities and numerous other higher
education bodies (Palmer, 2013, paragraph 1). “lgaah’'s Grapevine survey has asked states
for tax appropriations data for the new fiscal yasad for revisions (if any) to data reported in
previous years” (Palmer, 2013, paragraph 1). Theareher collected state general fund
appropriations for the sample institutions as reggbby the Grapevine.

Participants: Institutions

State flagship universities with similar institutad characteristics served as participant
institutions. The institutions must have met thguieements aforementioned. The selected
universities included:

Indiana University-Bloomington

Indiana University-Bloomington is the state flagshniversity for Indiana. The
institution is located in Bloomington and has adstut enroliment of 42,133 as of Fall 2012
(iu.edu, 2013). Indiana-Bloomington’s endowmer$897,627,336 (U.S. News and World
Report, 2013). For fiscal year 2012, Indiana UrsugrBloomington’s research funding totaled
to over $500 million. State funding for the univigréncreased 2.5% to almost $185 million.

Indiana University completed its capital campaigr2010 (iufoundation.iu.edu, 2013).
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The Pennsylvania State University

Pennsylvania State University is located in UniitgriBark and is recognized as
Pennsylvania’s state flagship institution. The stucenroliment is 45,783. For the 2011-2012
fiscal year, Penn State’s research funds totalg@4$846,000. The university’s endowment is
over $1.8 billion system-wide. State funding fonR&tate was $214 million for the fiscal year
2012-2013. In 2011, the university raised over $8ffon for their capital campaign (psu.edu,
2013).
University of Tennessee, Knoxville

The University of Tennessee at Knoxvtl¢he state flagship school for Tennessee with a
student enrollment of 27,018. For the 2012 fisearythe schools research expenditures totaled
$151.28 million dollars. Since 2009, state fundioigthe university has decreased 23%. The
capital campaign closed in December of 2011, 18thwahead of time, raising $1.3 billion
(utk.edu, 2013).
University of Utah, Salt Lake City

The University of Utah is located in Salt Lake Cattyd serves as the state flagship
institution for the state. The University of Utalsha student enroliment of 32,388. The schools
endowment stands at $668,683,000 as of 2011. Wiiyerf Utah’s research funding totaled to
$410,563,908 at the end of the 2011fiscal year.stheol received over $30 million in state
funding for the 2012 fiscal year (utah.edu, 20183).0of the fiscal year 2012, the university raised
$1.28 billion for their capital campaign (givingattedu, 2013).
University of California, Berkley

The University of California, Berkeley is one ofdwtate flagship institutions for

California. The institution has an endowment ofd83billion, and as of 2011, a total student
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population of 36,142. Also, at the conclusion stél year 2012, UC-Berkeley research funding
amassed to $714.2 million. The school’s budgetistssf over $450 million from state funding
(berkeley.edu, 2013). As of the end of the fisadry2012, nearly $2.6 billion of Berkeley’s $3
billion had been reached (campaign.berkeley.edii3R0

A match comparison between institutions that wemig@pating in capital campaigns and
institutions that were not participating in a capgampaign was conducted (See Table 1). Five
additional institutions were chosen to comparéinitial sample institutions. Each institution
that was not conducting a capital campaign mefdt@wing criteria:

1. Had a status of a state designated public insdittdccording the Association of Public

Land-Grant Universities.

2. Could not be currently conducting a capital campaig

3. Had similar characteristics of the sample insttatio which they were compared.
North Carolina State University (University of Tessee-Knoxville)

North Carolina State University (NCSU) is a pulsksearch university located in
Raleigh. Student enrollment at NCSU is 34,340. Ugersity’s research expenditures amount
to $404 million as 2012. NCSU received $446,082 jp2&ate funding for the fiscal year of
2012. With an endowment of $769 million, NCSU hastal budget of $1.35 billion (ncsu.edu,
2013).

University of lowa (University of Utah, Salt Laket)

The University of lowa (Ul) is located in lowa Ciand serves 31,498 students. As of
fiscal year 2012- 2013, Ul has research expenditimat total $424 million and received
$216,410,000 in state funding. The University ofidoand Foundation endowment is nearly $1

billion (uiowa.edu, 2013).
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University of Wisconsin (University of Californiaeskley)

The University of Wisconsin (UW) is located in ttigy of Madison. The university has
an enrollment of 42,820 students (wisc.edu, 2018¢. university’s research expenditures amass
to $858,505,396. For 2012, the university systemeweceived $1,045,200,572 in state
appropriations. UW’s endowment totals nearly $ill&h (supportuw.org, 2013).

Michigan State University (Indiana University-Bloorgton)

Michigan State University (MSU) is located in Ehahsing. Enrollment for the
university is 48,906. External funding was $477lionl for the 2012-2013 fiscal year. State
funding for the campus is $249.5 million for 201312 and MSU’s endowment amounted to
over $1.7 billion (msu.edu, 2013).

The Ohio State University (Pennsylvania State Ursityg University Park)

Ohio State University (OSU) is located in ColumbOSU’s student body is 56,867. For
the fiscal year 2012, OSU'’s research expendituers w934,000,000. The university received
$484 million in state funding for the same fiscaly. OSU’s university and foundation
endowment was $2.366 billion as of fiscal year 2(ds21.edu, 2013).

Table 1. Match Comparison Institutions

Institution Matched Institution

Indiana University Michigan State University
Pennsylvania State University Ohio State Uninrgrs
University of Tennessee North Carolina State/ehsity
University of Utah University of lowa

University of California-Berkeley University d¥isconsin
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Participants: Administrators

The participants in the study were ten senior-l@dghinistrators, two from each
institution that recently concluded or were curignbnducting capital campaigns, which were
the non-match comparison institutions. One adnratist was the senior development officer for
the institution, and the other was the senior gowvemt relations officer for the institution. Each
participant was identified by each institutionalbsee.

In qualitative research, the researcher continydosiuses on the perspective of the
participant in regards to the problem being ad@@ssstead of “opinionated” findings and
outside literature (Creswell, 2013). These two sypkeadministrators offered insight about the
subject of this study. Institutional advancemetf@ggsionals are responsible for raising money,
communicating with different constituencies outsid¢he university, and connecting alumni
with their alma mater (Kozobarich, 2002). On thieeothand, government relations professionals
play a vital role in the governmental policymakprgcess (Burkum, 2009). Also, policymaking
extends to the state-level (Burkum, 2009).

Lastly, the administrators were able to offer impilheinsight about their institutions as it
relates to the nature of the study. For these rsasbe researcher could utilize the participamts i
the study because their positions “suggest mulpplspectives on a topic and diverse views”
(Creswell, 2013, p. 47). Each institution examiimethe study was considered a participant.
Other information for the institution was examireet used to validate thematic findings. Such
data included news articles, campaign literatussecstatements, etc.

Data Collection and Instrumentation
Creswell (2013) suggested that researchers raftreview questions and procedures by

conducting a pilot test. The researcher developtahiiew questions based on the literature
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review. Before interviewing participants, the rasbar conducted a pilot test with several UA
staff members focusing on question clarity, andsexithe questions as appropriate based on
their feedback. Typically, decisions on pilot tegtare based on location, access, and
convenience (Creswell, 2013). Like the actual wigaws for the study, staff were asked the same
guestions that were intended for study participarie researcher monitored responses from the
participants in the pilot test including communiocatissues, motivation of participants to
respond, and anything else that suggested a neeuise the interview process.

After they were identified, participants were santemail invitation to participate (see
Appendix D). Because the administrators of thatimsbns from the sample were geographically
dispersed, each administrator was interviewed sgggrby telephone. Administrators were
asked five questions regarding the information dirctvthe study is based, and the interview
protocol has been provided in Appendix F. The qaestwere developed by the researcher
based on the job descriptions listed in Appendixn@ Appendix H, as well as literature that
described responsibilities of the administrators.

The interviews were not limited to the time setthy researcher in order to increase the
maximum opportunity to collect as much informatfoom the administrator as possible. All
field notes were recorded by pen and immediatalystcribed to a computer following the
interview. The researcher collected field notesulgh research journaling. Research journaling
involves a researcher writing notes about the we@r, participant, and the answers that are
provided by the participant. It also provides tippartunity for researchers to reevaluate the
participant’s role as well as the focus of the aesle study (Marshall & Rossman, 2010).

In order to accomplish the quantitative goals efstudy, the researcher collected state

funding amounts from the Grapevine survey and eacrersity’s website. The researcher
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formulated the state appropriation data into pdexgpes for each year prior to the public
announcement (three years total) of the capitabeagm, and three years after the public
announcement of the capital campaign.

Data Analysis

Analysis of Research Questions

1. What were the longitudinal trends (seven yeairsjate support for public higher
education when capital fundraising campaigns apFagress?

Five land-grant universities from five differenaids that were currently hosting or
recently concluded capital campaigns were idewtifiéve institutions were chosen because of
possible data saturation. If there was no dataa&a, then the sample would have been
expanded. The institutions and the amount of fundiey raised towards their campaign were
identified through the Council of Aid for Educatiofiso, theChronicle of Higher Education
website was used to crosscheck the amount of finad®ach institution raised. State funding
data for the selected institutions were identitieugh the Center for the Study of Higher
Education at lllinois State University, and all gga in a table. The researcher examined both
sets of data, three years before the public anresnent of the capital campaign and three years
after the capital campaign was publicly announCatte identified, a year-to-year analysis was
conducted in order identify any statistical diffieces in funding. The statistical means of state
funding provided for the institutions each year aagital campaign amounts raised each year
were calculated and compared. In addressing thetiqnethe analysis statistically informed the
study.

2. How did development and government relationddesin higher education perceive

the impact of private fundraising on state funding?
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In order to answer this research question, two ahtnators at each institution were
interviewed, the senior fundraising officer and semior government relations officer.
Administrators were identified through each inditn’s website, and an email was sent to them
explaining the nature of the study and requestieq participation. Based on responses, a
follow-up email was sent to schedule a telephoterwrew with each administrator. An
interview guide was developed and used in ordepliect field notes during the interview.

A constant comparison was conducted to analyzquhbétative data. Gall, et al. (1996)
defined a constant comparison as categoricallyyama) qualitative data in order to identify
differences between each category, and to decidehveine theoretically significant. Each
administrator was referred to by using a letter mmehber. For example, one administrator was
referred to as “D1” and the other as “D2”". Beindeato distinguish the administrator by their
work division but not their institution helped batenalyze the data, allowed for additional
research, and protected the identity of participafitso, coding the respondents helped in
controlling for validity and minimized biases.

To triangulate the data, a research journal wed tsidentify patterns and
commonalities in the information which participastsared. Informed consent forms were sent
to each participant prior to the interview. Eactemiew question was developed by the
researcher in context with the job descriptiongtian Appendix G and Appendix H.

3. How did higher education institutional leadeesgeive funding decision criteria for
their institutions by state level policymakers?

This question was answered based on the intervimstmpns used to answer research
guestion two, and further supported with intervigmpts that included other considerations

about the questions.
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4. To what extent was there an association betwapial campaign involvement and
state funding appropriations for selected reseantversities?

By using the data in question 1, the researchanaa how many years each institution
was in a capital campaign and how many years téution was out of a capital campaign in
order to identify a corresponding number. In ordedetermine if there was a statistical
difference between state funding for public uniitexs during capital campaign involvement
where the goal was to raise $1billion or moretest-was conducted. A t-test is a “test of
significance that is used to determine whethentilehypothesis that two sample means come
from identical populations can be rejected” (Getl,al, 1996, p. 772). The t-test was conducted
to compare state funding for the five land-grastitations that were conducting capital
campaigns and five similar institutions that weoé¢ eonducting a capital campaign. The
researcher interpreted if there was a trend beteeting during the years of inactivity and
years of public activity at the paired institutidmg conveying them in the form of scores. If there
was a trend, a t-test for correlated means wasumted to further analyze the data. A t-test for
correlated means is a procedure that allows anmds&ato observe a variable to determine if
there is statistically noticeable and significatfteslence in the mean scores between two groups
(Gall, et. al, 1996).

By analyzing the mean of state appropriations tlysses before an institutions’ public
announcement and three years after the public arweowent, the researcher identified if there
was a significant difference between the amounttait funding institutions received when they
were not carrying on a capital campaign and whew tiere carrying on a capital campaign. The

researcher also considered responses from parttsipaerviewed for the study by comparing
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their comments to what the percentages showedéoanmd post capital campaign public
announcements.

5. What were the potential policy implications tidy findings on state level higher
education funding?

Kingdon’s multiple streams model for agenda-setiiag used as a lens of analysis to
address the research question and to further exatmenpolicy implications from the study’s
findings.

Researcher Bias

| am a higher education professional that has wbsdtdoth a public and a private
institution. | have attended public universitieghe entirety of my academic pursuits, two being
comprehensive and one state flagship universitgeRehers demonstrate reflexivity by
conveying their background and experiences, bygogione to interpret information of the
study, as well as, express what they have to gam the study (Creswell, 2013). | am a student
in a public policy program. As a student and redsan, | am aware of policy-based problems
that relate to state finance and governance ingnigtucation. | have developed opinions about
addressing policy problems in higher educationandcognizant that my thoughts on the issues
examined in the study could have influenced myrpretation of responses.

Chapter Summary

This chapter described the use of mixedhods and triangulation methods techniques to
gather data for the study. Specifically, a paratieted methods design which included
gualitative methods were used to collect fundrgisind government relations leaders’
perceptions on the influence of capital campaignstate funding for public higher education.

At the same time, a quantitative secondary dataastused to determine the statistical
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relationship between state funding and capital Gagms amounts raised by the sample
institutions over a period of seven years, ancrrsupported by conducting a paired sample t-
test of five additional institutions that sharechiar characteristics but were not conducting or

had recently concluded a capital campaign.
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Chapter IV
Results of the Study

Over the past several decades, public higher éidndaas experienced a variety of fiscal
challenges (Dar, 2012), ranging from lessened &taiding to increased operating costs. In
recent years, many states have struggled to fueiditistitutions at adequate levels as a result of
the recession and state competition among othgresrfor funding (Kane, Orszag, &

Apostolov, 2005). Colleges and universities hawaedo utilize alternative revenue streams that
typically come from tuition, fees, on-campus seggicand research and development patents and
activities. Financial support from the federal gowaent is mostly secondary and directed to
students through federal financial aid (Longneckéf9).

Fiscal constraints have proven frustrating for yniaustitutional leaders, students, and
their families. Tuition revenue continues to risel dy many accounts, national data suggest that
student loan debt has surpassed a trillion dofl@m®pra, 2013). Politically, higher education
tends to remain on state government agendas,diatfanding and fiscal policies have realized
small incremental increases at best. The costrofing a college or university is a shared
responsibility with the state and the results ef¢hrrent study demonstrate that the financial
responsibility is largely that of the institutioncaithose who lead it. A heavy dependency has
been placed on fundraising, especially using laagaprehensive and aggressive advancement
efforts, also known as capital campaigns (GearRaae).

Capital campaigns typically last seven years diogivdor colleges and universities to
improve their facilities, provide scholarships students, increase faculty salaries, and
implement new projects and initiatives. Colleged aniversities have increased their

fundraising efforts in this regard dramaticallydasven in a difficult economic climate, there are
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institutions that have sought at least a billiotlads for their schools. Literature has suggested
that public research institutions are adopting #si® common practice, and those who are
among the top ranked institutions in the nationehseen great success in accomplishing their
goals. This chapter includes a summary of the strebylts of the data collection, an analysis of
the data, and concludes with a chapter summary.
Summary of the Study

The purpose for conducting the study was to exaroatlege leaders’ perceptions of
funding for their institutions when they are hogtoapital campaigns with a goal of $1 billion or
more, also identified as mega-capital campaignadtfition, the study examined state funding
for public higher education during these capitahpaign periods, specifically state flagship
Research | universities, including three years fgefloe public announcement of the institution
hosting a capital campaign, the year of the annemneat of the capital campaign, and three
years after the announcement of the capital campaig

The findings of the study help inform ways thatitagional leaders and state government
policymakers can better work together with the isl@h shared governance to address fiscal
concerns for the equitable support of their infts. Five public Research | universities that
were hosting or recently completed a capital cagmpaiith a goal of $1 billion dollars or more
were selected for inclusion in the study. Alsoefppublic Research | universities who were not
hosting a capital campaign and were recognizetbées flagship schools or members of the
Association of Public Land-Grant Universities (APLWere identified and selected as study
participants.

Institutions were selected from a list of PublicsBarch | Institutions who were hosting

or recently completed capital campaigns. Geogragisgersion was considered in the selection.
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The comparison group of institutions was selecteskd on the following characteristics: student
body size, annual budgets and expenditures, endotgrend national rankings. The campaign
institutions selected were Indiana University asdhington, Ohio State University, University
of California at Berkeley, University of Maryland @ollege Park, and the University of Utah at
Salt Lake City. The matched non-campaign instingiovere Michigan State University, North
Carolina State University, University of lowa, Uargity of Washington at Seattle, and
University of Wisconsin at Madison. Four of thetifigions, Michigan State University the
University of lowa, North Carolina State Universignd the University of Washington were
removed from the comparison group after additi@mtfacts were discovered by the researcher
that indicated that they were conducting capitahgaigns during the some or all of the same
years as the primary group of institutions. Theyeneplaced with the University of
Massachusetts at Amherst, Louisiana State Uniyetki¢ University of Nevada at Reno, and the
University of Arizona because these institutiorg bt conduct capital campaigns during the
same years as the group with which they were mdtahd met the other identified criteria.
University of Maryland at College Park

The University of Maryland, located in College Paskrecognized as the state’s flagship
university. Enrollment in 2013 was 37,000 studemis the university received approximately
$500 million a year in external funding for reséaand completed a capital campaign in 2012
for $1 billion (umd.edu, 2014).
University of Arizona

The University of Arizona is located in Tucson. Turaversity represents the state of
Arizona as the state flagship university. The ursitg has over 40,000 students. State funding

for the university was $281,400,700 for fiscal y2ai2. Also, the University of Arizona
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allocated $625,365,000 in research and developexg@nditures for the 2013-2014 fiscal year
(arizona.edu, 2014).
Louisiana State University

Louisiana State University is located in Baton Raubhe university is Louisiana’s state
flagship university, and enrolls nearly 30,000 stus as of the 2013 fiscal year. Louisiana State
University’s educational and general expendituotsléd $675,833,415 for the 2012-2013 fiscal
year (Isu.edu, 2013).
University of Massachusetts at Amherst

The University of Massachusetts is located in Arahérhe university has 28,518
students enrolled and represents Massachusetis atate flagship institution. The university
allocated $191 million in support for research\atiés (umass.edu, 2014).
University of Nevada at Reno

The University of Nevada is located in Reno antthésstate’s flagship university.
Enroliment for 2012 was 18,227 students. The usityereceived $221,686,350 in state
appropriations for the fiscal year 2014 (unr.edil ).

Kingdon (2011) described and used the agendargdtaimework to explain part of

the policymaking process and why certain items miadcepublic agendas while others do not.
There are multiple streams that illustrate Kinga@af2011) theory: problem, policy, and political.
This theoretical framework was the foundation & $tudy and was used to support the analysis
from a policy lens.
Data Results and Analysis

Data for the study were retrieved from a varietpoline resources, primarily the

Grapevine project housed in the Department of Bolutal Administration at lllinois State
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University. This publicly available data set cotkedata from all 50 states and reports financial
information such as allocation and appropriatiotadar all public higher education institutions.
For some states, however, the information was teg@s a system level financial allocation or
appropriation, in which case individual universigbsites and financial reports were examined
to determine the state funding for specific yehet tvere either unclear or system-level reported
in the Grapevine reports.

In addition to the collection of numerical finaakdata, interview data were collected
from eight senior development or alumni affairsfpssionals working at the institutions
included in the study. There was a slight modifa@afrom the proposed research design, as
several senior fundraising or government relatexecutives were either unwilling or unable to
participate, and these individuals either recommedrabmeone else to participate in their place
or institutional information was studied to ideptihe next-best possible professional with
similar skills, knowledge, and experiences to pdevinsight to the state funding and fundraising
process. Also, as there was limited data availabla CAE of institutions’ annual capital
campaign financial data, and given the purposesdarch question 4, there was a modification
in the approach of the study to examine state fumduring capital campaign involvement.
Rather than a year by year analysis and compalistween capital campaign dollars and state
appropriations, only state appropriations durirgpghogress of the capital campaign was
examined.

Research Question 1: What were the longitudirads of state support for public
higher education when capital fundraising campaigese in progress?

As shown in Table 2, on average, almost all capaatpaign institutions received a three

year average increase before the announcemengioféispective capital campaigns. All of the
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institutions, with the exception of the UniversitiyMaryland, received a three year average
decrease after the public announcement of theitatagampaign. Inversely, the University of
Maryland experienced a decline on average oveuesed®f three years before the
announcement of their capital campaign. The unityersceived a 7.1% increase for a three
average after the announcement of their capitapaagn.

For the peer institutions who were not conductirmgital campaign, all five institutions
experienced a three year average increase beputilic announcement years of their peer
campaign institutions. The following universitiegperienced a decrease in funding for a three
year average post-capital campaign announcemehebypeer institution; University of
Massachusetts (-8.2), the University of Nevad&g.and the University of Arizona (-6.94).
The University of Wisconsin and Louisiana Stateudrsity both received increases of 0.79%
and 11.24%, respectively.

The trend therefore, was that institutions who édstiampaigns, had decreases in state
level funding, while some institutions who did matst campaigns received increases in funding.
The trend does suggest a punitive approach bytabe government for hosting a campaign,
although the national fiscal condition of the eamyyanay indeed exist as a substantial factor in

this determination.
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Table 2. State Funding for Capital Campaign Instts (in thousands of dollars)

Fiscal Year (FY)

Caaugn Institution

Allocations % +/-

FY 04
FY 05
FYO06
FY 07
FY 08
FY 09
FY 10

FY 08
FY 09
FY 10
FY 11
FY 12
FY 13
FY 14

FY 03
FY 04
FY 05
FY06
FY 07
FY 08
FY 09

(table continues)

Indiana University

191,813
195,251
192,153
189,109
193,813
228,320
229,103

Ohio State University

426,129
454,895
577,000
5000
493,000
484,000
503,000

University of Maryland

330,499
306,131
305,998
323,155
370,689
400,905
394,416

+1.10%
+1.8
-1.59
-1.58
+2.5
+12.9
+.34

+3.85
+6.75
+26.84
+2.25
-16.44
-1.83
+3.93

-9.3
-7.37
-.04
+5.6
+14.7
+8.2

-1.6
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Table 2, continued

Fiscal Year (FY) Caangn Institution Allocations % +/-

University of Utah

FY 05 216,473 +6.16
FYO06 224,687 +3.8
FY 07 232,840 +3.6
FY 08 255,375 +9.7
FY 09 263,508 +3.18
FY 10 246,631 -6.4
FY 11 250,536 +1.6

University of California-Berkeley

FY 05 403,986 -5.83
FYO06 412,764 -2.12
FY 07 446,175 +8.1
FY 08 471,922 +5.8
FY 09 465,629 -1.3
FY 10 319,000 -31.5
FY 11 351,000 +10

Note: Fiscal years underlined are campaign pulnlimancement years.
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Table 3. State Funding for Matched Institutionstfiousands of dollars)

Fiscal Year (FY) Matched Institution Approprats % +/-

University of Massachusetts

FY 04 171,907 -24.85%
FY 05 179,010 +4.13%
FY06 250,094 +39.7%
FY 07 273,003 +9.16%
FY 08 286,298 +4.86%
FY 09 258,409 -9.74%
FY 10 205,017 -3.24%
University of Wisconsin-Madison
FY 08 461,100 +8.65%
FY 09 491,900 +6.5%
FY 10 457,000 -7.09%
FY 11 476,500 +4.27%
FY 12 412.300 -13.47%
FY 13 476,376 +15.54%
FY 14 477,800 +.30%
Louisiana State University
FY 03 150,388 +3.94%
FY 04 157,273 +4.57%
FY 05 162,700 +3.45%
EYO06 164,993 -1.41%
FY 07 183,965 +11.49%
FY 08 217,577 +18.25%
FY 09 226,270 +3.99%

(table continues)



74

Table 3, continued

Fiscal Year (FY) Matched Institution Approprats % +/-

University of Nevada

FY 05 172,304 +12.43%
FYO06 181,862 +5.5%
FY 07 195,404 +7.45%
FY 08 210,248 +7.59%
FY 09 224,060 +6.57%
FY 10 165,887 -25.96%
FY 11 179,861 +8.42%

University of Arizona

FY 05 333,692 +4.87%
FYO06 358,046 +7.29%
FY 07 389,897 +8.89%
FY 08 430,911 +10.51%
FY 09 363,193 -15.71%
FY 10 344,550 -5.13%
FY 11 344,550 0%

Research Question 2: How did development and gavemhrelations leaders in higher
education perceive the impact of private fundrgsn state funding?

All eight fundraising and government relations keladinterviewed perceived that
conducting a mega-capital campaign at their insditudid not influence state funding decisions
for their institution. One participant asserted thia institution did not want to “point to the
decline of state funding as a reason to supporntitineersity.” Another participant said it did not
influence state funding and he “never heard a siffidal say they will withhold funds” because
his university was hosting a capital campaign. Aeouniversity leader said “Not at all- we've

never seen the state not give money because gitalozampaign,” and “I don't believe they
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will increase or decrease our funding based orcapital campaign.” One participant
highlighted that his university’s capital campaigas helpful when state funding declined, and
that his institution received more money from tuitthan from the state. Another participant
perceived that “state legislators understand thgomance of private fundraising.” A participant
mentioned that his institution had concerns regarduestions from legislators whether using
endowment funds, which had increased as a reshisoanfstitution’s capital campaign, could be
utilized for operation costs. Comments and peroagtirom university leaders about the impact
of hosting a capital campaign were consistent e#bth other throughout the study.

Research Question 3: How did higher educationtirtginal leaders perceive funding
decision criteria for their institutions by staé¥él policymakers?

All eight of the participants recognized that légfisrs were typically supportive of public
higher education and that aggressive fundraisidgdt influence state policymakers’ decision-
making criteria for funding. Participants made coamts such as “I think they’re very supportive
of the university.” Another participant referredhis perception of state policymakers’ thought
process for decision making as “If we give you daitpwhat are you going to do with it?”

Other factors such as economic conditions and btagimess cycles, which included
competition between higher education institutiong ather state entities, played the most
significant role in state policymakers’ decisiongtovide appropriations at specific levels. All
participants identified tax revenues as a majoficapon for changes in state funding levels. A
participant stated that “We always want to seenareiase” and also that “Private gifts move you
up to the top [front] of the line on the states.li Another participant recognized that the state
able to “squeeze out higher education” especialltha growth rate of higher education has

possibly decreased.



76

Two university leaders’ responses to interview ¢joas3, contradicted with answers to
guestion 2. Even though the first participant stidhe same sentiment as the other participants,
the participant relayed that the institution wowlait until after the legislative session concluded
before announcing the successful completion otitheersity’s capital campaign because “the
university wanted to avoid presenting perceptidnsod needing legislative help.” The
university did not want to convey the messageittagdes not need state fiscal support because it
raised such a substantial amount of private mofleg.second university leader admitted when
planning a capital campaign the university didwant to give the impression that they do not
need state funding and support.

Some states had part-time legislators which, frieenassertions of four participants,
seemingly prohibited them from fully understandivayv higher education is funded. For
example, participants believed that there was meltéince on legislative staff rather than
legislators to fully comprehend the funding processigher education with participants stating
that legislators “do not have an extensive knowdeofghigher education” “don’t really
understand how higher education is funded” andtdinegh turnover among legislators and
legislative staff, “no one has really masterediffering from the four other participants, one
participant believed “legislators understand treeeconstrictions to funding for higher
education” and admittedly state funding decisiardlie university can be a complex message.

Overall, the economy and state allocations weregdezd to be major factors used by
state policymakers when making decisions for putiliher education. Responses also
demonstrated that institutional leaders’ percestate legislature comprehension of funding for

higher education to be weak, and because of stiengang for the decision-making process.



77

Table 4. Data-Based Themes from Interviews (Rebe@restions 2 & 3)

Perceptions of State Funding Number of pigditcts who  Response Percentage of
and Capital Campaign Involvement affirmed Participants

Campaign impacts funding 0 0%
Relationship is economically driven 8 %00
Legislators understand state funding 4 %50
Legislators are involved with campaign 2 50

Campaign a part of funding criteria 0 0%

Expect funding increase 5 62.5%

Research Question 4. To what extent was therssocetion between capital campaign
involvement and state funding appropriations féeced research universities?

To conduct this analysis, the levels of state gppations were identified for the three
years prior to the public announcement of the meggatal campaign and the three years after
the announcement. Due to the incremental natupelloiic budgeting, the emphasis was placed
on percentage base year-to-year increases ratregtbss amount of appropriation. This means
that for each mega-campaign institution, the awveragrease or decrease of state appropriations
for mega-capital campaign institutions and non+edgampaign institutions were calculated and
compared using an independent t-test to determifezahces in the means.

To bring the study in scope of state support fghar education when universities were

in capital campaigns in comparison to similar ursitees which were not conducting a
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campaign, comparisons of means pre and post capitgpaigns for both types of institutions
were determined.

An independent t-test was used to compare the snefagtate appropriations prior to the
fiscal year announcement of the capital campaigihdth sets of institutions. Another
independent t-test was conducted to compare thesraastate appropriations post the
announcement of a capital campaign for both seitsstifutions. A dependent t-test, or paired
sample t-test, was conducted to determine a cosgaaf means for all prior and post funding
for both sets of participant institutions.

An independent t-test was conducted to comparendgens of state funding before the
public announcement of a university hosting a megaital campaign and the means of state
funding for peer institutions not hosting mega-taptampaigns. There was not a significant
difference in the percentage change of allocatwrcépital campaign institutions (M=2.5, S.D.
=6.6) and non-capital campaign institutions (M=%@). =2.3); t(8)-1.007, p=.150. The results
suggested that hosting a mega-capital campaignatid have an influence on state funding for a
public Research | university before they annourtbatithey would host a capital campaign.

Another independent t-test was conducted to contparaverage change in allocation of
state funding after the public announcement ofutmgersities hosting a mega-capital campaign
and the allocation of state funding for peer insittins not hosting mega-capital campaigns.
There was not a significant difference in the aloan change for capital campaign institutions
(M=-.12, S.D.=6.29) and non-capital campaign instins (M=-1.34, S.D.=7.83); t (8)=.271,
p=.719. The results further suggested that condgiectimega capital campaign did not have an

influence on state funding for public Researchiversities.
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A paired-samples t-test was conducted to compaee Yyears of state funding prior to the
public announcement of a capital campaign for sarmdtitutions to three years of state funding
following the announcement year of capital campangoelvement for all institutions. There was
not a significant difference identified between flteres for pre-capital campaign activity years
at all sample institutions (M=4.10, S.D.=4.98); guusst capital campaign activity years at all
sample institutions (M=-.726, S.D. =6.73); t(9)=005p=.168.

As shown in Table 5, the responses to questiondoggest that state funding for public
higher education did not appear to be influencedrbinstitution’s capital campaign status. The
results supported parts of the literature revieat groposed funding for public higher education
is influenced by economic factors, including, staenpetition, tax revenues, and individual
demand. The results also demonstrated that stataabns over an extended period of time,
may fluctuate and vary from state to state, indicathat state economic conditions influence the

extent of fiscal support for public research unsitegs.

Table 5. Independent T-Test Results

Institution-Pre/Post Announcement Mean Standardddion t p value
Campaign-Pre 2.5 6.6 -1.007 150
Matched-Pre 5.6 2.3 -1.007 150
Campaign-Post -.12 6.29 271 719

Matched-Post -1.34 7.83 271 .719




80

Table 6. Paired T-Test Results

Institution-All Years Mean Standard Deviation t p value
Campaign 4.10 4.98 1.500 .168
Matched -.726 6.73 1.500 .168

Research Question 5: What are the potential paigyfications of study findings on
state level higher education funding?

There are multiple implications for state and fedieolicy that might result from the
findings of the study. The small sample coupledwhie study findings suggested no specific
evidence of fundraising influencing state funditigaations; therefore caution should be taken
into consideration with this analysis.

The first policy implication is associated with timeonsistent trending behavior of states
included in the study. Though not a consistenttmaacross all institutions, many of them
experienced budget reductions following the annearent of mega capital campaigns. If
funding is directly tied to fundraising activitieghen state policy on funding higher education
must be questioned, and if left unchecked, mighd k& more rationale approaches to budgeting,
such as performance incentive funding or respalityilbentered management as state policy. As
an example, the “Colorado Opportunity Fund” is actter based-model that allowed Colorado
to appropriate state allocations to students rdttaar institutions in efforts to create more access

to higher education in the state (Hillman, Tandbé&réross, 2014). The voucher provides
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students greater autonomy in where they choosgendacollege, public or private, and similar
reform movements could accompany this if stateshatenore purposeful in their intentions.

A second policy implication relates to who hastiigét to lobby, confront, and advocate
with state legislators. If the purpose of the stigdye-phrased as one that focuses on which kinds
of information legislators take into account asythtocate funding, then the study findings
could mean that policy either is enforced or depeth and regulates how state funded agencies
can interact with their legislators. Several statasently prevent state-funded, public agencies
from lobbying behaviors and the comments from ssEw&udy participants suggest that they
view their jobs as education legislators, a verglsatifference from lobbying. Underwood
(2012) identified the use of university alumni asatons for lobbying efforts with legislative
awareness being the most used strategies amomduthai associations sampled. This is an
example of how institutions can wield influencelegislators and raise legislative awareness of
concerns facing the university by essentially usingarmchair of their institution as lobbyist,
and more efforts in this vein will result if ingtttons blame legislatures for a lack of funding.

A third policy implication relates to how institons set tuition policy. Participants
referenced tuition as a key way their institutisnpplement state budgets. One participant
mentioned that his institution received more rewefiam tuition than the state. If declining
public investment into higher education contindken tuition policies that attempt to cap or
freeze tuition could become increasingly difficialt institutions to implement. The cost of
higher education is integrally dependent on a gtsiate economy, and without it, students and
their families will likely inherit increased finarat burdens to pay for college. Burgess (2009)
discussed tuition setting and policy at land-granversities, specifically, the role policies and

external bodies play in setting various tuitioregatHe found that the more autonomy an
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institution had, the higher the cost of tuitiortta institution (Burgess, 2009). This is an
important example of the need for equitable shgmarnance and consistent coordination
between states and universities to regulate pelitiat could be beneficial for the institution and
the student.
Chapter Summary

The study identified the results of multiple intews of college leaders at public
Research | universities. The interviews reflechared sentiment that state funding for public
higher education institutions is not influencedvtyether or not a university is hosting a capital
campaign and that legislative behavior towardsdtagship institutions is positive and
supportive before, during, and after the publicammtement of a mega-capital campaign. There
was not a statistical difference in state fundiegNeen campaign and non-campaign institutions
during capital campaign years, and the trend shawashr-to-year fluctuation in state funding
between both sets of universities. This furthelgasged that capital campaigns had no influence
on state funding decision making for public Reskedngniversities during periods of capital
campaign involvement, which was also the conseofal eight university leaders interviewed
for this study. As institutions progressed throtiggir capital campaign, state funding for
campaign institutions increased or decreased kewlse for non-campaign institutions through
those same years. These results imply that decieasate funding for higher education is a
result of other state and economic conditions imseasus with the literature highlighted in the

study.
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Chapter V
Recommendations, Conclusions, and Discussion

As colleges and universities continue to explore kmadequately fund their operations
they have embraced aggressive fundraising progtamalance their budgets to create avenues
for higher education to be affordable. The curstantly was developed to examine the possible
consequences of capital campaigns and state atbéatding. The current chapter includes a
summary of the study, conclusions, recommendatemd.a discussion of study findings.
Summary of Study

The purpose of the study was to examine state mignaliocations for public Research |
universities when they were involved in a capithpaign. Five institutions that were
conducting or recently concluded a capital campaigre selected for analysis. Each institution
selected was either a state land-grant institugrostate flagship university. State funding was
identified as state appropriations generated friate sallocations and assigned to a general state
budget.

State support for higher education has consistelatyined over the past decade. When
not in a period of decline, public higher educati@s seen moderate or no increases in funding.
College and university leaders identify and utiléternative revenue streams to supplement for
state funding shortfalls. Examples of this areaasing tuition and fees and aggressive
fundraising efforts (Cheslock & Gianneschi, 200B)e study examined state funding in the case
that an institution is hosting a capital campaign.

In an attempt to reinforce the validity of the stugublic Research | universities who
were not hosting a capital campaign during the saen@d as campaign institutions were also

examined. Those institutions were matched with @gmpinstitutions in order to identify if
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there was a difference in funding. There was ntissially significant difference in state

funding between the two types of universities duyitimeir respective capital campaign and non-
capital campaign periods. Eight university leadeese interviewed to gather university leaders’
perceptions of funding during their capital campaigOnly college administrators or a designee
from capital campaign institutions were interview&te study identified that all participants
perceived that state funding was not influencedthleyr respective university’s capital campaign
involvement.

The study addressed five research questions ttifigletate funding decision making for
public Research I institutions during mega capigahpaign involvement. Research question 1
asked what were the longitudinal trends of stappett for public higher education when capital
fundraising campaigns were in progress. After catidg independent t-tests and a paired
sample t-test, it was determined that there wasigraficant difference in state funding for
public higher education during capital campaigroimement.

Research question 2 identified how developmentgavernment relations leaders in
higher education perceived the impact of privatelfaising on state funding. Of the eight study
participants interviewed, none perceived that ehpgdmpaign involvement influenced state
funding decision making for their institution.

Research Question 3 sought to determine how higgheration institutional leaders
perceived funding decision criteria for their itstions by state level policymakers. Also, of the
eight participants, none perceived that state IpgBtymakers consider the participants’
university involvement in a capital campaign asa# pf their decision making criteria.

Research Question 4 identified to what extent Wwasstan association between capital

campaign involvement and state funding appropmiatior selected research universities?
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Statistical analysis suggested that state fundapgagriations were not influenced by
institutional capital campaign involvement.

Research Question 5 asked what were the potewnlialypmplications of study findings
on state level higher education funding. There weuétiple implications that indicated in the
analysis, substantial fiscal policy changes cout@ge for public higher education.

Conclusions

1. Trends showed that state funding tends to dsergaring university mega capital
campaigns. Though the independent t-test showedhéiee was no statistically significant
difference between state funding and capital cagmpactivity after a public announcement, four
out of the five universities showed decreases malifog the year after the capital campaign. This
could be attributed to multiple economic variablasg state funding for public higher education
declined during the economic recession (Kiley, 20T8is also infers that because of the nature
and source of private giving, state funding recugiwould be more noticeable even if there was
a shift towards negative trends in fundraising migithe same period. Nonetheless, analyzing the
data, there was a consistent trend in decreasestire state.

2. University administrators did not perceive thatding was influenced by their capital
campaign activities. All of the participants incaelin the study referenced that they did not
perceive their institution’s capital campaign tovéanfluenced state funding decisions. The
consensus among administrators was that lack @& &tading was a result of economic
challenges, most notably, tax revenue. Many ofésponses by participants seemed sincere as
they all had at least a general understandinggsfdrieducation policy in the state context.
Some responses, though, seemed politically inclametprepared, which presented a challenge

in deciphering whether the conclusion reached wasrate.
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3. Capital campaigns serve as supplemental reenuaecreases in higher education
funding. Capital campaigns have become a vitalmegestream for non-profit organizations
(Kihlstedt, 2005). Universities are not immune froampaign importance, and participants’
responses demonstrated a commitment and belieagigmessive fundraising is crucial to
accomplishing the university’s mission and goatate&sfunding in many states continues to
decrease and little appears to have been donketwesd the fiscal pressure for universities and
as a result, institutions are utilizing tuition duaddraising to fill the gap (Kelderman, 2012).

4. University leaders consistently viewed fundragsas a necessity for higher education
today. University leadership is important to sust@$y cultivate and solicit major gifts for their
universities (Hodson, 2010), which is essentiaktich campaign goals. Successful university
administration includes paying attention to thegoess of the university and accomplishing
goals.

5. The continued trend for funding for higher edigracan have substantial public policy
consequences for the future. Universities coulthbned to work more on an independent
basis to achieve goals as state funding decreaisesyith that approach, demonstrate fewer
efforts to serve the state and instead, its owerésts. Without state coordination and policy that
supports higher education, state policymakers cooidinue to experience institutional and
constituent pressures to do so, possibly negatiméllyencing their influence or service in the

state.
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Recommendations
Recommendations for Further Study

1. Additional, considerations should be given twa#onal survey that includes
government relations and fundraising professiorsdoing so, a larger sample size may help
identify other useful findings and aid the geneatility of the study.

2. The study should be replicated using histordeaia to establish better trend lines of
funding following capital campaign public announests. More extensive analysis could
identify other trends in data and provide additlangerences about the relationship between
capital campaigns and state funding.

3. A similar study could be conducted considerigional and comprehensive public
colleges and universities. Results of additionadlists that focus on other institutional types
would contribute to broader conversations abouteggive fundraising for higher education, and
state funding decisions and policymaking.

4. Further analysis of state legislative decisiakimg for allocations could include
changes in research and development expenditurssyurcing decisions, and enrollment
patterns. Analysis of other alternative revenuaceasicould help clarify legislative reasoning for
their funding decision criteria for colleges andvensities.

5. A comprehensive case study should be conductbdtter understand and describe the
institutional and state government relationshipargtd governance is exceptionally important for
the success of both state and institution as pubiliersities exist as economic engines for

states.
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Recommendations for Practice

1. Investment and commitment to higher educati@ukhbe demonstrated through
innovative state fiscal policy. Incentives shoudddrovided to policy entrepreneurs and political
actors who recognize possible formats for betteregking problems in funding higher
education; all in order to alleviate certain paohii pressures that may prevent strong and
innovative policies from being presented.

2. Study findings should be shared with fundraignafessionals as they begin planning
for capital campaigns. Submission of the findingsld be provided to the Council for the
Advancement of Support for Education in order iesgawareness of the subject.

3. Study findings should be shared with governmelations professionals as their
institutions consider major fundraising activit@scapital campaigns. By submitting the
findings to the Association for Governing Boardsdings would be available to top level
decision makers including individuals who lobby foeir institution.

4. College and university leaders should work \iligir state legislators to identify best
practices in determining state allocations thattrimestitutional and state needs. Hosting a bi-
monthly forum, for example, coordinated by bothtigat where conversations and strategic
plans would be developed for funding higher edecatiould prove beneficial.

Discussion

A balance of state support for all entities govdrhg the state appeared to be a serious
problem from the perceptions of administrative EradDepending on the state and its economy,
commitment to one government priority could supgeseommitment to another priority. Higher
education, according to college leaders’ assertvwas considered third or fourth on the list for

funding obligation by their state. For many of gfeticipants’ states, K-12 education and
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Medicaid took precedence over any other single derthe government agenda. Higher
education was considered near or near last om @f ldate funding priorities or was subjected to
a performance fund put in place by state policymak®ome of the college leaders were
concerned with the functionality of a performanged because it was perceived to be at times,
an unequitable process.

Before policy is developed and implemented, a d&fim of the problem must be
established. Constant conflict connects politiad policy development (Rochefort & Cobb,
1994). Though a problem may exist, the lack of agrent on what the problem is affects its
representation on the government agenda, andiargensidered for making policy. Kingdon’s
(2011) problem stream elaborates on this notioaxXpfaining that recognition of a problem is
the beginning of the agenda-setting process. Hewssue is framed influences whether policy
proposals make it to a public agenda, especiallgnathe problem that is considered is accepted
as important (Kingdon, 2011). Whether colleges amdersities are funded adequately is
debatable. Higher education is viewed differenthypblitical actors, policymakers, and
institutional leaders. In the case for funding pubigher education, the problem is constantly
defined by institutions as the same year-to-yeighdr education is underfunded. Existing
literature and consistency in responses from tidy& participants support this perspective.
Multiple indicators, feedback, and national moodhdastrate that funding for higher education
is a concern for states and that because aggrgsslieg has not been presented or has not been
able stay on the government agenda, support ftsehigducation continues to be a challenge.

Possibly, part of the problem is that policymakand political actors have been unable
to find common ground on the most beneficial wagddress the fiscal problems facing public

higher education. Higher education institutionssi@egly at times have differing priorities from
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state legislators, and state legislators diffefragn those of higher education institutions. They
both have similar and dissimilar constituents, bedause of this, their priorities could conflict.
There is substantial evidence that state funflingigher education has declined in
real dollars, and as a public good, higher educasi@ shared responsibility between the state
and the institution, and alternative revenue stgeare an important part of supporting the
mission and goals of the institution. The abiltyeissociate the problem with considerable policy
proposals continues to create obstacles to addresbvious concern for institutional leaders,
policymakers, students and their families, and rostekeholders. However, little continues to be
achieved regarding improving the fiscal conditidrstate higher education budgets, and reliance
on aggressive fundraising continues. The policy@uidical streams, according to Kingdon
(2011), flow separately, and are virtually ineffeetbecause the problem is likely perceived
differently by those who play a role in decisionking.

Though funding higher education was perceived @®blem for university leaders, the
lack of specialized proposals that suggest innegatiays to better fund higher education was
not mentioned. Instead, funding for higher educatias suggested to be indicative of state
allocations. Therefore, the problem of fundingasagnized, the logic for the problem was
identified, and the rationale for aggressive furging efforts at universities was presented as a
need (more than want). As colleges and universtiesider their efforts to implement a capital
campaign, institutional suggestions for how to ioya funding for public higher education
should be a priority for universities as much asigang substantial private gifts. Policy
proposals that alleviate state funding demandakifgiter education should be developed by both

state legislators and universities leaders.
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Chapter Summary

This chapter identified conclusions and recommeadatfor study findings.
Recommendations for policymakers include develofpang-lasting policy for funding higher
education that demonstrates legislative commitrteehtgher education, and incentivizing
affordable tuition policymaking for institutionseRommendations also included university
leaders working with legislators to create entraptgial and innovative approaches to support

their university.
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February 17, 2014
MEMORANDUM
TO: Everrett Smith

Michael Miller
FROM: Ro Windwalker

IRB Coordinator

RE: New Protocol Approval
IRB Protocol #: 14-01-452

Protocol Title:State Funding Decision Making for Higher Educatlaostitutions during Capital
Campaigns

Review Typel EXEMPT @ EXPEDITED® FULL IRB
Approved Project Period: Start Date: 02/17/2014itation Date: 02/16/2015

Your protocol has been approved by the IRB. Puadtoare approved for a maximum period of
one year. If you wish to continue the project ghstapproved project period (see above), you
must submit a request, using the fa@ontinuing Review for IRB Approved Projegisor to the
expiration date. This form is available from tiRBl Coordinator or on the Research Compliance
website (http://vpred.uark.edu/210.php). As a taBy, you will be sent a reminder two months
in advance of that date. However, failure to reee reminder does not negate your obligation
to make the request in sufficient time for reviewdapproval. Federal regulations prohibit
retroactive approval of continuation. Failure toaiwe approval to continue the project prior to
the expiration date will result in Termination betprotocol approval. The IRB Coordinator can
give you guidance on submission times.

This protocol has been approved for 10 participantslf you wish to makeny modifications

in the approved protocol, including enrolling mdnan this number, you must seek approval
prior to implementing those changes. All modificationsidtdde requested in writing (email is
acceptable) and must provide sufficient detaildseas the impact of the change.

If you have questions or need any assistance fnentRB, please contact me at 210
Administration Building, 5-2208, or irb@uark.edu.
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List of Potential Institutions Conducting Capital Campaigns



List of Potential Institutions Conducting Capita@paigns

Institution

Stanford University

Columbia University

Cornell University

University of Pennsylvania
Yale University

City University of New York
State University of New York
University of California Berkley
University of Texas Austin
University of Virginia

University of lllinois System
Pennsylvania State University, University Park
University of Pittsburgh
Princeton University

Vanderbilt University

Emory University

Boston College

University of Florida

University of Notre Dame
Brown University

Tufts University

University of Nebraska
University of Utah

Brandeis University

Indiana University, Bloomington
Carnegie Mellon University
Rice University

Rutgers University System
Syracuse University

Texas Tech University System
University of California at Davis
University of California, Irvine
University of Cincinnati
University of Maryland at College Park
University of Tennessee
Virginia Tech

State

CA
NY
NY
PA
CT
NY
NY
CA
TX
VA
IL
PA
PA
NJ
TN
GA
MA
FL
IN
RI
MA
NE
ut
NY
IN
PA
X
NJ
NY
X
CA
CA
OH
MD
TN
VA
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Original List of Potential Participants

Indiana University, Bloomington
Michigan State Universities

North Carolina State University

Ohio State University

Penn State University, University Park
University of California, Berkeley
University of lowa

University of Tennessee, Knoxville
University of Utah, Salt Lake City

O University of Wisconsin

Revised List of Potential Participants

Indiana University, Bloomington
Louisiana State University

Ohio State University

University of Arizona

University of California, Berkeley
University of Maryland, College Park
University of Massachusetts, Amherst
University of Nevada, Reno
University of Utah, Salt Lake City

0 University of Wisconsin, Madison

Note: italicized institution names are replacemémis the original list.
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Dear , DATE

You have been identified as an exemplary collegdde and | am asking for you to take
30 minutes to participate in this research on dtatding and capital campaigns.
Specifically, the dissertation explores state-fagdiecision making when universities
are hosting a capital campaign. All responseshwlheld in strictest confidence, and
only group data will be reported. Your participatis entirely voluntary, and you
maintain the right to withdraw from the study ay aime.

| have identified consistently in the literature theed, and the problems associated with
state-funding for higher education. Legislativeopties can greatly influence the
direction, vision, and mission of public higher edtion and state support is critical in
helping universities make the choices and decidioaiswill best situate them in the
future. To what degree states funding universitiben they are or they are not in the
midst of a capital campaign will help provide bettesight on funding decisions for state
higher education.

As a leader in higher education, your voice is fuglfor me in my study of state funding
and capital campaigns. Please know how importamt participation is!

Collecting my qualitative data requires me to imi&w you by phone. | have a total of
five interview questions to ask you, and the inawshould take no longer than 25-30
minutes.

Thank you, in advance, for your consideration afipgating in the study, and please
contact either of me if you have any questions atlmisurvey content or the completion
of the survey. Your response by will be esgdcappreciated!
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State Funding Decision-Making for Higher Educationinstitutions During Capital
Campaigns

Consent to Participate in a Research Study

Principal Researcher: Everrett A. Smith, PubliadglUniversity of Arkansas

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE

You are invited to participate in a research stablgut state funding decisions during capital
campaigns. You are being asked to participateignstiudy because you hold such a key
leadership position in the related areas.

WHAT YOU SHOULD KNOW ABOUT THE RESEARCH STUDY

Principal Researcher

Everrett A. Smith

Graduate Student, Public Policy
Administration Building 325
Division of Student Affairs
University of Arkansas
Fayetteville, AR 72701

You may also contact my doctoral advisor:

Dr. Michael T. Miller

Professor, Higher education

320 Graduate Education Building
University of Arkansas
Fayetteville, AR 72701

(479) 575-3582

FAX: (479) 575-8797
mtmille@uark.edu
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What is the purpose of this research study?

The purpose for conducting the study is to iderttiy perceptions of chief development officers
and chief government relations officers at landagtaniversities that were conducting capital
campaigns with goals of $1 billion or more. Thedstattempts to examine funding for state
flagship institutions before and after capital camgps.

Who will participate in this study?

Two university leaders, the chief government reladiofficer and the chief development officer
from a total of five land-grant universities. Thdseindividuals were identified using the
internet, and were located in multiple parts oftheted States.

What am | being asked to do?

Your participation will require participating in anterview in which the length of time of the
interview is deferred to the researcher or youcrgison, with field notes made of your responses
to five scripted questions, with additional promipésng collected.

What are the possible risks or discomforts?
There are no anticipated risks or discomforts idiedtwith your participation in this study.
What are the possible benefits of this study?

In addition to the ability to better help futureng® level college administrators and the
contribution of new knowledge, there are no targli®nefits to participating in this study.

How long will the study last?

The interview field tests have suggested thatriberview should take between 25 and 30
minutes of your time.

Will | receive compensation for my time and incone@ece if | choose to participate in this
study?

You will not receive any compensation for your gap@tion in this study.
Will I have to pay for anything?

There are no costs associated with your parti@pati this study.
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What are the options if | do not want to be in shedy?

If you do not want to be in this study, you mayusaf to participate. Also, you may refuse to
participate at any time during the study. Your pesional status will not be affected in any way
if you refuse to participate.

How will my confidentiality be protected?

All information will be kept confidential to the &ent allowed by applicable State and Federal
law.

Participant information is collected on the firsige of the interview guide. Following the
interview, the first page will be removed from firedd note section of the interview guide so that
no attribution to individual participants will begsible. All field notes will be collected onto
one master document. Following the collectionasib information from the first page, these
pages will be shredded. All documents will be kepd locked, secure faculty office at the
University of Arkansas.

Will I know the results of the study?

At the conclusion of the study you will have thghti to request feedback about the results. You
may contact the Principal Researcher, Everrettmitts(exs018@uark.edu or at the mailing
address listed above). You will receive a copyhed form for your files.

What do | do if | have questions about the reseatady?

You have the right to contact the Principal Regaaras listed below for any concerns that you
may have.

Everrett A. Smith

Ph. D. Student, Public Policy
Administration Building 325
Division of Student Affairs
University of Arkansas
Fayetteville, AR 72701

(479) 575-5004

FAX: (479) 575-8797
exs018@uark.edu

You may also contact the University of Arkansasdesh Compliance office listed below if you
have questions about your rights as a particigartty discuss any concerns about, or problems
with the research.
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Ro Windwalker, CIP

Institutional Review Board Coordinator
Research Compliance

University of Arkansas

210 Administration

Fayetteville, AR 72701-1201
479-575-2208

irb@uark.edu

| have read the above statement and have beemoads& questions and express concerns, which
have been satisfactorily responded to by the inyatstr. | understand the purpose of the study as
well as the potential benefits and risks that awelved. | understand that participation is
voluntary. | understand that significant new fingerdeveloped during this research will be
shared with the participant. | understand thatiglots have been waived by signing the consent
form. | have been given a copy of the consent form.

Signature Date
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Appendix F

Interview Protocol
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Interview Protocol
Project: State Funding Decision-making Education Institusi@uring Capital Campaigns
Time of Interview:
Date:
Place:
Interviewer:
Interviewee:
Title / Position of Interviewee:

(Briefly describe the project) This projects idéies senior university administrators’
perceptions and expectations of state funding dwapital campaigns.

THANK YOU FOR AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY ABOUT STATE
FUNDING DURING CAPITAL CAMPAIGNS. THIS STUDY REALLY FOCUSES ON YOUR
LEADERSHIP ROLE AS IT RELATES TO STATE FUNDIND DECI SIONS AND MAJOR
FUNDRAISING ACTIVITIES AT YOUR UNIVERSITY.

| AM PROVIDING YOU WITH AN INFORMED CONSENT FORM FO R YOU TO REVIEW
AND SIGN, IF YOU AGREE. AS NOTED, YOUR IDENTITY WI LL BE HELD IN STRICTEST
CONFIDENCE AND YOUR IDENTITY WILL NOT BE LINKED DIR ECTLY OR
INDIRECTLY WITH THE STUDY FINDINGS.

ONLY FIELD NOTES ON THIS INTERVIEW GUIDE WILL BE CO LLECTED DURING THIS
INTERVIEW.

YOUR PARTICIPATION IS ENTIRELY VOLUNTARY AND YOU MA INTAIN THE RIGHT
TO WITHDRAW AT ANY TIME.

BEFORE WE BEGIN, DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS?

DO | HAVE YOUR PERMISSION TO BEGIN?



120

THE FIRST SERIES OF QUESTIONS RELATES TO HOW VITAL DO YOU PERCEIVE YOUR
ROLE THE STATE FUNDING DECISION PROCESS, AND YOU IN VOLVEMENT IN THE
CURRENT CAPITAL CAMPAIGN AT YOUR INSTITUTIONS.

Should you have questions or concerns about thisrsey, please contact Everrett A. Smith,
University of Arkansas, (479) 575-5007, exs018@uaekiu

SECTION |: PERCEPTIONS and EXPECTATIONS

1) How do institutional leaders perceive private fundaising for capital campaigns to impact
state funding?
Other elements to consider:
Tell me about the current (most recent?) capitalpzagn.
What was your primary role in the campaign?
-How involved are legislatures involved personalith the university?
-How would you describe your responsibility to héluential in the state funding process during

capital campaigns?

-Are many legislators are alumni of your univergity

2) As an institutional leader, how do you perceive th&unding thought process of legislators?
Other elements to consider:
What do you believe contributes to this phenomerfinitling decisions)

3) Based on your university’s current fundraising camgign status, what is your anticipation
of the state’s response whether to increase or dease state funding for your institution?
Other elements to consider:
-What role do you believe current economic condgiplay in their decision?
-Could you discuss the historical impact of youisgtitution’s capital campaigns on state funding?
-How are current institutional rankings influet®ia
-Do you believe legislative and gubernatorial gtetyears influence state funding decision?

your institution?
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4) To what extent do you perceive that your institutiom is funded based on the progress of the
institutions fundraising campaign initiative or status?
Other elements to consider:

When planning capital campaigns, what steps dagkeito ensure state funding is not
decreased?

-Do you believe national reputation of the ingtan is influential?
-What type of impact does local and state medenabn have on the campaign?
5) What do you expect in terms of an increase or decase in funding for your institution over
the next three years? Why?
Other elements to consider:
- What types of pressures are there from stakero(deministrators, constituents,
policymakers, politicians)?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS STUDY!
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Appendix G

Senior Development Officer Job Descriptions
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Senior Development Officer Job Descriptions

“The Vice Chancellor for University Advancement\s&s as the university's chief
development officer. He/she works closely with casipartners to craft a development vision
that is consistent with the university's stratggan, and creates and executes a capital campaign
strategy to satisfy objectives that flow from thatlaboration” (higheredjobs.com, 2012,
paragraph 1).

“Reporting to the Vice President for Developmend &tumni Relations (DAR) the
Senior Associate Vice President for DevelopmentAlndini Relations will be a key member of
the leadership team assisting in managing the tsitys advancement program, which includes
fund raising, alumni relations, financial and furaising support services, donor relations and
stewardship, special events, and career counsdlmgfieredjobs.com, 2014, paragraphs 1).



124

Appendix H

Senior Government Relations Officer Job Description
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Senior Government Relations Officer Job Descrifgion

“The Associate Vice President for Government Retatifor the Duke University Health
System is principally responsible for the developtad management of strategies to inform
and influence public policy at the county, statd &deral levels on issues and in areas of
interest to DUHS and DUMC, and to advise DUHS/Mdagislative matters that may affect it.
The Associate Vice President will monitor legishatiand public policy issues, and advise
DUHS/MC administrators of their potential on thekeuJniversity Health System and Duke
University” (hr.duke.edu, 2012, paragraph 1).

“VICE CHANCELLOR FOR GOVERNMENT RELATIONS, works \th the
Chancellor and others in developing for the unitg@n on-going liaison with Federal, State
and local legislators and executive officials. iltiés and coordinates, with the Office of the
Counsel and others, the development of legislgtreposals for the Chancellor's and Board of
Trustees' consideration; coordinates universitgoases to proposed legislation, rules and
regulations; communicates the university's positoregislative proposals to the proper
officials; serves as the principal focus of ingesrirom executive and legislative officials;
develops and enhances liaison with State and redta@sociations of colleges and universities,
in matters of mutual concern to public officialgjsain the development of public service
functions at the campuses of the university; caajesrwith others in providing accurate
information to the campuses, on matters of govemateoncern; oversees the operation of the
Washington Office of the university; in the areacampus relations, works on questions of
faculty, student and staff concern as they relagoivernmental issues” (brockport.edu, 2014,
paragraph 1).
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