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Abstract

In light of rising expectations for fundraising knowledge of a variety of leaders in higher
education — academicians and administrators alike (Perlmutter, 2016; Drezner & Huehls, 2015;
Doan & Morris, 2012; Pritchard, 2011; Hodson, 2010), this study examined higher education
program (HEP) faculty perceptions of the importance of fundraising knowledge for higher
education program graduates and also examined the degree to which it is integrated in their
respective HEP curriculum. The Faculty Perceptions of Fundraising Survey (FPFS) was sent to
272 faculty members who held membership in the Association for the Study of Higher Education
(ASHE). Of those contacted, 95 faculty members completed the survey for a response rate of
35%.
Quantitative and qualitative methods were used for data analysis in this study; however,
the primary method used was quantitative. Descriptive analysis revealed 97% of faculty
acknowledge that knowledge of higher education fundraising has some importance for graduates
of their HEPs with 48% of participants ranking fundraising knowledge as somewhat important
and nearly half, 49% of participants, ranking fundraising as important or extremely important.
However, the majority of participants (54%) perceived fundraising knowledge as a low priority
for prospective higher education employers when compared with other higher education topics.
Descriptive analysis also indicated that 80% of participants reported no course on higher
education fundraising existed in their HEP. Further, 65% of participants described fundraising
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slightly included in the curriculum and 33% reported fundraising as not at all included in the
curriculum.
Inferential analysis, utilizing Spearman correlation, found statistical significance in four
areas: (1) perceived importance and employer priority (p ˂.001); (2) perceived importance and
degree of inclusion (p = .040); (3) perceived importance and prior training/education in
fundraising (p = .001), and (4) perceived importance and prior involvement in fundraising related
activities (p = .002). No statistical significance was found in other areas.
Descriptive analysis also revealed the extent to which faculty perceived other higher
education topics as included and important in the curriculum. The curricula topic of
“Leadership” was ranked highest both as a “major part” of the higher education program
curriculum (3.31) and as “important” in the curriculum (3.41). As result of qualitative analysis
two primary themes, “competing curriculum space” and “faculty expertise” emerged as barriers
that prevented the inclusion of a higher education fundraising course in the HEP curriculum.
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One thing about systems, especially systems as old as American higher education, is that
people grow unconscious of them. The system gets internalized. It becomes a mind-set.
It is just ‘the way things are’ and it can be hard to recover the reasons why it is the way
things are. (Menand, 2010, p.17)

Chapter 1
Introduction
In 1868, a simple letter of invitation by Henry Beecher and an obligatory loan of $1,000
by Henry Sage, a Cornell donor, would place New York seminary student and substitute pastor
G. Stanley Hall on the pathway to becoming renowned as the founder of the American Journal of
Psychology. Ultimately he would also become one of the first Doctor of Psychology in the
United States, one of the world’s most distinguished psychologist (Goodchild, 1991), first
president of Clark University, and founder of the study of higher education (Hall, 1923).
The support and finance invested by Beecher and Sage, funded Hall’s first trip abroad to
Germany in 1868, which he used to pursue graduate studies in philosophy. Hall eventually
returned to Germany for further study in experimental and physiological psychology under the
tutelage of master psychologist Wundt at Leipzig. Although Hall’s doctorate was conferred at
Harvard University, the influence of German education on Hall’s professional and personal
development cannot be overstated. According to Hall (1923),
Germany almost remade me, especially the first triennium there. It gave me a
new attitude toward life which I can only illustrate by a few items, although these
do not do justice to the inner transformations which occurred in me during, and
later because of, my period of study there. (p. 219)
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The transformations Hall experienced in Germany and his multifaceted experiences
serving at universities such as Antioch, Johns Hopkins, Williams, Harvard, and Clark, no doubt
provided the ample inspiration to conceive the study of higher education in 1893. While Hall
was greatly influenced by scholars such as Darwin, Strauss, and Emerson (Hall, 1923), his very
own scholarship in turn, influenced some of the greatest minds in educational psychology
including Dewey and Ternan.
Over 120 years have passed since Hall established the study of higher education
(Freeman, 2012). Since then, the field of higher education has extended beyond simply
educating administrators for the increasing number of community colleges (Brint & Karabel,
1989; Goodchild, 1991). Through its evolution, it now involves the rigorous, complex process of
educating and training “professionals for administrative, faculty, student life, and policy analyst
positions in the country’s approximately 4000 post-secondary institutions” (Goodchild, 2002
p.303).
The scope and landscape of higher education has indeed changed since the study’s
founding in 1893. For example, according to an 1893 catalogue, the “fees” (p. 76) or costs to
attend State Agricultural and Mechanical College (SAMC), now known as Auburn University,
were $137 per year (SAMC, 1894). Adjusted for inflation, $137 in 1917 had the buying power
of $2,844 in 2017 (USDOL, 2017). In the 2016-17 academic year, Auburn University cost of
attendance was $30,458. According to the most recent data from The National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) $18,632 was the average cost of tuition for the academic year 201415 at for 2013-14 at public institutions (NCES, 2017 p. 1).

Moreover, in 2014-15 the average

state appropriation for colleges and universities was less than 30% of operating costs (NCES,
2015), while tuition provided over 40% of operating costs (SHEEO, 2014). In this same span of
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time funds raised in support of colleges and universities rose to over $40 billion (CAE, 2016).
Today, there is no college or university that is surviving without being engaged in some form of
fundraising (Bernstein, 2013). Reductions in state appropriations have decreased to the point
where most colleges and universities are no longer considered state-supported, but state-assisted
(Speck, 2010).
However, fundraising is not a new phenomenon. Writings have been discovered, dating
as early as 4,000 BC, indicating gifts being made to maintain quality of life, support religion, and
to establish trusts (Miller, 1993). For example, the land used for Plato’s academy on the edge of
Athens stands as one of the earliest known gifts recorded to support education (Miller, 1993).
Fundraising had significant impact on the establishment of the study higher education itself
when, in 1913, assets acquired through a gift from John D. Rockefeller enabled Professors
Evenden and Leonard to give the first higher education courses at Teachers College at Columbia
University entitled “College Administration and The Administration of Normal Schools and
Teachers Colleges” (Goodchild, 1991, p.20).
Newton and Hagemeier (2011) explained that curriculum change is warranted when “the
needs of professions, constituents, and society change” (p. 1). Given the significant role
fundraising plays in American higher education, what is the degree to which fundraising
coursework is included in the study of higher education, particularly within graduate level higher
education administration curricula? And what is graduate faculty’s perception of fundraising
coursework as part of the study of higher education?
According to the model of shared governance as prescribed by the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP) seminal document, the 1966 Statement on
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Governance of Colleges and Universities, decisions regarding curriculum in higher education are
determined by a university’s faculty, “because the faculty – not students, administrators, or
boards of trustees –have the greatest expertise in these matters” (Gerber, 2001, p. 23).
Furthermore, Wolfskill (2011) noted that since the faculty members determine and select the
curriculum, the curriculum consequently reflects the values of the faculty. However, curricula
change, though essential (Galea, Fried, Walker, Rudenstine, Glover & Begg, 2015) and often
warranted, can be challenging and time consuming for the faculty members involved.
Therefore, the faculty are essential in developing the coursework (Becerra, Murphy, &
Simon, 2000), and they are the primary facilitators of radical, substantive curriculum changes
(Galea et al., 2015). Wolf (2007) suggested that having a “Faculty champion” is a key
component to successful curriculum development (p. 19). Moreover, Hurlimann, March, &
Robins (2013) examined the emotional dimension of implementing educational change, and
found that radical educational change “affected educators’ core personal, professional and
collegial identities.” According to Tickle (2000), a characteristic of a teacher’s professional
identity refers to what teachers consider important professionally as well as their personal and
professional experiences and backgrounds. Likewise, as a result of this inquiry, a characteristic
of a faculty member’s professional identity can be revealed through the analysis of a
participant’s beliefs regarding fundraising in the curriculum via their professional experiences
and backgrounds.
Statement of the Problem
Reductions in state support for our nation’s colleges and universities, and limits on tuition
revenue (Cheslock & Gianneschi, 2008; Ehrenberg, 2006), has resulted in increased fundraising
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activity and highlights the increased importance of fundraising in higher education. Fundraising
is now a responsibility added to the job descriptions of many senior administrators up to the
presidency (Arminio, Clinton and Harpster, 2010); Miller, 1993). In fact, according to the
American Council on Education’s (ACE) most recent publication regarding pathways to the
university presidency, fundraising is ranked as second only to budget and finance as areas of
greatest importance for today’s university presidents and where these university leaders feel least
prepared (ACE, 2012). This begs the question, is fundraising a common topic in higher
education administration programs like, budgeting and planning, finance, leadership,
management, and student affairs?
A recent report from ACE shows that schools and colleges of “education and higher
education programs” (ACE, 2012, p. 3) are preparing presidents at a higher rate than any other
area in academe. Currently, 38% of college and university leaders received their highest earned
degree in the field of education or higher education, which represents rates three times higher
than that of humanities or social sciences (ACE, 2012). Although higher education programs are
preparing the majority of the nation’s college presidents (ACE, 2012), there is little research
investigating if programs are including a fundraising course in the graduate curriculum or what
faculty perceptions are of the importance of fundraising as a course of study for their students.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine faculty perceived importance of teaching a
higher education fundraising course as part of the higher education program (HEP) curriculum.
As established by the American Association of University Professors 1966 Statement on
Governance of Colleges and Universities, faculty members govern decisions regarding
curriculum. As such, faculty perceptions of what are the important student learning outcomes
5

have far-reaching implications for curriculum development and student preparedness. In light of
rising expectations of fundraising knowledge for higher education administrators (Perlmutter,
2016; Drezner & Huehls, 2015; Doan & Morris, 2012; Pritchard, 2011; Hodson, 2010), this
study investigated HEP faculty perceptions of the importance of fundraising knowledge for their
students.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided the study:
1. To what extent do higher education faculty members perceive fundraising knowledge as
important for their students?
2. To what extent does fundraising coursework exist as part of the higher education program
curriculum?
3. What relationship, if any, exists between faculty members’ perceived importance of
fundraising and the presence of fundraising in the higher education curriculum?
4. What is the relationship between faculty members’ prior experiences with fundraising
and their perceptions of fundraising as part in a higher education program curriculum?
5. What is the relationship between faculty members’ perceived importance of fundraising
and demographic variables of academic rank and years of service?
6. To what extent do faculty members perceive other higher education topics (HETs) as
important in the curriculum?
7. What, if any, barriers prevent the inclusion of a higher education fundraising course in
the higher education curricula?
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Significance of the Study
Studies have been conducted examining the core curriculum in graduate level HEPs at
the doctoral level (Bray, 2007; Card, Chambers, & Freeman, 2016; Crosson & Nelson, 1986;
Valerin, 2011); however, this study will contribute to the research literature in examining faculty
perceptions and the positioning of fundraising as part of HEPs.
HEPs, according to Simpson (2003) “prepare students for positions in higher education,
both as practitioners and scholars” (p. 83), and Speck (2010) confirmed that fundraising is an
important part of the higher education landscape. Yet, in a study by Freeman (2012) that
examined doctoral preparation for university presidents, one presidential participant reported:
“There’s nothing in the graduate program that prepares you for fundraising, absolutely
nothing!!” (p. 106).
The examination of faculty perceived importance of fundraising curriculum may reveal
their propensity to support, develop, integrate or embed fundraising coursework into HEPs.
Wolfskill (2011) argued that faculty control the material for their courses, are the decision
makers on the curriculum, and, ultimately, are the decision makers on what knowledge is
important for students. Further, prior experiences can also be a key component when
determining if a positive relationship exists between faculty member’s prior experiences with
fundraising and perceived importance of fundraising in the curriculum. Rutherford, Parks,
Cavazos, and White (2012) found when applying Song’s (1982) research to an academic context
that, “It appears likely that a dean with a background in management may be more supportive of
including a business ethics course in the core curriculum than a dean with a background in
another discipline”(p. 177).
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The findings of this study will be useful to higher education faculty members in (1)
assessing the level of coverage fundraising curricula has in peer universities; (2) providing data
to higher education administration programs that will be helpful in developing curricula that
enhances preparedness of future higher education administrators; (3) assessing curricula
priorities of peer universities; (4) supplying clarity in understanding potential barriers to
integrating fundraising into the curriculum; and (5) defining the importance of fundraising
coursework within HEP curricula.
Delimitations
1.

Data was only collected from higher education graduate faculty who held
membership in the Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE).
Limitations

In any research, limitations are present. This study has the following limitations:
1.

The data was collected through self-report instruments.

2.

Participants may not answer truthfully or accurately.
Assumptions

The following assumptions were made regarding this study:
1. Although self-reported, participation in this study was not a benefit to the individual
faculty. The assumption is made that the data provided was done so accurately and
without bias.
2. Participants answered the survey with due diligence and careful consideration.
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Definition of Terms
The following definitions are provided for the purpose of this study.
1. Curriculum – A college’s – or program’s mission, purpose or collective expression of
what is important for students to learn (Toombs & Tierney, 1993)
2. Curriculum Development - The process by which a college or program facilitates and
operationalizes its curricula content.
3. Faculty Champion – A faculty member who advocates and provides leadership regarding
the relevancy of curriculum change, renewal or innovation.
4. Fundraising –The practice of securing assets and resources from various sources for
support of an organization or specific project (AFP, 2003).
5. Higher Education Program (HEP) – Graduate level programs including: Administration
of Higher Education, Education Administration, Higher Education Administration and
Higher Education Leadership.
6. Higher Education Topic (HET) – primary courses identified as result of literature and a
review of curricula in graduate level higher education degree programs. These topics
include: budgeting and planning, finance, leadership, management, and student affairs.
7. Philanthropy – Contributions of money, property or in-kind service that benefits a person,
program or organization.
8. Privatization – A movement away from public financing and toward private financing.
(National Education Association)
9. Public Good – Goods which all enjoy in common in the sense that each individual’s
consumption of such a good leads to no subtraction from any other individual’s
consumption of that good (Samuelson, 1954)
9

Organization of the Study
This study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 presented an introduction to the
study, statement of the problem, research questions, significance of the study, delimitations,
limitations, and definition of terms. Chapter 2 will present a review of relevant literature related
to the issues in this study. Chapter 3 will describe methods which include research design,
participants, instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis. Chapter 4 will provide a
detailed analysis and findings of the study. Chapter 5 will present conclusions, implications of
the study, and recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The purpose of this study was to examine faculty perceived importance of teaching a
higher education fundraising course as part of the higher education program (HEP) curriculum.
As established by the American Association of University Professors 1966 Statement on
Governance of Colleges and Universities, faculty members govern decisions regarding
curriculum. As such, faculty perceptions of what are the important student learning outcomes
have far-reaching implications for curriculum development and student preparedness. In light of
rising expectations of fundraising knowledge for higher education administrators (Perlmutter,
2016; Drezner & Huehls, 2015; Doan & Morris, 2012; Pritchard, 2011; Hodson, 2010), this
study investigated HEP faculty perceptions of the importance of fundraising knowledge for their
students.
The purpose of this literature review is to provide a foundation for the examination of
fundraising within HEPs. This literature review is organized into five major sections. The first
section provides an overview of the study of higher education and program curriculum. The
second section provides a historical overview of higher education funding and implications of
privatization. The third section outlines the evolution and impact of fundraising in higher
education. The fourth section examines curriculum development and change. The fifth section
provides an overview of higher education positions requiring fundraising knowledge.

History of the Study of Higher Education and Program Curriculum
The foundation upon which American graduate education was created originated in
Europe (Goodchild, 1991) and colleges were influenced to a certain degree by the French and
English models (Cohen & Kisker, 2010). However, by the close of the Emergent Nation Era,
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1790-1869, it was the German model of colleges that became increasingly prevalent in American
higher education (Cohen & Kisker, 2010).
Many scholars in America made pilgrimages in the Mid-19th and early 20th century to the
great German colleges in Berlin and Gottingen (Menand, 2002). G. Stanley Hall, considered the
founder of the study of higher education, like other scholars of the day, spent considerable time
in Germany studying philosophy in 1868 at the University of Berlin as well as postdoctoral
research in 1878 at University Berlin and Leipzig University (Goodchild, 1991).
In fact, German higher educational institutions influenced American higher education to
the extent that at America’s first graduate school, Johns Hopkins University, “every one of
Hopkins fifty three professors had studied in Germany” (Menand, 2002, p. 257). It was at Johns
Hopkins where Hall, the university’s first professor of psychology and pedagogy (Hall, 1923),
first conceived of the establishment of higher education as a field of study, which became his
“lifelong avocation” (Goodchild, 1991, p. 16).
In his extensive chronicling of the evolution of the field, Goodchild reported that Hall’s
philosophy and concept for the discipline was to “prepare students to become professors of
pedagogy, superintendents, and other types of administrators” (Goodchild, 1996, p. 76) as well
as “train future leaders in the field of higher education” by means of “a wide survey in order to
profit by experiences of successes and failure elsewhere” (Goodchild, 1991, p. 17).
However, Hall’s initial conception did not immediately give rise to the field. His initial
attempt to offer higher education coursework at Johns Hopkins was thwarted by a president, who
as Hall surmised, either felt him inadequate to the task or feared criticism from the university
community should he support Hall’s vision (Hall, 1923).

12

Undeterred by this challenge, Hall continued his pursuit of developing and offering
curricula for the field, and, in fall of 1893, as president of Clark University, Hall taught the first
higher education course (Altbach, 2014) entitled, “Present Status and Problems of Higher
Education in This Country and Europe” and “Outline of Systematic Pedagogy” (Goodchild,
1991, p. 17).
Throughout the remainder of the 19th century, curriculum models for the study of higher
education were developed and degrees were conferred. By 1900, doctoral degrees were being
conferred with master’s degrees following suit in 1906. Hall’s staunch advocacy regarding the
relevancy of the field with peer institutions and the Association of American Colleges resulted in
six of America’s leading universities of the time including the study of higher education in their
program offerings (Goodchild, 1991) as listed in Table 1.
Table 1
University Higher Education Programs – Subsequent 1893
Year Established

University

1918

Ohio State

1921

University of Chicago

1927-32

University of Pittsburgh

1929

University of California at Berkley

1929

University of Michigan

However, an examination of the literature suggests that little has changed within the
curriculum of the study of higher education (Bray, 2007; Card, Chambers, & Freeman, 2015;
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Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Goodchild, 1991; Valerin, 2011) since its founding in 1893 and early
years (Table 2).
The emergence of junior colleges in the early 1900s (Thelin, 2002), prompted the need
to include community college content as part of the higher education curriculum. By 1933, Ohio
State University had a “long-standing junior college course” (Goodchild, 1991 p. 19). University
curriculum was one of the first courses presented by G. Stanley Hall. The course entitled
“Organization and Curricula of School and College” was offered in 1894 at Clark University
(Goodchild, 1991, p. 17).
Finance was listed among eight existing courses at Teacher’s College according to a May
1930 Teachers College Bulletin. A course focusing on the professoriate entitled, “Outline of
Systematic Pedagogy” (Goodchild, 1991 p. 17) was among the first three courses that Hall
introduced in 1893. Student affairs content also emerged in the early years of the field of study,
as pioneer of student affairs, Esther Lloyd Jones in 1928, spearheaded the first courses targeted
to benefit staff who focused on student issues (Goodchild, 1991, p. 20).
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Table 2
Higher Education Program Curriculum Comparisons 1893 – 2015
Study of Higher
Education – Early
Years (Course
Created)*

Crosson &
Nelson (1984)

Bray (2007)

Valerin (2011)

Card, Chambers
& Freeman
(2015)

Community/Junior
College (1929)*

Community/
Junior College

Community/
Junior College

Community/
Junior College

Community/
Junior College

Curriculum (1927)*

Curriculum

Curriculum

Curriculum

Curriculum

Finance (1926)*

Finance

Finance

Finance

Finance

History of Higher
Education (1957)*

History of Higher
Education

History of
Higher
Education

History of
Higher
Education

History of
Higher
Education

Legal Studies

Legal Studies

-

Legal Studies

-

Organization and
Administration
(1894)*

Organization and
Administration

Organization and Organization and Organization and
Administration
Administration
Administration

Student Affairs
(1929)*

Student Affairs

Student Affairs

Student Affairs

Student Affairs

Philosophy (1958)*

Philosophy

Philosophy

Philosophy

Philosophy

Policy Studies

Policy Studies

Policy Studies

Professoriate/
Pedagogy

Professoriate/
Pedagogy

Professoriate/
Pedagogy

-

-

Professoriate/
Pedagogy (1893)*

Professoriate/
Pedagogy

Sources: Card, Chambers & Freeman, 2015; Valerin, 2011, Bray, 2007; Goodchild, 1991;
Crosson & Nelson, 1984.
As Card, Chambers, and Freeman (2015) reported in their study of core curricula in
higher education doctoral programs, coursework in topics such as organization, leadership, and
administration were commonly taught. The history of higher education also has been a “staple”
within degree programs (Card, Chambers & Freeman, 2015). Additionally, in the curricula
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survey reported by Goodchild (1991) that examined the development of early HEPs,
complementary courses can be traced from 1893 to 1952. These complimentary courses were
used to support newly established HEPs and remain prevalent today. They included courses in
governance, organizational theory, personnel, human resources, and research methods
(Goodchild, 1991).
If samples of early university curricula were indeed “microcosms” of today’s degree
programs, as Goodchild (1991) declared, an opportunity and rationale might exist for including
fundraising as part of the higher education curriculum.
Speck (2010) noted, “Fundraising has become the sine qua non for all public
universities” (p. 10). In other words, fundraising has become an integral enterprise in higher
education. Over the past three decades many public higher education institutions have suffered
reduced state appropriations such that colleges and universities are no longer state supported but
state assisted (Speck, 2010). Some schools, such as the University of Colorado, are state located
and receive essentially no state support due to a “tax revolt” (Archibald & Feldman, 2006). In
many institutions, raising tuition for increased funding is reaching a point of diminishing returns.
Higher tuition costs will make it more difficult for some institutions to meet enrollment goals
and other institutions are forced to reduce tuition to a much lower net price, which decreases
revenue (Cheslock and Gianneschi, 2008). Consequently, college presidents and others are
expected to seek and secure alternative sources of revenue including private gifts.
In light of the past, present, and foreseeable future of higher education funding, it seems
that higher education and fundraising are inseparable. Fundraising has become an expected
responsibility of leaders, particularly those at public colleges and universities (Hodson, 2010).
Therefore, it is important that there is a greater understanding of fundraising’s history, role, and
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impact in higher education. Kaufmann (2004) described fundraising as “one of the most visible
and demanding roles expected from campus leaders today” (p. 50). Given these factors, teaching
future leaders about higher education fundraising, as much as other elements of a higher
education curriculum is necessary to prepare them for success and, in turn, positively impact the
institutions they represent.
Higher Education Funding and Implications of Privatization
The concept of funding higher education in America can be traced as far back as colonial
Jamestown in 1618 (Johnson, 1981). The English monarchy unsuccessfully attempted to provide
ten thousand acres of land to establish a college. Interestingly, Johnson (1981) reported that
land-granting to establish college’s in America was prevalent prior to the 1862 Morrill Act. For
example, the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 provided states with territories for education.
Johnson (1981) further contended that by the Civil War, a large number of colleges had been
created as a result of total land grant investments of over 4 million acres.
Irrespective of the origins of the practice of land-granting, the government’s investment
in higher education through the Morrill Act of 1862 incentivized the establishment of over 149
state schools (Miller, 1993). Following the Morrill Act, considerable effort was undertaken to
create sustainable sources of funding for America’s new universities. However states were
generally disinterested in formally establishing their support. After the passage of the Second
Morrill Act in addition to the Hatch Act of 1887, which provided funding for agriculture
experiment stations, states reluctantly conceded that they too were responsible for the funding of
their universities (Johnson, 1981).
Higher education funding, when compared to other spending priorities of the time, was
likely at an all-time high in the decades following World War II (Lambert, 2015). Dennison
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(2003) reported that as early as the 1970s there were signs of state governments decreasing their
support. Ehrenberg (2006) contended the decline occurred in the late 1980s. Since the onset of
the funding decline, average state appropriations for public universities have declined from 50
percent of previous levels to less than 30 percent (Lyall & Sell, 2006).
Public Good vs. Private/Associative Good
Despite this significant shift in state funding levels, higher education institutions have
been held up as examples of “the rich varieties of entities that make up the nonprofit sector in
the United States” (Anheier, 2014, p. 4). As such, colleges and universities are commonly
referred to and researched in the context of serving the public good (Kallison & Cohen, 2009;
Longden & Belanger, 2013). Samuelson (1954) defined the public (collective) good as those
goods “which all enjoy in common in the sense that each individual’s consumption of such a
good leads to no subtraction from any other individual’s consumption of that good.” However,
as predicted by Hansmann (1999), universities are increasingly showing characteristics of a
private (associative) good rather than a public good because they exhibit attributes such as
stratification and tuition control in an effort to compensate for declining appropriations. Unlike a
public good, a private or associative good is considered to be competitive in which “one person’s
use of good or service diminishes another person’s use (Longden & Belanger, 2013). A higher
education environment of increased stratification and tuition control is susceptible to
privatization.
Privatization
As Lambert (2015) pointed out, “rising enrollment and tuition, increasing costs and
services, and decreasing state funding have forced state-supported American colleges and
universities to reconsider what it means to be public institutions” (p. 8). Privatization as defined
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by NEA Higher Education Association (2004), is a movement away from public financing and
toward private financing. In a privatized environment, tuition is increased, alternate sources of
revenue are sought and greater accountability and operational efficiencies are necessary (NEA,
2004; Lambert, 2015). Hansmann’s predictions and his subsequent research in 2012, empirically
affirm the scholarship of others (Ehrenberg, 2006; Lyall and Sell, 2006) regarding the factors
that influenced the paradigm shift in higher education funding towards privatization. These
scholars maintain that privatization holds positive and negative implications for students and
faculty, the management of public higher education, and society as a whole.
Student and Faculty Implications of the Privatization
Perhaps more than all other constituencies, students and faculty bear the burden of
decrease in state funding and increased privatization of public higher education. For students,
the most tangible burden can be seen in the form of increased tuition costs. Weber and
Duderstadt (2016) contended that the reduction in state support forced universities to increase
tuition and Hensley, Galilee-Belfer & Lee (2013) agreed that “funding cuts have increasingly
pushed the costs of education onto students and their families” (p. 554). Further, according to the
Delta Cost Project, between 2001 and 2001, “tuition as a proportion of total operating revenue at
public research universities has risen from 16% to 23%”(Weber & Duderstadt, 2016). For
faculty members, the decrease in funding impacts their salaries. Average salaries of public
university faculty have dropped compared to their private counterparts, which in turn impacts
their length of service in institutions (Ehrenberg, 2006).
Even beyond the financial challenges that faculty and students face, there are other
implications of this changing environment in which the two groups are closely intertwined. For
example, constraints of financial resources have resulted in higher than traditional rates of
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adjunct faculty hiring. Lyall & Sell (2006) indicated that these constraints are also leading
universities to hire more part-time adjunct faculty rather than tenure-track faculty. Hansmann
(2012) reported that from “1975 to 2009, the proportion of faculty on the tenure track in US
colleges fell by nearly half, from 57 to 30 percent” (p. 8).
Research by Zhang and Ehrenberg (2006) revealed a connection between faculty
engagement in the academy and student success. They discovered that a 10 percent increase in
adjunct faculty resulted in a 3 percent decrease in five-year graduation rates. This research also
indicated that a 10 percent increase in non-tenure track faculty resulted in an overall decrease of
4.4 percent in the graduation rate (Ehrenberg, 2006).
Management Implications of Privatization
Tuition . Although the funding framework formerly supported by state governments has
shifted primarily onto students, raising tuition may not automatically result in increasing tuition
revenue. There could be exceptions to this scenario; some leading universities that have the
ability to receive large revenue may use the revenue to award merit aid to compete with rival
private institutions. Ehrenberg (2006) submitted, however, that student aid increasingly based on
merit, actually benefits students who are already the most educationally advantaged.
Lyall & Sell and Ehrenberg (2006) agreed that there are risks associated with high tuition
increases in public higher education, such as access to these public institutions and the effect on
society at large. They also contended that if the high tuition model continues, it could potentially
discourage people from pursuing higher education and the nation will suffer for it.
However, the impact of privatization, as Lyall and Sell (2006) reported, is affecting
access. The authors argued that access for students of low to moderate income has dwindled due
to rising tuition costs and decreases in financial aid. As Ehrenberg (2006) warned, creating an
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environment such as this will cause public higher education to become “more stratified with
upper and upper middle income students studying at relatively well-funded flagship campuses
and lower and lower middle income students studying at less well funded public comprehensive
and two year colleges” (Ehrenberg, 2006, p. 51). As a result, students from lower socioeconomic
backgrounds are becoming a smaller population at most colleges and universities (Weber &
Duderstadt, 2016; Ehrenberg, 2006). Under the given scenario Ehrenberg (2006) showed, the
implications for management are clear: it will be the responsibility of each public institution to
develop financial funding models that enable it to maintain access.
Increased Fundraising Efforts.

Lyall and Sell (2006) supported the notion that as

universities become more privatized they will seek alternative sources of revenue. They suggest
that in an effort to gap unmet needs as a result of dwindling state appropriations, universities will
organize fundraising campaigns to increase endowments, provide student scholarship support
and allow for capital improvements. The development of alternative sources of revenue,
fundraising and other entrepreneurial activities will be helpful to universities in the long term.
Accountability. Lyall and Sell (2006) suggested that as privatization progresses, it seems
likely that universities will feel more accountable to constituents such as corporations, donors
and alumni rather than state government and local citizenry. While these scholars point out the
need for these public and private groups to establish a dialogue based upon serving the needs of
all, the perspectives shared by these new stakeholders can also encourage universities to solve
problems in new ways and also challenge them to consider employing operational models that
are different than the traditional model of operations (Lyall & Sell, 2006).
Operations and Efficiency. Ehrenberg (2006) supported that, while state appropriation
reduction policies are being enacted as a result of state funding woes, lawmakers also believe
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that forcing public universities to operate like their private counterparts will cause them to
operate more efficiently and eliminate waste. Further he notes that as state support becomes
smaller, accountability to government stakeholders also decreases, thereby enabling institutions
to have increased flexibility and opportunity to respond competitively in the marketplace.
Lyall and Sell (2006) pointed out that an environment in which universities need to
increase operating efficiency and operate in a competitive marketplace will result in “greater
attention to consumer preferences” (p. 9). This will then enable universities to “focus their
resources on things that consumers want and are willing to pay for rather than on what the
universities would like to produce” (p. 9).
As privatization calls the management of universities to examine the best, most efficient
use of resources, universities are employing varying strategies that may prove beneficial. The
challenge for management will be not to employ these strategies at the expense of students,
academic rigor and institutional quality. The fiscal and governmental developments which drove
privatization are likely to carry on for the foreseeable future (Lyall & Sell, 2006).
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“No single force is more responsible for the emergence of the modern university in
America than giving by individuals and foundations” (Hall, 1992, p.403).

The Evolution and Impact of Fundraising in Higher Education
Fundraising in higher education was recorded as far back as the middle ages in Europe.
At the University of Paris in 1158, gifts provided buildings as well as spaces for food and library
services for the university, (Miller, 1993). Across the English Channel in 1214, during King
John of England’s reign, a fund was established to pay for student expenses such as meals,
housing, and textbooks at Oxford (Salter & Lobel, 1954; Wieruzowski, 1966).
In colonial America, the first instances of fundraising for higher education originated
from the British who, according to Curti and Nash (1965), were interested in “bringing
civilization and Christianity into a wilderness” (p. 3). This interest and philanthropic support
would be the stimulus behind the establishment of America’s first college, the Massachusetts
Bay Colony’s College at Cambridge. Subsequently, British philanthropist John Harvard made a
bequest of his library and half his estate to the new college in 1638, which later became Harvard
University (ASHE, 2011; Miller, 1993). Early American colleges benefitted by large and small
gifts alike. Some colleges flourished as a result of the great generosity of benefactors as shown
in Table 3. While others colleges such as Brown, Columbia, Dartmouth, Princeton, Rutgers and
Yale grew by means of in-kind and smaller gifts from donors who believed that higher education
was essential (ASHE, 2011).
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Table 3
Early benefactors of higher education
College
Johns Hopkins

Gift
$3,500,000

Year
1873

Benefactor
John Hopkins

Stanford

$20,000,000

1885

Leland and Jane Stanford

Cornell

$5,500,000

Clark

$2, 500,000

Ezra Cornell
1900 and 1904

Mr. and Mrs. Gilman Clark

Scholars contended however, that although American education and fundraising was
founded in Europe, “it quickly became an American tradition once it was introduced in the
colonies” (ASHE, 2011, p. 19).

In examining colonial colleges, Rudolph (1962) found that the

most successful were also proficient at fundraising.
Curti and Nash (1965) reported that in the mid-1800s fundraising continued to play a role
in the opening of colleges that targeted education for women. Interestingly, Mary Lyon, a
female, is recorded as being one of the first university development officers and, as a result of
the funds she personally raised on behalf of the institution, Mount Holyoke College was
established in 1837 (Curti & Nash, 1965). Smith College was similarly founded as a result of a
bequest of Miss Sophia Smith (ASHE, 2011). The establishment of many other women’s
colleges would follow as a result of fundraising such as Vassar, Wellesley, and Bryn Mawr
(Miller, 1993).
The largest “gift”, or infusion of capital in 19th century higher education, came from the
federal government in the form of the Morrill Act of 1862. The Act spurred the opening of 149
universities. The higher costs associated with operating these colleges because of their land
grant emphasis on research, ushered in a new era in university fundraising which included
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alumni engagement through athletics and utilizing career development such as “job referral
programs” (Miller, 1993, p. 240) to cultivate alumni responsibility for the success of their
colleges.
Kimball (2014) contended that prior to 1865, America, did not have sufficient surplus of
wealth to sustain significant giving, and, therefore most giving was used for day to day needs.
However, a transformation would soon arise. Kimball (2014) noted that,
Between 1870 and 1920, the gross national product grew more than six-fold as the
rise of industrial capitalism, particularly in the areas of transportation,
communication and manufacturing, fueled a great economic expansion. This led
to an enormous increase in philanthropy, most of which flowed into colleges and
universities. Contemporary observers considered this late nineteenth century
wave of benefactions to be “one of the most striking phases of American
educational history (p. 3).
Some of the most notable philanthropists during the late 19th and early 20th century were
John D. Rockefeller, Andrew Carnegie, and Julius Rosenwald. These men and others are also
credited for their support of black colleges during this era (ASHE, 2011). For example, a
$25,000 gift from Julius Rosenwald to Tuskegee Institute established the Rosenwald schools to
educate black school children. The Rosenwald schools are credited as having “a profound
impact on black Southern education in the Jim Crow era” (Ascoli, 2006). Harvard and Yale
were also pioneers in higher education fundraising. For example, Yale alumni funded the first
annual alumni fund in 1890, which continues to present (Kimball, 2014), and Harvard
established America’s first university fundraising campaign when the Harvard Endowment Fund
drive was launched in 1916. The goal of the Harvard campaign was to raise a total of
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$15,250,000. The campaign lasted ten years but ultimately failed to reach its goal by slightly
more than a million dollars (Kimball, 2014). It fell short of the goal due to interruption during
World War I and the relief efforts that followed (Miller, 1993). War time has proved to have
both negative and positive consequences on higher education fundraising. For example, a
positive outcome following World War II was the introduction of the first university fundraisers.
Although Breslow (1988) reported that as far back as 1920, external consultants were
being used to assist universities with initiatives such as capital and annual giving campaigns,
Miller (1993) found that the first in-house “fund raisers” (p. 239) were hired following World
War II, initially as managers of the funds received from the G.I. Bill (ASHE, 2011; Miller,
1993). According to Pollard (1958) approximately $40.5 million was raised in fiscal year 1940
for higher education through private giving, and, by fiscal year 1953, $191 million was raised
which represented a 373% increase over that span of 13 years (Miller, 1993).
The states themselves provided funding for their own colleges also. However, Thelin
(2004) reported that by the 1970’s, state support for higher education was decreasing, and
fundraising at colleges and universities was increasing. In 1973, the Council for Aid to
Education (CAE) stated that “American higher education was elevated to a position of
excellence” by private giving (Drezner, 2011, p. 17) and, in the 21st century, Kimball (2014)
declared “Nothing is more predictable today at colleges and universities than the launch of a
comprehensive multi-year mass fundraising campaign, which inevitably, is the largest
fundraising endeavor in the university’s history” (p. 2). Indeed, fundraising had become a firmly
entrenched norm across all sectors of higher education.
CAE has conducted an annual survey of colleges and universities since 1957 to assess
fundraising. The details of the data that CAE collected are compiled in a report called Voluntary
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Support of Education (VSE). The 2016 VSE report affirms the strong impact that fundraising
has within higher education. Longitudinal data presented in Table 4, demonstrates just how
drastically voluntary support has grown over the last forty years.
Table 4
Fundraising Growth since 1976*

1976

2016

Amount

Percentage

Amount

Percentage

% Change

Raised

Of Total

Raised

Of Total

1976-2016

$2,400

100.0

$41,000

100.0

1608.3

Alumni

$588

24.5

$9,930

24.2

1588.7

Non alumni Individuals

$569

23.7

$7,520

18.3

1221.6

Corporations

$379

15.7

$6,600

16.1

1641.4

Foundations

$549

22.8

$12,450

30.4

2167.7

Other Organizations

$325

13.5

$4,500

11.0

1284.6

$1,480

61.6

$25,150

61.3

1599.3

$930

38.7

$15,850

38.7

1604.3

Total Voluntary Support
Source

Purpose
Current Operations
Capital Purposes

Source: Council on Aid to Education (CAE) Voluntary Support of Education report, 2017
When examining more recent individual institutional fundraising efforts the data is
equally compelling. For example, fundraising for colleges and universities was at an all-time
high in 2016 with contributions increasing by 1.7 percent, according to the 2016 VSE report
(CAE, 2017). Interestingly, the institutions which rank in the top twenty are examples of those
which have developed a culture of proficient fundraising and they account for 27% of total
dollars raised in 2016 (Table 5).

27

Table 5
Top 20 Fundraising Institutions
Institution

Amount Raised
(in Millions $)

1

Harvard

$1,190*

2

Stanford

$951.1

3

University of Southern California

$666.6

4

Johns Hopkins University

$657.2

5

University of California – San Francisco

$595.9

6

Cornell University

$588.2

7

Columbia University

$584.8

8

University of Pennsylvania

$542.8

9

University of Washington

$541.4

10

Yale University

$519.1

11

Duke University

$506.4

12

University of California – Los Angeles

$498.8

13

New York University

$461.1

14

University of Chicago

$443.3

15

University of Michigan

$433.7

16

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

$419.7

17

Northwestern University

$401.6

18

Ohio State University

$386.1

19

University of Notre Dame

$371.7

20

Indiana University

$360.9

Source: Council on Aid to Education (CAE) Voluntary Support of Education report, 2017
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Higher Education Academicians, Administrators, and Fundraising
In the past, fundraising was almost exclusively the job of university development staff;
however, Drezner and Huehls (2015) explained that contemporary fundraising is a “shared
responsibility” (p. 67) that includes the efforts of various administrators throughout a university.
Today, at public institutions in particular, fundraising by senior administrators has become an
expectation (Hodson, 2010), and the research and literature investigating the shift in fundraising
responsibilities has expanded over the past twenty years (Allen, 1998; Arminio et al. (2010);
Cook, 1997; Doan & Morris, 2012; Dorrich, 1991; Fisher, 1985; Hodson, 2010; Jackson, 2013;
June, 2013; Perlmutter, 2016; Sheehan & Mihailidis, 2007; and Wenrich & Reid, 2003).
Research findings demonstrate the integral role higher education administration positions
such as those held by librarians, faculty, department heads, deans, student affairs administrators,
and presidents played in securing external funding from private donors as sources of revenue for
their schools. Hodson (2010) explained, “The concept of actively leading constituents, internal
and external, is second nature to many university administrators in most areas except one:
fundraising” (p. 39). In a six-part series on the fear of fundraising in academia, Perlmutter
(2016) stated:
A sea change has occurred across academe as institutions that once depended
largely on tuition or state support have had to up their fund-raising game. The
smallest liberal-arts college and the largest state university alike now know they
cannot move forward—or even survive—without extensive, focused, and
professional fund raising. Thrown into the center of that storm are academic
administrators and professors with little or no experience in “development” and
advancement. (p. 1)
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Librarians. Funding for libraries has decreased, therefore “middle managers” such as
librarians and archivists are called to take a more active role in fundraising. Fundraising for
libraries is being sought “to support the core mission and operations of the library, enable new
service models, create innovative learning spaces, and support new collecting initiatives.” (Doan
& Morris, 2012, p. 190). Prichard (2011) also suggested that fundraising is not only the
responsibility of library directors, but is now being required of other library staff including
“curators, public relations officers, and associate directors” (p. 595).
Faculty and Department Heads. Faculty members are in a position to be of tremendous
value in fundraising because of the positive relationships they have formed with former
students– now alumni of the university (Hodson, 2010). In today’s higher education
environment, faculty are as important to successful fundraising as they are to the success of their
college’s academic programs (Hodson, 2010). By the same token, department heads are
expected to contribute to fundraising efforts, beyond the management of their departments and
conducting research. Many are now spending significant amounts of time fundraising in some
capacity or in meetings that promote the department to external constituents (June, 2013).
Student Affairs. A study by Arminio et al. (2010), reported that student affairs
professionals are also beginning to be more involved in fundraising for programmatic support
and services, as well as new initiatives. Respondents in their study reported that student affairs
professionals are participating in the fundraising process by, at times, assisting in the cultivation
of alumni known as “friend-raising” and by participating in campaign planning.
Deans. University deans have more pressure than ever to be involved in fundraising. By
doing so they can ensure their schools or colleges can attract and retain gifted new faculty,
acquire the best technological resources, and support research. In today’s environment, in
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addition to other duties, deans are expected to raise funds and meet targeted goals (Sheehan &
Mihailidis, 2007).
Although expectations can be high, academic deans are in favorable position to be
successful in fundraising. Farmer, Coleman and Lampton (2003) reported that university donors
increasingly are directing their gifts to a specific program or school they are most involved. If
this is the case, alumni from a college of business for example, who have been involved in the
college, may be more likely to give to that college. In this way, the dean, as spokesperson of the
college, would be expected to be heavily involved not only in promoting their vision for the
college but also for securing financial resources to implement that vision (Hodson, 2010).
Further, Hodson (2010) reported that for external constituents, particularly those from business
and industry, the dean is in a more favorable position to convey the meaningfulness of private
gifts because of his or her first-hand knowledge of what is happening in the labs and classrooms
of their school.
Business colleges and programs are one of the leading constituencies on campus in which
fundraising knowledge has become of paramount importance. The American Association of
Colleges and Schools of Business (AACSB), the accrediting body of the nation’s top business
schools conducts a triennial survey of business deans. The most recent survey from AACSBaccredited schools reported that fundraising ranks third as a top pressure for business deans
(Table 6).

31

Table 6
Top Pressures Faced by College and Schools of Business Deans

Rank
1

Budget

Issue

M*
4.0

2

Faculty recruitment and retention

3.9

3

Fundraising

3.7

4

School enrollment management

3.6

5

Accreditation issues

3.6

6

Competition from other providers/schools of business

3.6

7

Faculty development

3.4

8

Faculty demands

3.4

9

Drive for internationalization

3.2

10

School rankings by media

3.1

11

Integration of technology into the curriculum

3.0

12

Demographic changes in student body

2.5

13

Non-traditional student programs

2.4

Source: American Association of Colleges and Schools of Business Deans Survey (2015).
*Based on a five point Likert scale from 1-5, 5 being the most critical pressure (n=555)

Presidents. Dorich (1991) reported that while it is necessary that presidents have
appropriate academic leadership and senior management experience, many search committees
take into consideration the critical fundraising role that presidents play in the university when
making hiring decisions. Even more than the role librarians, faculty members, department heads,
and deans play in university fundraising, it is the president who will ultimately be held
accountable for securing comprehensive philanthropic support from donors and other external
constituents (Fisher, 1985 & Hodson, 2010). Charles Eliot, president of Harvard University
from 1869 to 1909, understood his role when he made it a priority to strategically build financial
resources for his institution through fundraising (Kimball & Johnson, 2012). Moreover, he
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advocated and encouraged this emphasis of fundraising to Harvard’s alumni, faculty and staff.
Eliot pioneered a “free money strategy”. Kimball & Johnson (2012) and stated:
In the competition between American universities, and between American and
foreign universities, those universities will inevitably win which have the largest
amount of free money…How is more free money to be obtained?...The only way
to increase the amount of such funds is to emphasize the urgent need of them, and
then to treat them with such steady consideration that they will have…an assured
permanence as funds (p. 224).
The American Council on Education (ACE), which according to its mission statement,
serves as “the major coordinating body for all the nation’s higher education institutions”, (ACE,
2017, p. 3) has been conducting a comprehensive survey of American college presidents for
nearly 30 years. The organization’s 2000 survey report was the first to investigate possible gaps
between job expectations and level of presidential preparedness. The 2007 and 2012 editions of
ACE’s quinquennial survey provided valuable insight into the demographic characteristics,
educational backgrounds, career pathways, and level of preparedness of today’s university
president.
The curricular categories reported in the 2007 and 2012 reports for which presidents felt
insufficiently prepared included academic issues, accountability, athletics, budget, capital
improvement, community relations, crisis management, enrollment management, entrepreneurial
ventures, faculty issues, fund raising, governing board relations, government relations,
media/public relations, personnel issues, risk management, and strategic planning. The report
also indicated that fundraising was the area most insufficiently prepared for first presidencies
(ACE, 2012) as indicated in Table 7.
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Table 7
Areas reported by college presidents as insufficiently prepared for the first presidency position
Duties

2012 Report %

2007 Report %

Fundraising

40.0

22.8

Technology Planning

33.6

-

Risk Management and Legal Issues

29.7

14.2

Capital improvement projects

27.4

15.3

Entrepreneurial ventures

26.7

14.6

Campus internationalization

24.7

-

Athletics

24.3

12.1

Budget and financial management

23.9

14.7

Governing Board and Government Relations

21.9

12.3/10.8

Accountability/assessment of student learning

20.3

10.1

Source: The American College President 2012 and 2007 (American Council on Education,
2012).
Moreover, as revealed in Table 8, fundraising was identified as a top curricula area that
occupied most of a president’s time (ACE, 2012). Research by Jackson (2013) produced similar
results and found that in a typical month respondents spent an average of nearly seven days on
fundraising duties and responsibilities.
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Table 8
Areas reported by college presidents as occupying the most time
Duties

2012 Report %

2007 Report %

Budget/financial management

57.9

34.8

Fundraising

47.0

37.7

Community relations

22.7

20.9

Strategic planning

22.2

20.09

Personnel issues (excluding faculty)

21.6

13.9

Governing board relations

20.7

16.5

Enrollment management

19.6

10.6

Faculty issues

15.0

10.8

Government relations

13.1

9.2

Capital improvement projects

12.6

11.4

Source: The American College President 2012 and 2007 (American Council on Education,
2012)
The ACE findings show that fundraising is the presidential responsibility in which
president’s found themselves least prepared, yet required the highest percentage of time. This is
a troubling paradox and could be of particular concern to trustees and alumni. Higher education
graduate programs should also be concerned because they are tasked with preparing higher
education leaders for varied and complex roles in which they will likely encounter fundraising
responsibilities (Arminio et al. (2010); Doan & Morris, 2012; Dorrich, 1991; Fisher, 1985;
Hodson, 2010; Jackson, 2013; June, 2013; Perlmutter, 2016).
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“Regardless of sizes, types or origins, curriculum is considered the heart and soul of all
educational institutions” (Khan & Law, 2015, p. 66).

Curriculum Change and Development
According to Toombs and Tierney (1993) it was the Scottish that first adopted the word
‘curriculum’ as it is used today and its origins were first recorded in reference to the University
of Glasgow in 1643. Today, curriculum has a broader interpretation and is defined in numerous
ways. For example, Barnett and Coate (2005) declared that “Curriculum is a fundamental matter
for the well-being and effectiveness of higher education” (p. 7).
No matter how curriculum is defined, its breath, and depth of importance in higher
education is firmly established. Oliver and Hyun (2011) asserted that “little attention has been
given to the evolution of curriculum, its review and transformation” at many institutions of
higher education (p. 2). Moreover, scholars have differing views on the best and most effective
approach for curriculum development. Dewey (1918; 1966), as well as Miller and Seller (1985),
understood that curriculum development required a comprehensive approach. Curriculum
pioneer, Ralph Tyler (1949), offered what has become a long-held standard in curriculum
development organized around four questions:
1. What educational purposes should the institution seek to attain?;
2. How can learning experiences that are likely to be useful in attaining these objectives
be selected?;
3. How can learning experiences be organized for effective instruction?;
4. How can the effectiveness of learning experiences be evaluated?;
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Two additional approaches are applicable when considering the integration of fundraising
into a HEP’s curriculum.
Integrated Approach
Khan and Law (2015) proposed that curriculum development should be of concern to all
university stakeholders including students, faculty members, employers, and alumni. They
further offered that “regardless of sizes, types or origins, curriculum is considered the heart and
soul of all educational institutions” (Khan & Law, 2015, p. 66). They contended the best method
is a systematic approach that should occur in a series of five stages. Stage 1 involved learning
about an institution’s internal and external environment in order to ensure a comprehensive
understanding of what is occurring in an organization. Stage 2 involved the analysis of specific
competencies that are to be developed within students. These competencies are then defined and
analyzed. Stage 3 is the phase in which a curriculum is actually developed. Stage 4 represented
identifying a strategy for pedagogy, determining the “most effective and relevant” way to teach
the desired knowledge to be obtained in the curriculum, while Stage 5, in essence, is “closing the
loop”, which was used to establish a process for follow up, evaluation of learning outcomes, and
feedback to all stakeholders.
Faculty-Driven Approach
Wolf (2007) created an approach to curriculum development that is said to be “best
described as faculty driven, data-informed, and educational development-supported” (p. 16).
Wolf’s approach to curriculum development included curriculum visioning, mapping, and other
activities that encourage faculty engagement in the overall effort to develop curriculum. Faculty
members used the model created by Wolf to “systematize curriculum development” (p. 16).
Wolf’s model consists of three primary stages: Stage One: Curriculum Visioning focused on
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curriculum assessment, establishing program objectives, and focus. Stage Two: Curriculum
Development encompassed curriculum mapping, which is a technique for making certain the
content of the courses match the program objectives, as well as reviewing potential gaps or
redundancies in the program structure. Stage Three: Alignment, Coordination, and
Development ensured that alignment occurred between program and course objectives, including
the foundational and course content, as well as program and course learning experiences (Wolf,
2007).
These approaches to curriculum development from the oldest to the most recent have
common themes amoung them: emphasis on assessment, importance of learning outcomes, and
continuous feedback and follow up; however, when selecting a curriculum process the
institutional culture will be a key factor (Khan & Law, 2015). Institutional culture is a critical
factor in light of the fact that universities may have systems in place and ways of developing the
curriculum that they believe are functioning appropriately (Khan & Law, 2015). Thus, whether
or not the univeristy culture welcomes change can affect the curriculum development process
dramatically (Oliver & Hyun, 2011).
Summary
Chapter 2 presented a history of the study of higher education (Hall, 1923; Goodchild,
1991; Goodchild, 1996; Menand, 2002); and overview of curriculum (Bray, 2007; Card,
Chambers & Freeman, 2015; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Goodchild, 1991; Valerin, 2011);
reviewed the history of higher education funding (Johnson, 1981; Lambert, 2015; Miller, 1993)
and privatization (Ehrenberg, 2006; Ehrenberg & Zhang 2006; Lyall & Sell, 2006); examined the
evolution and impact of fundraising in higher education (ASHE, 2011; CAE, 2017; Curti &
Nash, 1965; Hall, 1992; Kimball & Johnson, 2012; Kimball, 2014; Miller, 1993; Rudolph, 1962;
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Thelin, 2004); presented higher education administrative positions which require fundraising
knowledge (AACSB, 2015; ACE, 2012; Arminio et al., 2010; CAE, 2017; Doan & Morris, 2012;
Drezner, 2011; Hodson, 2010; June, 2013; Perlmutter, 2016; Pritchard, 2011; Sheehan &
Mihailidis, 2007); and the literature relating to curriculum change and development (Barnett &
Coate, 2005; Dewey, 1966; Khan & Law, 2015; Miller & Seller, 1985; Oliver & Hyun, 2011;
Toombs & Tierney, 1993; Tyler, 1949; Wolf, 2007) was also discussed. The next chapter will
present the instrument, participants, data collection, and data analysis used in this study.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS
The purpose of this study was to examine faculty perceived importance of teaching a
higher education fundraising course as part of the higher education program (HEP) curriculum.
As established by the American Association of University Professors 1966 Statement on
Governance of Colleges and Universities, faculty members govern decisions regarding
curriculum. As such, faculty perceptions of what are the important student learning outcomes
have far-reaching implications for curriculum development and student preparedness. In light of
rising expectations of fundraising knowledge for higher education administrators (Perlmutter,
2016; Drezner & Huehls, 2015; Doan & Morris, 2012; Pritchard, 2011; Hodson, 2010), this
study investigated HEP faculty perceptions of the importance of fundraising knowledge for their
students.
This chapter outlined the participants, survey instrument, data collection, and data
analysis used in the study.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided the study:
1. To what extent do higher education faculty members perceive fundraising knowledge
as important for their students?
2. To what extent does fundraising coursework exist as part of the higher education
program curriculum?
3. What relationship, if any, exists between faculty members’ perceived importance of
fundraising and the presence of fundraising in the higher education curriculum?
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4. What is the relationship between faculty members’ prior experiences with fundraising
and their perceptions of fundraising as part in a higher education program
curriculum?
5. What is the relationship between faculty members’ perceived importance of
fundraising and demographic variables of academic rank and years of service?
6. To what extent do faculty members perceive other higher education topics (HETs) as
important in the curriculum?
7. What, if any, barriers prevent the inclusion of a higher education fundraising course
in the higher education curricula?

Participants
The participants for this study were higher education administration program faculty who
held membership in the Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE). ASHE is 2,000member organization that is “dedicated to higher education as a field of study” (ASHE, 2017 p.
1). A representative from ASHE supplied the organization’s domestic United States membership
mailing list, which contained 1,820 names, their corresponding university affiliations, physical
addresses, and telephone numbers. An internet search was conducted for each faculty member to
obtain and confirm email addresses. Of the 1,820 ASHE member contacts provided, 272 were
identified as higher education administration program faculty and represent the population under
study.
Instrumentation
The instrument used for this study was adapted from a survey created by Wolfskill
(2011). The survey has been pilot tested by Wolfskill and checked for validity and reliability
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(See Appendix A). Permission was obtained from Dr. Wolfskill to utilize the survey instrument
(See Appendix B). The survey was originally used to investigate agribusiness faculty members’
perceptions of the importance and inclusion of decision science topics in undergraduate
agribusiness curricula.
The survey was adapted to collect data about fundraising rather than decision science.
Modifications to the survey instrument included deleting any questions that were not relevant to
the fundraising adaptation. Based upon a review of literature from the American Council on
Education, the ASHE website, and HEP curricula review conducted by the researcher, a list of
HETs was developed. The topics included: budget and planning, finance, leadership,
management, and student affairs. Additionally, the survey was modified to collect data
regarding faculty prior experiences and prior training or education in fundraising.
The modified survey, made up of seven sections, sent to participants, was entitled Faculty
Perceptions of Fundraising Survey (FPFS) (See Appendix C). Participants responded to 11
survey questions (Appendix C) designed to collect data about (1) perception of the importance
fundraising for graduates of HEPs and perception of the importance of fundraising knowledge to
prospective higher education employers; (2) the degree to which fundraising topics were
included in their programs; (3) prior experience and/or training in fundraising; (4) perceived
importance and inclusion of other HETs; and (5) potential barriers which prevent the inclusion of
fundraising topics in the curricula.
Section one of the survey was dedicated to collecting data regarding perceived
importance. Participants responded using four point Likert-type scales (“not at all important”
=1, “somewhat important” =2, “important” =3, and “extremely important” =4 or “not a priority”
= 1, “low priority” = 2, “high priority” = 3, and “essential” = 4). In section two of the survey,
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participants responded to the degree of inclusion of fundraising in the curriculum using
dichotomous responses (“yes” =1, and “no” =2) or using a four point Likert-type scale (“none” =
1, “slight” = 2; “major” = 3, and “substantial” = 4). In section three, data was collected regarding
participants’ prior involvement and training with fundraising. Participants responded to prior
involvement using a four point Likert-type scale (“not at all involved: = 1, “minimally involved”
= 2, “moderately involved” = 3, and “substantially involved” = 4). They responded to prior
training queries using dichotomous responses (“yes” =1, “no” =2).
Section four was used to gather data regarding participants’ perceived importance of
other HETs and the degree to which they were included within their curriculum. Participants
responded regarding perceived importance of other topics using a four point Likert-type scale
(“not at all important” = 1, “somewhat important” = 2, “important” = 3, and “extremely” = 4).
Participants responded regarding degree of inclusion of other topics using a four point Likerttype scale (“none” =1, “minimally” = 2, “major part” = 3, and “greatly emphasized” = 4).
Section five was used to collect demographic data regarding types of degrees awarded at
participants’ institutions, faculty rank, and years of teaching experience. Participants were asked
to respond to the following questions: Which best describes the higher education degree
awarded by your department?; what is your professional rank?; and how long have you been
teaching in a higher education institution? Finally, section six provided participants the
opportunity to respond about barriers that prevent t prevent the inclusion of a higher education
fundraising course in the curriculum.
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Data Collection
The researcher submitted a request, application, and personally paid the required fee to
ASHE to obtain a membership mailing list (Appendix D). Approval was obtained (Appendix E)
and the membership mailing list including names, physical addresses, and telephone numbers
was received. Approvals were obtained from the universities institutional review board (IRB).
Following IRB approval (Appendix F), an email invitation using survey software containing the
IRB approval and an information letter was sent to 272 HEP faculty members. The information
letter explained the purpose of the study and described the voluntary and confidential nature of
the study. Participants received no compensation for their participation. The survey was
conducted over a 30 day period.
Upon opening the email invitation, participants were presented with a survey link to
participate in the study. If at any time the prospective participant wanted to withdraw from
participation, they were instructed to close their browser window to exit the FPFS. If
participants desired to participate in the study, they were directed to open the survey link within
the email. Once the link was opened, the information letter was presented as the first page of the
FPFS. Participant’s completion of the survey was considered as their consent to participate in
the study. Prospective participants were sent three email reminders to encourage their
participation in the study. The third and final reminder served both as a final thank you to
participants and provided the deadline for participation.
Participant responses were anonymous, unidentifiable and no IP addresses were
collected. The survey data was collected and secured utilizing the university approved survey
software which ensured proper protocol and security standards.
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During the data collection period, 100 participants began the FPFS. However, five
respondents submitted incomplete surveys and their responses were delimited from the data set.
As a result, 95 completed surveys were received for the study, representing a 35% response rate,
which is considered good for online data collection (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). Data
collected from the FPFS was exported and analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) software, version 23.
Data Analysis
Both quantitative and qualitative methods were used for data analysis in this study;
however, the primary method used was quantitative. The quantitative methods used to analyze
the data were descriptive and inferential. Descriptive statistics such as frequency and
percentages were analyzed to assist the researcher in successfully managing and organizing data
(Gravetter & Wallnau, 2009). Inferential statistics were analyzed through a series of Spearman
correlations. Gravetter & Wallnau (2009) identified Spearman correlations as a means of
measuring the relationship of two ordinal variables.
Qualitative methods were used to analyze the open-ended responses addressing perceived
barriers (Appendix G). Creswell (2013) stated that open ended responses allow the researcher to
“collect detailed views from participants” (p. 21). Each narrative response was coded and
organized into themes. Table 9 outlines the research questions, related survey questions, and the
descriptive or inferential statistical analysis performed.
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Table 9
Data Analysis
Survey
Question (Q)
Q2, Q8.3

Research Question
1

To what extent do higher education faculty
members perceive fundraising knowledge
important for their students?

2

To what extent does fundraising
coursework exist as part of the higher
education program curriculum?

3

4

5

Data Analysis
Percentage and Frequency

Q2, Q4,

Percentage and Frequency

What relationship, if any exist between
faculty members’ perceived importance of
fundraising and the presence of fundraising
in the higher education curriculum?

Q2, Q4, Q5
Q8.3, Q4, Q5

Spearman correlation

What relationship, if any, exists between
faculty members’ prior experiences with
fundraising and their perceptions of
fundraising as part in a higher education
program curriculum?
What is the relationship between faculty
members’ perceived importance of
fundraising and demographic variables of
academic rank and years of service?

Q2, Q10, Q11

Spearman correlation

Q2, Q12, Q13

Spearman correlation

6

To what extent do faculty members
perceive other higher education topics
(HETs) as important in the curriculum?

Descriptive Statistics

7

What, if any, barriers prevent the inclusion
of a higher education fundraising course in
the higher education curricula?

Qualitative Statistics

Concerns for Validity and Reliability
There are several ways to determine if survey instrumentation and qualitative theme
development are valid and reliable. Content validity refers to the degree to which survey
questions reflect what the researcher wants to know (Rossiter, 2010). Content validity for the
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FPFS was originally confirmed by expert panel in the original survey and face validity,
confirmation that the survey questions appear to be a reasonable method by which to obtain data,
was confirmed by the researcher and dissertation committee. Another important aspect of survey
instrumentation is reliability. Reliability is defined as the degree of internal stability and
consistency of a measure (Borg, 1981). Reliability statistics are reported in Chapter Four using
Cronbach’s alpha measures. Qualitative analysis for theme generation of the open-ended
question data was performed using an interrater reliability strategy and the expertise of the
researcher’s dissertation committee (Gwet, 2014).
Summary
First, this chapter presented the purpose of the study and the research questions that
guided the study. Secondly, it outlined the participants of the study which consisted of higher
education administration program faculty who held membership in the ASHE. Finally, it
provided a detailed description of the instrument, data collection procedures, data analysis of the
study and addressed concerns for validity and reliability. The following chapter will present the
findings of the study.
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Chapter 4
RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to examine faculty perceived importance of teaching a
higher education fundraising course as part of the higher education program (HEP) curriculum.
As established by the American Association of University Professors 1966 Statement on
Governance of Colleges and Universities, faculty members govern decisions regarding
curriculum. As such, faculty perceptions of what are the important student learning outcomes
have far-reaching implications for curriculum development and student preparedness. In light of
rising expectations of fundraising knowledge for higher education administrators (Perlmutter,
2016; Drezner & Huehls, 2015; Doan & Morris, 2012; Pritchard, 2011; Hodson, 2010), this
study investigated HEP faculty perceptions of the importance of fundraising knowledge for their
students.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided the study:
1. To what extent do higher education faculty members perceive fundraising knowledge
as important for their students?
2. To what extent does fundraising coursework exist as part of the higher education
program curriculum?
3. What relationship, if any, exists between faculty members’ perceived importance of
fundraising and the presence of fundraising in the higher education curriculum?
4. What is the relationship between faculty members’ prior experiences with fundraising
and their perceptions of fundraising as part in a higher education program
curriculum?
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5. What is the relationship between faculty members’ perceived importance of
fundraising and demographic variables of academic rank and years of service?
6. To what extent do faculty members perceive other higher education topics (HETs) as
important in the curriculum?
7. What, if any, barriers prevent the inclusion of a higher education fundraising course
in the higher education curricula?
Demographic Findings
The researcher was assisted by the Association for the Study of Higher Education
(ASHE) in obtaining a list of members who are currently serving as faculty in higher education
administration or higher education leadership programs across the United States. From this
listing, a survey was sent to 272 higher education faculty members. Of those 272 faculty
members contacted 95 completed the survey for a response rate of 35%. Of the 100 faculty who
entered the survey, 95 completed the survey for a completion rate of 95%. One section of the
survey was used to gather demographic data from faculty members. Data gathered included the
types of higher education degrees awarded in their respective departments (Figure 1).
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Figure 1
Types of higher education degrees awarded in departments

14.49%
33.64%

28.50%

23.36%
PhD - Higher Education Administration or Higher Education Leadership
EdD - Higher Education Administration or Higher Education Leadership
MEd- Higher Education Administration or Higher Education Leadership
Other - Masters or Doctorate Level Degree

The 95 participants were diverse in rank and years of experience as illustrated in Table
10. Participant’s faculty rank included Associate Professor (32.6%), Assistant Professor
(31.6%), Professor (24.4%), other faculty ranks specified as Assistant Teaching Professor, Dean
and Professor, Clinical Professor, Director and Post Doc (5.1%), Lecturer (4%), and Adjunct
Instructor (2%).
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Table 10
Participants Professional Rank and Years of Teaching Experience

Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor
Lecturer
Adjunct Instructor
Other
Total

0–3
Years
0
2
8
1
0
3

4–6
Years
1
1
16
3
1
0

7 - 10
Years
2
15
6
0
0
0

11+
Years
20
13
0
0
1
2

Total
23
31
30
4
2
5

14

22

23

36

95

This study was guided by seven research questions. Each research question was
addressed by items within the survey instrument. Descriptive statistics were used in the analysis
for Research Questions 1, 2 and 6. Inferential statistics was the appropriate analysis for
Research Questions 3-5 using a series of Spearman correlations to evaluate the strength in
relationships between ordinal variables. Qualitative methods were the appropriate analysis for
Research Question 7 to categorize perceived barriers into themes.
Research Question One
The first research question asked “To what extent do higher education faculty members perceive
fundraising knowledge as important for their students?” Participants were specifically asked:
(1) “To what degree do you believe that knowledge of higher education fundraising is important
for a graduate of a higher education administration or higher education leadership program?”
Responses to this question used a four point Likert-type scales ("Not at all important”,
“Somewhat important, “Very important”, and “Extremely important”); and (2) “From the
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following list please indicate the level of priority you believe prospective employers in higher
education would desire from graduates from a higher education administration/leadership
program.” Responses to this question used a four point Likert-type scale (“Not a Priority”, “Low
Priority”, “High Priority”, and “Essential”). For question 1, the findings revealed only 3% of
faculty believed fundraising as “Not at all Important”, and 48% of faculty believed fundraising
knowledge as “Somewhat Important”. Forty-nine percent believed fundraising knowledge as
either “Important” or “Extremely Important” for graduates of higher education administration or
higher education leadership programs (Table 11).
Table 11
Perception of Fundraising Knowledge as Important

Degree
Somewhat Important
Important
Extremely Important
Not at all Important
Total

Response

% of Participants

46
28
18
3

48 %
29%
20%
3%

95

100%

Half of faculty believed that knowledge of higher education fundraising was important or
extremely important for graduates of their programs, yet, when asked to rank priority of
fundraising knowledge for prospective higher education employers in Question 2, the majority of
participants perceived fundraising knowledge as the lowest priority when compared with other
HETs as illustrated in Figure 2.
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A Spearman correlation was conducted was computed to determine the relationship
between perception of importance and perception of priority for prospective employers. The
findings revealed that correlation between perceived importance and perception of priority for
prospective employers was negative and moderate (rs = -.524). Statistical significance was
reached (p ˂ .001) as indicated in Table 12.
Table 12
Perceived Importance and Employer Priority
Perceived
Importance
1.000

Perceived Importance
Sig (2-tailed)
Employer Priority

.000

**Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
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N
95

.000
-.524**

Sig (2-tailed)

Degree of
Inclusion
-.524**

1.000

95

Figure 2
Perceived priority of prospective higher education employers

Research Question Two
The second research question asked “To what extent does fundraising coursework exist as
part of the higher education program curriculum?” Participants were asked: (1) Does your
higher education administration/leadership program include a course on higher education
fundraising?” Responses to this question were closed ended (Yes or No); and (2) “To what
degree are higher education fundraising topics included in the curricula of your graduate level
higher education administration programs.” Responses to this question utilized a four point
Likert Scale (“No coverage”, “Slight Coverage”, “Major Coverage” or “Substantial Coverage”).
Eighty percent of participants indicated that a course on higher education fundraising does not
exist as part of their higher education administration/leadership program (Table 13).
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Table 13
Higher Education Programs that Include a Course on Higher Education Fundraising

No
Yes

Total

Response
76
19

% of Participants
80%
20%

95

100%

When asked to describe the degree to which higher education fundraising topics are
included in the curriculum, 65% of participants described fundraising as slightly included in the
curriculum of their HEPs (Table 14).
Table 14
Degree of Inclusion of Higher Education Fundraising in the Curriculum

Slight
None
Major
Substantial
Total

Response
62
31
2
0

% of Participants
65%
33%
2%
0%

95

100%

Research Question Three
The third research question asked “What relationship, if any, exists between faculty
members’ perceived importance of fundraising and the inclusion of fundraising in the higher
education curriculum?” Spearman correlation was computed to determine the relationship. The
findings, as illustrated in Table 15, revealed that correlation between perceived importance and
inclusion of fundraising was positive but weak (rs = .211). Statistical significance was reached
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(p = .040), suggesting a relationship exists between perceived importance and the degree
inclusion of fundraising.
Table 15
Spearman correlation for Perceived Importance and Degree of Inclusion in Curriculum
Perceived
Importance
1.000

Perceived Importance
Sig (2-tailed)
Degree of Inclusion

N
95

.040
.211*

Sig (2-tailed)

Degree of
Inclusion
.211*

1.000

95

.040

*Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
Spearman correlation depicted in Table 16 showed that correlation between perceived
importance and inclusion of a fundraising course was negative and very weak (rs = -.170).
Statistical significance was not reached (p = .099), suggesting a statistical relationship does not
exist between perceived importance and a fundraising course.
Table 16
Spearman correlation for Perceived Importance and Fundraising Course
Perceived
Importance
1.000

Perceived Importance
Sig (2-tailed)
Fundraising Course

56

N
95

.099
-.170

Sig (2-tailed)

Fundraising
Course
-.170

.099

1.000

95

*Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
Spearman correlation was also utilized to examine correlations between faculty perceived
priority for higher education employers and degree of inclusion as well as the presence of a
fundraising course. The findings, as illustrated in Table 17, revealed that correlation between
perceived priority and degree of inclusion was negative and very weak (rs = -.105). Statistical
significance was not reached for perceived employer priority and degree of inclusion (p = .311).
Correlation between perceived employer priority and inclusion of a fundraising course was
positive but very weak (rs = .111). Statistical significance was not reached for employer priority
and inclusion of a fundraising course (p = .285), suggesting a relationship does not exist between
perceived employer priority and inclusion of fundraising course in the curriculum (Table 18).
Additionally, a Cronbach’s alpha reliability analysis was conducted for the scale items of
perceived employer priority and inclusion of HETs (n = 5; α = .587). Felder and Spurlin (2005)
reported in their assessment of reliability and validity of learning styles that an α of “0.5 or
greater was acceptable for attitude assessments” (p. 107).
Table 17
Spearman correlation for Employer Priority and Degree of Inclusion
Employer
Priority
1.000

Employer Priority
Sig (2-tailed)
Degree of Inclusion

N
95

.311
-.105

Sig (2-tailed)
.311
*Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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Degree of
Inclusion
-.105

1.000

95

Table 18
Spearman correlation for Employer Priority and Fundraising Course
Employer
Priority
1.000

Employer Priority
Sig (2-tailed)
Fundraising Course

N
98

.285
.111

Sig (2-tailed)

Fundraising
Course
.111

1.000

98

.285

*Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
Research Question Four
The fourth research question asked, “What is the relationship between faculty members’ prior
experiences with fundraising and their perceptions of fundraising as part in a higher education
curriculum?” Spearman correlation was computed to determine the relationship between faculty
perceived importance of fundraising and faculty prior involvement in fundraising related
activities and formal training/education in fundraising. The findings revealed that the correlation
between perceived importance and prior involvement was positive but weak (rs = .347).
Statistical significance was reached (p = .001) as indicated by Table 19, suggesting a relationship
exists between perceived importance and prior involvement in fundraising related activities.
Correlation between perceived importance and prior formal training or education was negative
and weak (rs = -.315). Statistical significance was also reached (p = .002) as shown in Table 20,
suggesting a relationship exists between perceived importance and prior formal training or
education in fundraising.
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Table 19
Spearman correlation for Perception of Importance and Formal Training/Education
Perceived
Importance
1.000

Perceived Importance
Sig (2-tailed)
Prior Involvement

N
95

.001
.347**

Sig (2-tailed)

Prior
Involvement
.347**

1.000

95

.001

**Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Table 20
Spearman correlation for Perception of Importance and Fundraising Involvement
Perceived
Importance
1.000

Perceived Importance
Sig (2-tailed)
Prior Training or Education

N
98

.002
-.315*

Sig (2-tailed)

Prior Training
or Education
-.315*

1.000

98

.002

**Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Research Question Five
The fifth research question asked, “What is the relationship between faculty members’ perceived
importance of fundraising and demographic variables of academic rank and years of teaching
experience?” Spearman correlation was computed to determine the relationship between
perception of importance and faculty rank.

The findings revealed that correlation between
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perceived importance and faculty rank was positive but very weak (rs = .016). Statistical
significance was not reached (p = .878), suggesting a relationship does not exist between
perceived importance and faculty rank as indicated in Table 21. Correlation between perception
of importance and years of teaching experience was positive but very weak (rs = .140).
Statistical significance was not reached (p = .177), suggesting a relationship does not exist
between perceived importance and faculty years of teaching experience (Table 22).
Table 21
Spearman correlation for Perception of Importance and Faculty Rank
Perceived
Importance
1.000

Perceived Importance
Sig (2-tailed)
Faculty Rank

.878

*Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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.016

N
95

.878
.016

Sig (2-tailed)

Faculty Rank

1.000

95

Table 22
Spearman correlation for Perception of Importance and Years of Teaching Experience
Perceived
Importance
1.000

Perceived Importance
Sig (2-tailed)
Years of Teaching

.177
.140

Sig (2-tailed)

.140

N
95

1.000

95

.177

*Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
Research Question Six
The sixth research question asked, “To what extent do faculty members perceive other higher
education topics (HETs) as important in the curriculum?” Based upon review of literature from
the American Council on Education, Association for the Study of Higher Education, and
curricula review case study conducted by the researcher, the researcher developed list of HETs
(budget and planning, finance, leadership, management, and student affairs) to determine their
rankings of perceived importance and inclusion within higher education degree programs. The
findings as a result of participant rankings on inclusion are depicted in Figure 3 and Table 23.
The findings as a result of participant rankings on importance are depicted in Figure 4 and Table
24. Cronbach’s alpha reliability analysis was conducted for the scale items of perceived
importance and inclusion of HETs (n = 10; α = .719).
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Figure 3
Rankings for Higher Education Topics by Inclusion

Table 23
Rankings for Higher Education Topics by Inclusion

Rank
1
2
3
4
5

Higher Education Topic
Leadership
Student Affairs
Management
Finance
Budget and Planning

F
95
95
95
95
95

M*
3.31
3.14
2.74
2.66
2.49

SD
.78
.80
.75
.71
.76

*A four point Likert scale was used: (none =1; minimally included = 2; major part = 3; greatly
emphasized = 4)
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Figure 4
Rankings for Higher Education Topics by Importance

Table 24
Rankings for Higher Education Topics by Importance

Rank
1
2
3
4
5

Higher Education Topic
Leadership
Finance
Budget and Planning
Student Affairs
Management

F
95
95
95
95
95

M*
3.41
3.33
3.26
3.17
3.03

SD
.64
.67
.68
.73
.67

*A four point Likert scale was used: (not at all important = 1; somewhat important = 2;
important = 3; extremely important = 4)
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Research Question Seven
The seventh research question asked, “What, if any, barriers prevent the inclusion of a
higher education fundraising course in the higher education curriculum?” Participants were
asked to “Please identify any barriers you perceive which prevent the inclusion of a higher
education fundraising course in the higher education curriculum.” Qualitative data obtained
from this open-ended question were analyzed and coded into themes. Several common themes
are shown in Table 25.
Table 25
Barriers

Themes
Competing Curriculum Space

Responses
Example
41 (46%) Already have a full set of courses.

Faculty Expertise

22 (24%)

Lack of qualified faculty to teach it.

Faculty Support

8 (8%)

Faculty is not open to curricula reform.

Differing Program Focus

6 (7%)

Student affairs dominates program.

Currently Embedded in Curriculum

5 (6%)

We include it in our finance course.

Should be Handled in Existing Curriculum

5 (6%)

There are opportunities within current courses.

Student Interest

3 (3%)

Students are not interested in it.

Total* 90 (100%)
*Some participants did not provide answers.
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Summary
In this chapter, descriptive statistics as well as inferential statistics utilizing a series of
Spearman correlations were calculated on data received from participants who teach in higher
education administration programs. Statistical significance was reached in four areas: (1)
perceived importance and employer priority; (2) perceived importance and degree of inclusion;
(3) perceived importance and prior training/education in fundraising, and (4) perceived
importance and prior involvement in fundraising related activities. Additionally, qualitative
analysis revealed seven themes participants perceived as barriers which prevent the inclusion of
a higher education fundraising course in the curriculum: Competing Curriculum Space, Faculty
Expertise, Faculty Support, Differing Program Focus, Currently Embedded in the Curriculum,
Should be Handled in Curriculum, and Student Interest.
Chapter 5 will present a summary of the findings, conclusions, implications, and
recommendations for further study.
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Chapter 5
Summary, Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine faculty perceived importance of teaching a
higher education fundraising course as part of the higher education program (HEP) curriculum.
As established by the American Association of University Professors 1966 Statement on
Governance of Colleges and Universities, faculty members govern decisions regarding
curriculum. As such, faculty perceptions of what are the important student learning outcomes
have far-reaching implications for curriculum development and student preparedness. In light of
rising expectations of fundraising knowledge for higher education administrators (Perlmutter,
2016; Drezner & Huehls, 2015; Doan & Morris, 2012; Pritchard, 2011; Hodson, 2010), this
study investigated HEP faculty perceptions of the importance of fundraising knowledge for their
students.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided the study:
1. To what extent do higher education faculty members perceive fundraising knowledge
as important for their students?
2. To what extent does fundraising coursework exist as part of the higher education
program curriculum?
3. What relationship, if any, exists between faculty members’ perceived importance of
fundraising and the presence of fundraising in the higher education curriculum?
4. What is the relationship between faculty members’ prior experiences with fundraising
and their perceptions of fundraising as part in a higher education program
curriculum?
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5. What is the relationship between faculty members’ perceived importance of
fundraising and demographic variables of academic rank and years of service?
6. To what extent do faculty members perceive other higher education topics (HETs) as
important in the curriculum?
7. What, if any, barriers prevent the inclusion of higher education fundraising courses in
the higher education curricula?
Summary
HEP faculty perceptions of the importance of fundraising knowledge for their students
and the degree to which fundraising is integrated into their program curriculum was explored in
this study. 272 faculty members in higher education administration programs were contacted
and 95 participated in the study for a response rate of 35%.
Research Question One, descriptive analysis revealed that 97% of faculty acknowledge
that knowledge of higher education fundraising has some importance for graduates of their HEPs
with 48% of participants ranking fundraising knowledge as somewhat important and nearly half,
49% of participants, ranking fundraising as important or extremely important. The findings,
determined by Spearman correlation revealed statistical significance between perceived
importance and employer priority (p ˂ .001).
These findings are of particular importance because a university’s faculty members are
the experts (Gerber, 2001) and decision makers on curriculum matters (Wolfskill, 2011). In fact,
they are considered essential to any curriculum change process (Becerra, Murphy, & Simon,
2000). Faculty members input and involvement is essential for successful curriculum change to
occur, and a “Faculty Champion” is often required (Wolf, 2007).
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Research Question Two, descriptive analysis indicated that 80% of participants reported
no course on higher education fundraising existed in their higher education programs. Further,
65% of participants described fundraising as slightly included in the curriculum and 33%
reported fundraising as not at all included in the curriculum.
These quantitative findings provide strong evidence why there is a lack of preparedness
for many higher education leaders face when they are confronted with the expectation of
fundraising knowledge or responsibilities (Perlmutter, 2016; ACE, 2012; Freeman, 2012;
Arminio, Clinton & Harpster, 2010; Hodson, 2010). Given the role and expectation fundraising
now plays in higher education aligned with the contention that curriculum change is warranted
when the needs of the profession changes (Newton & Hagemeier, 2011), higher education
fundraising should be given serious consideration in the HEP curriculum.
However, these findings regarding the level of inclusion of fundraising contradict sharply
with the finding of Wolfskill (2011) when he reported that the curriculum reflects faculty values.
Findings of this study show that although faculty members perceive fundraising knowledge
important on some level, its presence in the curriculum does not follow.
Research Question Three, the findings, determined by Spearman correlation, determined
no statistical significance between participants perceived importance and inclusion of a
fundraising course (p = .099). However, statistical significance was found between perceived
importance and degree of inclusion of fundraising in the curriculum (p = .040).
Research Question Four, the findings, determined by Spearman Correlation, determined
statistical significance between perceived importance and prior formal training or education in
fundraising (p = .001). Additionally, statistical significance was also found between perceived
importance and prior involvement in fundraising related activities (p = .002).
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These quantitative findings affirm the scholarship of Rutherford, Parks, Cavazos, and
White (2012) when applied to this academic context, that prior involvement in higher education
fundraising activities can yield in higher perception of importance. To wit, faculty members who
have previous experience in fundraising may be more open to considering including it in the
curriculum. Faculty support in curriculum development cannot be overstated.
Research Question Five, the findings, determined by Spearman Correlation, determined
no statistical significance between perceived importance and faculty rank (p = .878).
Research Question Six, descriptive analysis was used to reveal the extent to which faculty
perceived other HETs as included and important in the curriculum. Using a four point Likert
type scale, mean scores for perceived inclusion ranged from 2.49 to 3.31 and mean scores for
perceived importance ranged from 3.03 to 3.41. Leadership received the highest mean score for
both perceived inclusion and importance.
These findings revealed that the traditional HEP curricula topics of budget and planning,
finance, leadership, management and student affairs, continue to have major emphasis in the
higher education program curriculum (Card, Chambers, & Freeman, 2016; Valerin, 2011; Bray,
2007; Crosson & Nelson, 1986). When applying Khan and Law’s (2015) explanation of the role
institutional culture plays in curriculum development, to a study of higher education program
context, these findings suggest that culture within higher education programs can also have
ingrained or inflexible systems in place and ways of developing curriculum that are believed to
be functioning appropriately but actually inhibit curricula development (Oliver & Hyun, 2011).
Research Question Seven, through qualitative analysis, two primary themes emerged
from participant responses as barriers that prevent the inclusion of a course on higher education
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fundraising in the curriculum: Competing Curriculum Space (46%) and Faculty Expertise
(24%).
This finding revealed that the idea of curricula change can be challenging for faculty
members involved (Galea et al.,2015). Although faculty believes fundraising knowledge
important for their students and employers, they also resoundingly perceive there is no space in
the curriculum for a course on higher education fundraising. One faculty member in the study
commented “Which course would it replace?” .
This finding highlights the importance of adopting an appropriate curriculum
development process that involves internal and external scanning to ensure there is an
understanding of what is needed in the program (Khan & Law, 2015) or “faculty driven, datainformed curriculum visioning” which includes conducting important curriculum assessments,
establishing program objectives (Wolf, 2007) and evaluating them, in an effort to produce the
highest level of student outcomes.
Conclusions
This study sought to examine faculty perceived importance and level of inclusion of
higher education fundraising as part of the HEP curriculum. From the seven research questions
that guided this study, five primary findings of interests were revealed as described in Table 26.
Interestingly, the examination of faculty perceptions regarding the importance of
fundraising, showed that 49% of faculty acknowledged that higher education fundraising
knowledge was important or extremely important for graduates of their HEPs and 48% perceived
this knowledge as somewhat important. Yet, findings on the extent to which fundraising
coursework existed in the curriculum, 80% of participants reported that a course on higher
education fundraising did not exist in their higher education administration program and (65%)
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reported slight coverage or no coverage at all (33%) in the curriculum. These findings
contradicts the definition Toombs and Tierney (1993) provide for “curriculum”, that it represents
what the faculty believe is important for students to know. The findings of Research Question
One and Research Question 2 taken together are particularly alarming, because they suggest that
although faculty members perceived fundraising knowledge as important for their students, it
had slight or no coverage in the higher education curriculum.
As the researcher expected, both faculty education/training in fundraising as well as prior
experience with fundraising directly correlated with their perceived importance of fundraising.
This finding appears to affirm the argument previously presented by Rutherford, Parks, Cavazos,
and White (2012) that faculty with background or experience in a particular area may be more
likely to be supportive of including a course in that subject matter.
The findings of this study suggest that faculty greatly emphasize and include other HETs
rather than fundraising. This finding is important and concerning because it could suggest areas
of emphasis in the HEP curriculum has not evolved considerably since the study was founded in
1893 (Card, Chambers, & Freeman, 2016; Valerin, 2011; Bray, 2007; Goodchild, 1991; Crosson
& Nelson, 1986). The continued teaching of these topics is not in question; however it suggests
a larger issue, specifically, the importance of continuous curricula assessment, as well as
curricular review and development for higher education degree programs, as these measures will
directly impact student preparedness for the modern higher education environment.
Based upon the findings from the open-ended question, some explanation is provided
regarding barriers that prevent the inclusion of fundraising in the higher education curriculum.
These findings illuminate how or why fundraising can be considered important but not included
in the higher education curriculum. Participants noted two primary barriers that prevent
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inclusion: competing curriculum space and faculty expertise. Participants reported curriculum
space as a leading barrier that prevents inclusion in the curriculum. A conclusion can be drawn
from this finding that faculty feel they cannot add or are uninterested in adding a fundraising
course. One confidential respondent stated, “No room in the program to add courses.” Another
respondent stated, “It is one of a number of academic needs.” Secondly, participants stated
faculty expertise as a barrier to inclusion. One confidential respondent stated “Faculty
knowledge and competence in this area.” Another respondent stated, “Faculty experts to teach
the course.” This finding is curious because it implies that faculty must also have experience as
practitioners in order to teach in particular field.
In sum, these findings provide evidence that a gap may exist in the HEP curriculum as it
relates to higher education fundraising.
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Table 26
Findings of Interest
Evidence from Findings

1.

2.

Interpretations and Implications

97% of Faculty acknowledge that knowledge of higher
education fundraising has some importance for
graduates of their HEPs.

Faculty members believe fundraising warrants some
importance in the curriculum and faculty support is
essential in curriculum development.

Significant correlation exists between faculty
members’ perceived importance of fundraising and
priority of prospective employers.

Faculty members ranked priority of employers higher in
relation to the importance they perceived of fundraising.

80% of faculty indicated a course on higher education
fundraising did not exist in their higher education
program. 98% of faculty report slight or no coverage
of higher education fundraising in the curriculum.

While overall higher education fundraising was considered
important, the subject garnered minimal coverage in HEP
curriculum which may affect preparedness of higher
education program graduates.

Correlation exists between faculty member perceived
importance of fundraising and the degree of inclusion
of fundraising in the higher education curriculum.

3.

Correlation between faculty members perceived
importance of fundraising and their prior involvement
with fundraising related activities.

Prior involvement in higher education fundraising activities
yields increased perception of importance. Faculty
members who have “background in a certain area” such as
fundraising may be more likely to be supportive of
including the course in the curriculum.

4.

Other HETs are emphasized and included in HEP
curriculum rather than higher education fundraising.
Additionally, these topics were perceived to have a
higher priority to prospective higher education
employers.

Traditional HEP curricula such as budget and planning,
finance, leadership, management and student affairs
continue to be emphasized as they were in the early years of
the study, suggesting areas of emphasis in HEPs curriculum
has not evolved considerably since the study’s founding in
1893. Continuous assessment and review of the HEP
curriculum is necessary to ensure student preparedness for
today’s higher education environment and to ensure the
higher education curriculum is relevant to a modern higher
education landscape.

5.

Primary Barriers: Competing curricula space (46%)
and Faculty expertise (24%).

Due to “limited curricula space”, faculty members are either
unable to add, uninterested in including a course on higher
education fundraising in the curriculum or faculty believe
curriculum content on higher education fundraising is
currently or can be adequately covered in existing curricula,
which illustrating the importance of curricula review.
Faculty members believe a course on higher education
fundraising should be taught by a practitioner.
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Implications
The findings of this study present further empirical evidence that higher education
fundraising is covered minimally, at best, in the higher education program curriculum. This
finding will inform practice and provide empirical data for faculty and other leaders in higher
education programs. The results of this study should highlight an opportunity and serve as
impetus to HEP faculty and leadership to develop and enhance the curriculum by creating a place
for higher education fundraising in the curriculum. The curricula enhancement that higher
education fundraising would provide has great potential for increasing the preparedness for
future graduates of HEPs. Further, the results of this study provides to HEP curricula developers
and decision makers, clarity in understanding potential barriers to integrating a higher education
fundraising course to the curriculum. Advance knowledge of potential barriers could be useful
in ensuring a successful curriculum development process.
In addition to adding to the empirical knowledge on fundraising in higher education at
large, the findings of this study are also uniquely useful to the study of higher education
community. A review of literature did not reveal any research which specifically explored the
presence of higher education fundraising as part of HEP curriculum. Therefore, the findings of
this study initiated new research on the study of higher education curriculum and could be used
as a foundation for discussion on the importance and relevance of higher education fundraising
as an important curricula subject. The findings of this study also provided evidence that faculty
perceive fundraising knowledge as a low priority for employers
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Recommendations for Future Research
Additional research is needed to determine the degree to which HEPs are producing
administrators versus faculty at individual universities. While this study outlined a variety of
academic and administrative positions that require and expect fundraising knowledge, each HEP
is different. Some participants indicated that program focus may be a determining factor in
deciding if a course on higher education fundraising is warranted. This notion is worth
exploration.
Also, further longitudinal research is warranted to examine 10, 15 and 20+ year graduates
of individual HEPs to assess current position in higher education, the degree to which they have
encountered fundraising related expectations and/or responsibilities, and the degree to which
they felt prepared from their HEP in this area. This data will be important in guiding curriculum
decisions on higher education fundraising in HEP.
Also, further research is warranted regarding the importance and inclusion of other HETs
which may currently lack a presence in the curriculum. Data from this research will be
important in guiding and possibly expanding the curriculum in higher education administration
programs.
The resounding theme of competing curricula space (46%) from participants highlights
the importance of continued research on higher education curricula decision making and
curriculum development.
Finally, while this study explored the degree to which fundraising is included in the
higher education curriculum to truly understand how it is being included in the curriculum,
requires further research.
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