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INTRODUCTION 

Financing of higher education became one of the major problems con­

fronting higher education in the 1970's. Public and private institutions 

of higher learning had been affected by the gap between annual income and 

the level of expenditure required to maintain a high quality of education. 

The financial problems were made more severe by the fact that the cost of 

higher education was rising more rapidly than the resources allocated to 

cover the increasing costs (5, 7, 49, 50, 86). 

One of the reasons for the increased cost of higher education was the 

increase in numbers of people attending colleges and universities. During 

the I960's, enrollment in institutions of higher education more than 

doubled, and the Carnegie Commission projected that during the 1970's 

enrollment would increase by 59 percent. However, the pattern of growth at 

public and private colleges and universities differed. In 1950 the student 

population was approximately equally distributed among public and private 

institutions of higher education, while in 1970, 75 percent of the students 

were in public colleges and universities (14). Increase in enrollment was 

expected to continue. It was anticipated that part of the expected growth 

would result from elimination of economic barriers for those to whom higher 

education was previously inaccessible (12, 13, 15, 16). 

One of the major questions facing higher education was: Who would 

support the growing numbers in higher education? Historically, for many 

years private funds were the major source of revenue for colleges and uni­

versities. The total of voluntary support showed a growth trend of approx­

imately nine percent per year until 1968-1969. While "...this growth rate 
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was significantly lower than the rates at which college and university 

expenditures were rising, it was generally higher than the rate of growth 

of the national economy" (88, p. 8). 

In the late I960's, the major sources of support, averaged over public 

and private institutions of higher education, were; tuition and fees from 

students (approximately 20 percent); the Federal Government (approximately 

24 percent); the state (approximately 23.5 percent); and voluntary support 

-- alumni, non-alumni individuals, foundations, business corporations, and 

other (approximately 10 percent) (18, 40, 81). 

However, a break in the trend of total voluntary support for each of 

its major sources was indicated for the period 1969-1971. It was believed 

to be due to (88): 

(1) The economic recession of 1969-1971; 

(2) The Tax Reform Act of 1969; 

and, (3) Campus unrest during 1968-1970. 

Of the total amount of funds from voluntary sources in 1970-1971, over 

one-half (51.2 percent) came from individuals with alumni contributing 

approximately one-half (24.6 percent) of this amount. Alumni gifts to 

American colleges and universities had increased in 1970-1971 by 18.6 per­

cent. While the number of alumni donors increased by 9.2 percent, the 

increase in the amount of money contributed was 8.2 percent. The average 

alumni gift decreased .9 percent (88). 

The remaining sources of private funds were: foundations, 22.5 per­

cent; business corporations, 13.9 percent; religious denominations, 5.6 

percent; and miscellaneous donors, 6.8 percent. Decreases in amount of 

contributions from these sources were reported as follows: foundations 
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(down 5.1 pcTccnt), husincss corporations (down 5.2 percent), and miscel­

laneous donors (down 18.5 percent) (88). 

Authorities on the subject of financing of higher education claimed 

that colleges and universities need "...substantial private support not 

just to continue its important contributions, but, in some cases to sur­

vive" (8, p. 2). Stressing the importance of increased private support for 

colleges and universities, the report Margin for Excellence (56, p. 16) 

stated that growing private support is essential to; 

...provide the broadest possible educational opportunities so 
that all talented and able youths will have the chance to con­
tribute to society regardless of their social or economic back­
ground ; 

fill the tax support gaps in areas for which tax funds may not be 
used or available because of their needs; and 

insure diversity, richness, and quality in higher education --
public and private -- in this country. 

The need of alumni support was recognized by many authors (3, 9, 19, 

20, 25, 26, 29, 30, 37, 61, 68, 69, 75, 78, 87). Commenting on the overall 

importance of alumni support, McAnally (61, p. 21) contended that; 

Strong alumni support can help bridge the gap between essential 
needs and available funds, but it can also achieve much more than 
the financial goals. With a strong, viable alumni program, the 
following must inevitably result: 

1. A greater awareness of the college's position in the educa­
tional world and a more intense desire to help the institu­
tion meet its needs and strengthen its purpose. 

2. The creation of a partnership between the alumnus and the 
college, in which the alumnus becomes better informed about 
the college. He will recognize the physical, financial and 
educational needs, and be more aware of the problems of 
admissions, of securing and holding an outstanding faculty 
with mounting financial pressure, etc. 

3. A more sympathetic understanding of the merits of an 
organized program of alumni giving. 
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As colleges and universities experienced the tightening of purse 

strings, the support of the alumni became more significant. According to 

Cooley (25, p. 10), "For most schools the importance of a successful alumni 

fund is often the difference between standing still and moving ahead." 

Brakeley (8, p. 11) stated that, "Annual alumni giving is the closest thing, 

next to soundly invested endowment, if available, to assured philanthropic 

income that a school, college, or university can hope to have." 

Not only was the need for private support recognized, but the practice 

of publicizing support received from alumni and other private sources was 

considered important. Commenting on this, Bennett (3, p. 15) stated: 

All of us know that the foundation or corporate prospect wants to 

know how the alumni are doing. If the present trend continues, 

it will be up to all of us to sell the new concept that our 
friends -- including alumni and non-alumni -- are supporting our 
institutions at a higher level than ever before. And in identify­
ing and cultivating these friends, the research and fact-finding 
capabilities must be increased proportionally. 

The present study was conducted for the purpose of providing informa­

tion about the attitudes of alumni donors at selected institutions of 

higher education. It was expected that a better understanding of alumni 

would result. The alumni donor was chosen "...because the alumni of a par­

ticular institution are, or should be, the most important source of support 

for that institution" (25, p. 8). Frantzreb (69) stressed that for greater 

success in fund raising, institutions should approach alumni with knowledge 

of their ideals and goals. He went on to advise (69, p. 7), "Get to know 

the kind of person he is and the kinds of things he is interested in." 

According to Andrews (1, p. 7), if colleges and universities "...are to 

flourish, or even to survive, we need to know much more about givers' atti­

tudes in today's changing world." 
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While the necessity of knowing the attitudes of alumni was expressed, 

there was a paucity of research directed to discovering their attitudes. 

There was also an apparent need to distinguish among the attitudes of 

(1) donors who gave large amounts, (2) those who gave small amounts on a 

regular basis, (3) those who gave small amounts but not regularly, and 

(4) those who were non-donors. Although major donors were an important 

source of income for colleges and universities, the attitudes of those who 

gave small amounts were also considered to be important as Eldridge (30, 

p. 30) claimed that individuals "...who have once contributed on either a 

large or small scale are very likely to continue their support through the 

years," The range of attitudes of the different types of donors as well as 

variations due to type of college or university which the alumnus attended 

and his year or projected year of graduation, were also considered impor­

tant. 

Definitions 

In order to clarify the meaning of several terms used in the present 

study, the following definitions were established: 

Alumnus : An individual who is a resident of North America and has 

graduated from one of the selected institutions of higher education before 

January 1, 1969, and is maintained on the lists of alumni in the Alumni 

Offices at the selected institutions. 

Donor ; An alumnus who has made a monetary contribution to his alma 

mater during the time period 1969 to 1971 inclusive. 
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Ma ior donor: A donor who has contributed a total of at least $1,000 

during the specified time period. 

Consecutive donor: A donor who has contributed a total of less than 

$1,000 and has contributed each year during the specified time period. 

Non-consecutive donor; A donor who has contributed a total of less 

than $1,000 but has not contributed each year during the specified time 

period. 

Non-donor : An alumnus who has not contributed monetarily to his alma 

mater during the specified time period. 

Respondent; An alumnus who has returned a completed instrument. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this research was an investigation of the attitudes of 

donors at Cornell College, Drake University, and Iowa State University 

related to certain topical areas which were considered important in higher 

education. These areas pertain to the philosophy and objectives of col­

leges and universities, the role of the alumni office in the overall func­

tioning of the college or university, and issues related to financing and 

fund raising. 

It was believed that the findings would contribute to a better under­

standing of donors by the personnel of the alumni and development offices 

and by the administration of the selected institutions. This information 

would aid in the development of more effective programs for the promotion 

of closer cooperation among all the constituents of the college or univer­

sity community. Furthermore, it was believed that the findings would be of 

interest to other American institutions of higher education. 
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Objectives of the Study 

The specific objectives of the study were to: 

1. Describe the attitudes of donors related to certain topical areas 

which are considered to be important in higher education 

2. Analyze the attitudes of donors in terms of relationships to the 

variables : 

a. Type of college or university 

b. Donor classification 

c. Era of graduation. 

Hypotheses 

The hypotheses tested in the present study are: 

There are no significant differences in the attitudes of donors by: 

a) Type of college or university 

b) Donor classification 

c) Era of graduation. 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions were considered basic to the study; 

1. The sampled alumni v:3ve representative of the sampled populations 

from which they were selected 

2. The respondents expressed their real attitudes in response to the 

instrument. 
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Limitations 

The research was limited to a study of donors at Cornell College, 

Drake University, and Iowa State University 

The self-report measures of the sampled donors' attitudes were 

limited to what the alumnus knew about his attitudes and was will 

ing to relate (66). 

Sample stratification was limited to the defined donor classifica 

tions and eras of graduation. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

To provide background for the study of the attitudes of donors in 

higher education, the report of literature included: (1) the history of 

fund raising in higher education; (2) reports of research related to the 

present study; and (3) concerns of higher education relevant to the study. 

History of Fund Raising in Higher Education 

The history of fund raising for higher education began with the his­

tory of higher education (33). In his treatment of fund raising in gen­

eral, Curti in Cutlip (28, pp. xii-xiii) characterized it in this way: 

...the history of fund raising in the United States is distinc­
tively American. It is American in its functional relationships 
to our changing social structure, notably in the shift of philan­
thropy from a social elite to a mass base.... 

But what stands out perhaps most of all is the way in which fund 
raising in our time reflects our business culture. The American 
flair for organization, the fetish of efficiency, the onslaught 
in the name of these against chaos, waste, conflict, and decep­
tion in organized giving, the uses of publicity techniques, and 
the introduction of scientific methods into fund raising - all 
these take on full and significant meaning. So does the increas­
ing role of corporate giving in relation to tax exemption and to 
the effort to create a favorable image. 

Although "systematic fund raising is a twentieth century development" 

(28, p. 3), it had deep roots in early colonial times. According to 

Cutlip (28, p. 3), "The first systematic effort to raise money on this 

continent was for a college." This was the 1641 Weld-Peter begging mission 

on behalf of Harvard College which Morison (64, p. 303) described as 

"...the first concerted 'drive' to obtain income and endowment for the 

College." 
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Even in the early efforts of fund raising for higher education, empha­

sis was placed on planning. Marts (60, p. 97) quoted Franklin's advice to 

a fund raiser seeking assistance: 

In the first place I advise you to apply to all those whom you 
know will give something; next, to those whom you are uncertain 
whether they will give anything or not, and show them the list of 
those who have given; and lastly, do not neglect those whom you 
are sure will give nothing, for in some of them you may be mis­
taken. 

Typical of educational fund raising in the nineteenth century were the 

efforts of Mary Lyon to raise $30,000 to found Mt. Holyoke. According to 

Marts (59, p. 23), colleges during this period 

...were using the "financial agent," frequently the president 
himself, who was sent to the eastern cities to preach in the 
churches and gather funds for the colleges of the west and 
south.... 

This personal search for gifts was the major technique used all 
through the Nineteenth Century for founding and maintaining our 
colleges. Indeed, it was the accepted technique for college 
fund-raising in America right up to the close of World War I. 

Prior to 1890, much of the efforts at fund raising were conducted by 

the Presidents. Their annual reports were used mainly for this purpose. 

Flack (33, p. 1) stated that, "With the establishment of the Yale Alumni 

Fund in 1890, an entirely new idea came into being so far as the raising of 

funds for colleges and universities was concerned," According to Flack 

(33, p. 1), 1890 marks the beginning of the organized period of fund 

raising by alumni," 

Large scale philanthropy to higher education emerged in the latter 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries with gifts of Andrew Carnegie and 

John D. Rockefeller. Rockefeller's gift of six-hundred thousand dollars to 

help found the University of Chicago was followed in 1900 and 1901 by gifts 
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of a million dollars in each year. In 1902 Rockefeller "...established the 

General Education Board which he endowed with more than $130 million to 

advance higher education and scientific research in the United States" 

(28, p. 34). 

The Carnegie Institute was set up in Washington, D.C., by Andrew 

Carnegie in 1902. Carnegie 

...endowed the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 
in 1905, and in 1911 made his largest gift to establish the 
Carnegie Corporation. The last-named foundation, like the Gen­
eral Education Board, has played an important and influential 
role in the advancement of American higher education and the 
extension of knowledge (28, p. 34). 

What Cutlip (28, p. 480) characterized as "...the first organized 

fund-raising campaign on behalf of a college or university..." was that of 

the 1904-1905 Harvard Campaign which was the effort of the Harvard Alumni 

Association. Under the leadership of the president of the Harvard Alumni 

Association, Bishop Lawrence, approximately 2,000 Harvard alumni contrib­

uted $2.4 million. This money was to be used in "...her endowment fund for 

faculty salaries, for retiring allowance and for the permanent endow­

ment of professorships" (33, p. 3). The fund raising "was done by personal 

interviews, by letters, and by circulars sent to all Harvard graduates" 

(33, p. 3). 

Two other significant events in the development of fund raising by 

alumni in American colleges and universities occurred in the early part of 

the twentieth century. These were the formation of the Committee of Fifty 

at Princeton in 1904 and the $1 million campaign for a new Student Union 

Building at the University of Michigan in 1914-15 (28). 
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Until World War I, the promotion of the existing alumni funds had been 

largely carried on under the direction of alumni associations or alumni 

offices. Following World War I, a definite trend began; colleges and uni­

versities "...set up special organizations with special offices charged 

with the responsibility of raising, not only the annual alumni funds, but 

also funds for endowment, buildings, other special projects, including the 

promotion of bequest programs" (33, p. 7). In reference to alumni organi­

zations, Cutlip (28, p. 250) stated that, "Building a strong alumni organi­

zation was often the first step fund raisers took on a college campus." 

Fund raising in higher education has been greatly aided by large fund 

raising firms. After years of experience in various fund raising endeavors, 

Charles S. Ward and Harvey Hill in 1919 "...opened their pioneering fund 

raising firm. Ward and Hill Association" (28, pp. 158-159). Later the same 

year, the firm became known as Ward, Hill, Pierce, and Wells with the addi­

tion of Lyman Pierce and H. Herbert Wells as partners. Two offshoots of 

this firm were those of Tamblyn and Brown, founded in 1920, and Hedrick, 

Marts, and Lundy, which was organized in 1926 by the men whose name the 

company bore (28). 

One of the leading lights in the early years of commercial fund rais­

ing was John Price Jones. According to Cutlip (28, p. 170), 

Jones fetish for research, for careful record keeping, and for 
thorough planning made the methodical Charles S. Ward appear 
slovenly and haphazard by comparison. Jones brought to fund 
raising a deep appreciation for the value of research and plan­
ning, an increased emphasis on public relations, and in his pen­
chant for paper work he codified the principles and procedures 
for fund raising. 
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When Jones and his associates sold control of the firm in June, 1955, 

the Jones firm had raised $237,206,696 for higher education in the United 

States (28). Jones' techniques were described by Cutlip (28, p. 183): 

Jones brought great advances to the art of fund raising as well 

as financial success for himself. He had a genius that enabled 

him to harness the newly discovered power of publicity to the 
efficient business methods he admired, and thus to create a 
wholly new approach to fund raising. He undergirded fund 

appeals, from the early twenties on, with thorough research on 
the institution to be served, its degree of support, and the case 

to be presented in the fund appeal. He insisted on standardizing 

the procedures of fund-raising, yet knew that each campaign must 

be tailored to the institution for which it was waged. 

In 1926 the John Price Jones Corporation made a survey 

...of sixty-eight different college campaigns which had been con­

ducted subsequent to 1919. These campaigns resulted in securing 

$149,391,142.38 from 491,893 givers. The total amount given by 

alumni was $68,797,129.35 from 315,493 alumni, or 46.1 per cent 
of the total amount raised. Of the total amount given to the 
endowed colleges and universities since the intensive campaign 

period from 1919 to 1926, an increasing percentage has been given 
by the alumni (33, p. 6). 

Gifts and bequests to institutions of higher education solicited 

through alumni associations and professional fund raisers have greatly con­

tributed to the financial stability of American colleges and universities. 

Cutlip (28, pp. 243-244) in discussing the trend in gifts and bequests to 

colleges and universities stated that; 

The 30-year trend of gifts and bequests to educational institu­
tions in general followed the trend of economic conditions. It 
was gradual and upward after 1921. It reached a peak in 1925-
1926 due to several unusually large gifts (George F. Baker's gift 
of $5 million to Harvard frr its Graduate School of Business), 
and then fell back to a normal increase until it reached a new 
peak of $92,007,000 in 1929-1930. Then came the depression and a 
fairly rapid decline in capital fund raising. The low point of 
this 30-year span was reached in 1933, when only $23,174,000 was 
donated to colleges. From there on there was a fluctuating 
upward trend until the post-World War II years were reached -
since then the upward movement has been rapid and steady. Where 
it will stop nobody knows. It is worth noting that the greater 
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part of this philanthropy has been in contributions by the liv­
ing, less than one-third in bequests, reflecting the sure hand of 
the fund raiser. Over the 30-year span gifts constituted 69.37 
per cent of the total, bequests the remainder. 

The trend in giving to institutions of higher education during the 

1950's and 1960 indicated increased support by Americans for colleges and 

universities. According to the American Association of Fund Raising Coun­

sel (36, p. 7), Americans during this period 

...increased their investment in the nation's philanthropically 
supported institutions at a faster pace than either personal 
income or the gross national product advanced. Private support 
of our religious, educational, health, and social welfare organi­
zations increased 199 per cent in this period, while personal 
income rose 78 per cent, and the gross nation product 77 per 
cent. 

The upward trend in gifts continued through the I960's and early 

1970's. However, costs of American higher education have continued to 

increase at a faster rate than ever before. American colleges and univer­

sities were founded on gifts in the seventeenth century - American colleges 

and universities needed gifts throughout their history to continue serving 

American society - American colleges and universities in the 1970's need 

gifts to continue to provide a high quality of higher education. 

Related Research 

No studies were found which treated directly the attitudes of donors 

where valid sampling criteria or statistical significance tests were used. 

However, several studies were found which dealt with research related to 

the present study. 

Spaeth and Greeley (83) investigated the attitudes of a national sam­

ple of college alumni from the class of 1961 on several important issues in 

higher education; loyalty to one's alma mater; participation of students 
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in determining policies; and financing of higher education. According to 

the findings reported, alumni of 1961 would not be considered loyal sup­

porters of their alma mater. Findings showed that approximately 75 percent 

of the alumni reported that they did not have strong feelings toward their 

alma mater ; 20 percent had never visited their alma mater since graduation; 

and 60 percent did not belong to alumni organizations. 

Alumni did not appear to favor student participation in campus deci­

sion making. Approximately four-fifths of the alumni responding opposed 

conceding rights to students to participate in decisions on faculty tenure, 

admission standards, and tuition. The report indicated that more than 

50 percent were sympathetic to student protests while 60 percent thought 

students should have the right to participate in decisions on the organiza­

tion of the curriculum. 

The alumni sampled expressed their views on financing of higher educa­

tion: 

...nearly three in five agree that state taxes should be raised 
to provide more money for higher education. Forty-five percent 
agree that all colleges should receive federal aid to help cover 
operating expenses; 61 percent would favor federal aid to insti­
tutions with no religious affiliation; only 17 percent favor no 
federal aid at all. Opinions on state aid are very similar. 
Forty-one percent favor state aid to all colleges; 61 percent 
would extend such aid to public and nondenominational institu­
tions (83, p. 6). 

Findings indicated that alumni appeared to be "...aware of the problems of 

financing higher education, concerned that they be solved, willing to 

undergo at least a mild sacrifice to contribute to their solution, and 

receptive to government subsidies for schools and students" (83, p. 7). It 

was also found that campus unrest was not related to giving. The charac­
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teristics of the college, the alumnus' loyalty to the college, and the 

alumnus' socioeconomic background were the most important kinds of vari­

ables found to be related to alumni giving. 

Bacon and Pride (2) reported on an American College Public Relations 

Association survey which studied responsibilities and development goals 

related to fund raising and alumni affairs. Included in the study were 241 

institutions of higher education: 39 state universities, 20 private uni­

versities, and 182 private colleges. Findings showed that over two-thirds 

of the institutions sampled reported that they had long-range objectives. 

Approximately 90 percent of the institutions who responded to the question 

reported that their long-range development goals were expressed in terms of 

dollars. "A slight tendency toward stating objectives in terms of dollars 

was evident at institutions raising the most money in all three institu­

tional categories" (2, p. 10). 

Trustees and the president had important functions in the fund raising 

process. Approximately 80 percent of the sampled colleges and universities 

stated that their trustees made personal contact with prospective donors 

with the purpose of explicitly requesting a gift. The percentage reporting 

solicitation calls by the president was over 90 percent. 

Alumni offices reported that 20 to 40 percent of their time was 

devoted to fund raising. The median for private colleges was higher than 

for public and private universities. 

Andrews (1) reported a research study on the attitudes of givers which 

was conducted by the National Opinion Research Center in 1953. Data were 

collected from interviews with people of various incomes measuring their 

attitudes on giving in general and was not specifically related to giving 
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In higher education. No valid sampling technique was used, the sample 

studied was small, and no tests of statistical significance were performed 

on the data. Findings indicated that: (1) many major contributors 

"...were, or had been, volunteer workers for the agencies which fared best 

in their giving" (1, p. 22); (2) to raise money an institution had to ask 

for it; (3) giving did something for the donor himself; and (4) giving 

arose from direct sympathy with the project being funded. 

Concerns of Higher Education Relevant to the Study 

The overall purpose of the present research was to describe and ana­

lyze the attitudes of donors concerning certain topical areas which are 

important in higher education. In the preliminary stages of designing the 

study to achieve this purpose, many factors were considered and decisions 

were made that culminated in the definition of scope and the specific 

objectives presented in the Introduction. Review of literature indicated 

the following areas to be relevant to the study; the philosophy and objec­

tives of colleges and universities, the alumni office in the overall func­

tioning of the college or university, and issues pertaining to financing 

and fund raising in higher education. 

Philosophy and objectives of colleges and universities 

Knowledge of, and respect for, the philosophy and objectives played a 

significant part in the total functioning of the university. If a college 

or university is to develop, the process of development should involve the 

whole of the college or university community (92). According to Wireman 

(92, p. 4), "...development is an effort on the part of the entire institu­
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tion to analyze critically its educational philosophy, and program specific 

steps which must be taken to realize that philosophy...." 

Gross and Grambsch (39) have shown that discrepancies existed between 

the perceived and preferred goals of colleges and universities. And yet, 

according to Eldridge (30, p. 29), "The first principle [in fund raising] 

is that a successful fund-raising campaign must grow out of a philosophy of 

education in general and of one's own institution in particular." Gould 

(37, p. 14) in discussing the weaknesses of higher education related that: 

The real problem ... is that too many institutions of learning 
have no clear conception of their own particular purposes and 
goals. They all share in a common desire to be better and 
stronger and of greater service, but they have rarely gone 
through the intellectual exercise of determining just exactly 
what their roles are in the total spectrum of educational need. 

In discussing the positive effects of the fund raising process in 

higher education and its relation to academic goals and philosophy and the 

self-study initiated within this process, Hanson (41, p. 14) stated that: 

...it achieves understanding of problems and acceptance of goals 
on the part of the participants.... All public relations and 
fund raising activities are conceived and executed as means for 
helping to achieve the educational goals of the institution.,.. 
The knowledge, insight and skill of the members of the academic 
community are harnessed and used in carrying the program forward. 
The result is better morale and increased dedication to accepted 
ideals. In short, the development program becomes an educational 
enterprise, full of learning experiences, reaching high for the 
fuller achievement of the purposes of the institution. 

Questions were being asked in the early 1970's regarding the role of 

institutions of higher education in relation to society and the student-

American colleges and universities, public and private, have historically 

reflected prevailing societal values (58). However, questions have arisen 

as to whether institutions of higher education could best serve society in 

this manner or by being centers of independent thinking "...where social 
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and personal norms are under constant réévaluation" (58, p. 8). Research 

has shown that the preferred college experience encouraged critical think­

ing and a spirit of intellectual reflection (31, 48, 58, 83). Martin (58, 

p. 62) contended that; 

The challenge before colleges and universities, then, is to per­
suade the general public that their role is to educate students 
to serve society as a critical conscience and a source of alterna­
tive futures society must be brought to see, despite 
great risks inherent in this process that students and faculty 
serve best when they criticize and create. 

However, Martin (57, p. 29) claimed that: 

Independence dare not mean isolation, because the next transforma­
tion of man will involve a world culture for the whole man. Yet, 
independence must mean free inquiry and independent thought if we 
are to effect a transformation. 

Luria and Luria (54) suggested that there was a danger that colleges 

and universities only considered what they could do for society as it was 

rather than what role they could play in society's evolution. They stated 

(54, p. 77) that "...many people believe that the university has a critical 

responsibility to interact in an active rather than a passive role." Their 

claim was that (54, pp. 78-79): 

Even though to do so represents a departure from some cherished 
illusions of neutrality and detachment, it amounts only to ack­
nowledging the real situation and making the university's role in 
society less ambiguous. The university today is a major business 
enterprise, preempting facilities of increasing magnitude and 
competing with other sectors of the community for funds and 
Lebensraum. 

In contrasting students of the 1950's with students of the I960's, 

Sanford (76) suggested that "...we may anticipate educational innovation 

and reform. Changes will be guided by increased understanding of students' 

needs..,," However, although individual development and emphasis on the 

student were stressed in the philosophy of many college and university cat­
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alogues and also in their commencement addresses, Sanford (76) claimed that 

it tended to be ignored in practice. 

Alumni office 

The alumni office acted as a liaison between the alumni and other con­

stituents of the university community (94). The importance of effective 

communication among the various constituencies was stressed by Gould (37). 

He stated (37, p. 27): 

If higher education wishes to regain public confidence, it will 

have to reorganize itself to be closer to the community it 

serves.... This community includes students, faculty, and alumni, 

who constitute its internal community; it also includes business, 

industry, civic leaders, cultural and social agencies, any group 

or any individuals concerned about the present and future pat­

terns of American life. 

Maintaining communication with alumni could be accomplished through a 

program of reunions, seminars, continuing education, and direct mailing. 

According to Bennett (3), experience has shown that colleges and universi­

ties with the soundest programs and the best communication vehicles for 

these programs would get their share and more of available funds. Bennett 

(3), Pollard (68), and Umbeck (87) emphasized the necessity of a sound, 

long-range development plan as prerequisite to a successful fund raising 

program. Attention, interest, involvement, and commitment were the impor­

tant concepts in developing alumni support emphasized by McAnally (61). 

Once the college or university had the attention of the alumni con­

stituency, the interest of the alumni would be built. Discussing the con­

cept of interest in one's alma mater, McAnally (61, p. 29) stated: 

This is the primary function of the case statement, which should 

be a simple summary of the aims, objectives and needs of the 

institution which can be realized through alumni support.... 

...people are entitled to know why you are asking for money and 
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what you intend to do with it. You must give your alumni a rea­
son to want to give to the college, and you must present it in 
such a way that it will precipitate affirmative action, 

McAnally (61) concluded that involvement and commitment by alumni should 

proceed from a strong alumni program built on attention and interest. 

Davis (29) and Eldridge (30) stressed the importance of suggesting to 

donors that gifts be given for specific purposes and that donors be informed 

as to the use being made of their gifts. It had been the experience of 

Eldridge (30, p. 29) "...that people who have the means to support higher 

education will respond to interesting ideas which are well presented." 

Financing higher education 

Financial policies of colleges and universities from early colonial 

times to the present were closely related to voluntary support for colleges 

and universities. American higher education in the colonial period was 

financed by student fees, endowment, and public subsidies (10, 74). 

Although these early institutions of higher education accepted gifts, they 

did not surrender control over the policies and objectives of the college 

(10). In the 1970's, a major question regarding financing of higher educa­

tion was who should have control over the shaping and planning of the 

financial policies of colleges and universities. 

Expenditures for American higher education increased from $6.6 billion 

to $21.0 billion during the 1960's. While expenditures for colleges and 

universities tripled, enrollment more than doubled from 3.6 million to 7.9 

million for the same period (8, 49). Increased expenditures for American 

higher education created pressures on colleges and universities to find new 

sources of support or obtain greater support from existing sources. These 
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pressures had also caused concern regarding the inefficient use of existing 

resources (6, 19, 20, 37, 44, 79, 89). 

The major sources of funds for institutions of higher education as a 

percentage of total income averaged over public and private institutions 

for the late 1960's were: Federal Government (approximately 24.0 percent); 

State (approximately 23.5 percent); student tuition and fees (approximately 

22 percent); all other - including private gifts and endowment earnings 

(approximately 30.5 percent) (18, 40, 81), 

Increasing state aid in the form of direct grants to private colleges 

and universities and grants to students who attended them appeared "...to 

be aggravating anew the conflict between public and private institutions of 

higher education" (80). In 1971, 35 states gave aid, at least indirectly, 

to private colleges and universities (27, 63). Two basic arguments were 

presented by advocates of state aid to private colleges and universities: 

That such aid is cheaper in the long run for the states than 
starting new public institutions. 

That if private colleges fail, the diversity of higher education 
will be destroyed (80, p. 5). 

Support of higher education by the Federal Government "...originated 

with the provision for land grants in the Northwest Ordinances of the 

1780's " (18, p. 16). Two of the greatest developments which influenced 

the American higher educational system came from the Federal Government: 

(1) the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862 and the Second Morril Act in 1890; 

and (2) federal support of scientific research during World War II (51), 

Brubacher (10, p. 235) stated that: 

...through most of the history of federal aid to education, funds 
were granted directly to the states or to public institutions 
through the states. It was not until the 1930's that Washington 
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began to grant assistance in peacetime to private institutions, 
with which it commenced to deal directly. Even then, it did so 
by dispensing funds to individuals attending institutions of 
learning, rather than to the institutions themselves. 

According to Wolk (93, p. 1); 

From the end of World War II until the launching of the Soviet 
Sputnik, educators and government officials debated whether the 
federal government should aid higher education. "...the debate 
[today] revolves around the permanent form that the federal aid 
will take. 

Five major alternative methods of federal funding for higher education 

have been suggested: 

1. Categorical Aid - funds provided through grants, contracts, 
or loans in support of a specific project or goal designated 
by the granting agency, 

2. Aid to Students - grants or loans directly to students or 
through institutions to cover all or part of educational 
expenses. 

3. Grants to Institutions - funds provided to institutions for 

broad or undesignated purposes, 

4. Tax Relief - assistance to taxpayers for educational expenses 
through exemptions, deductions, or credits in the payment of 
taxes..,. 

5. Revenue Sharing - the return to the states of certain tax 
monies collected by the federal government (93, p. 9), 

Fund raising 

Financial planning was an aspect of fund raising which was a concern 

of various constituencies in the college or university community. Stres­

sing the importance of planning in helping to solve the financial problems 

of colleges and universities, Pollard (68, p. 47) suggested carrying on a 

development program 

...based on a) the mission of the institution, its particular 
role in society, b) intelligent planning in which all of its 
responsible elements - trustees, president, faculty, alumni, other 
friends, and students - take part fully, and c) cultivation and 
solicitation for an appropriate educational program, on a broad 
scale, among all of the institution's constituencies. 
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Identification of prospective donors and assistance in the fund raising 

process by students, parents of students, faculty, the president, trustees, 

alumni, and friends of the institution was also stressed by several authors 

(2, 23, 24, 30, 47, 67, 69, 92). A group of professional fund raisers and 

educators suggested that volunteers have an important function in the fund 

raising process (4, 30, 68, 71, 85). 

Factors were identified which encouraged or discouraged potential 

donors to higher education. Factors identified as possibly encouraging 

potential donors were: loyalty, tax considerations, an altruistic impulse, 

confidence in the strength of the college or university, past accomplish­

ments of gifts, and belief in the work of the institution (9, 34, 35, 53, 

68, 87, 92). Factors identified as possibly discouraging potential donors 

were; problematic business conditions, an uncertain stock market, contri­

butions to the church and other charitable organizations, campus unrest, 

lack of interest, lack of finances, and lack of contact with one's alma 

mater (28, 53, 68, 83, 88). 

According to the Council for Financial Aid to Education report on 

Voluntary Support of Education 1970-1971, a distinct change in the pattern 

of voluntary support per institution by purpose emerged in the period 1965 

to 1971. It was reported that (88, p. 66): 

The most important of these [changes] concerns support given for 
physical plant - funds for the purchase, construction, improve­
ment, operation and maintenance of buildings, grounds, equipment 
and other facilities. Support for this purpose which rose more 
than 13% per year prior to 1964-65, has shown no growth whatever 
in the past six years. In fact, the 1970-71 figure is 8.3% less 
than the amount reported in 1964-65. Since this is one of the 
principal categories of support for capital purposes, this obser­
vation is consistent with the fact that support for current oper­
ations has been responsible for all of the growth in total volun­
tary support since 1964-65. 
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Support designated for student aid, basic research, and unrestricted sup­

port maintained relatively stable growth patterns. Approximately one-third 

of voluntary support for higher education was unrestricted as to use, and 

about two-thirds was designated for specific purposes (88). 

Many private business firms have participated in matching gift pro­

grams where they contribute an amount equal to that contributed by their 

employees. These companies have matching gift programs with both public 

and private institutions of higher education and most include public and 

private institutions on an equal basis (56). The total dollar amount from 

corporate support received through matching gift programs has risen every 

year since data were first tabulated in 1966-1967. The overall gain for 

the four-year period, 1966-1970, was 70 percent. Both an increase in the 

total number of gifts matched by business and industry and an increase in 

the size of the average gift matched were reflected in the growth (88). 

Fund raising activities involving trusts and insurance programs which 

provided income to a college or university while continuing to offer pro­

tection to the donor could help to assure ultimate capital gifts (30, 33, 

67). A drop of 11.7 percent was reported in the total of deferred giving 

in 1970-1971. However, bequests accounted for over one-third of the total 

support received from individuals in 1970-1971, which was an increase of 

43.3 percent (88). According to Webster (90), a bequest is a gift of 

money or other personal property left by will. Cash contributions contin­

ued to be a favored form of giving to colleges and universities in 1970-

1971. 

Tax incentives had helped colleges and universities to obtain gifts 

that donors previously thought they could not afford, and they had encour­
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aged donors to increase the size of gifts (32, 45, 46, 68). However, the 

Tax Reform Act of 1969 provided that deductions for gifts-in-kind could be 

valued only at cost. Deductions were previously allowed on such gifts at 

their market value (27, 62). The net effect of this legislation was not 

yet clear (88). 

The investment policies of colleges and universities "...involves not 

only choosing good securities, but, more important, the selection of the 

right combination of securities of different kinds to provide a constant 

maximum return consistent with investment objectives" (40, p. 38). Three 

of the principal categories of securities in which institutions of higher 

education have invested were; common and preferred stocks, bonds, and real 

estate (17, 22, 40, 44, 52, 56, 75, 84). Investing of college and univer­

sity funds was usually carried out by a committee of trustees - individuals 

experienced in investments and industry or a volunteer alumni committee, a 

large bank or investment house, or a small investment house (17, 22, 56, 

75). 
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METHOD OF PROCEDURE 

The purpose of the present study was to describe and analyze the atti­

tudes of alumni donors concerning certain topical areas which are con­

sidered important in higher education. These areas pertain to the phil­

osophy and objectives of colleges and universities, the role of the alumni 

office in the overall functioning of the college or university, and issues 

concerned with financing and fund raising. Procedures used In research 

design, sample selection, instrument development, data collection and anal­

ysis were described in this chapter. 

Research Design 

A survey method of investigation was used to determine the attitudes 

of donors. Because of the wide geographical distribution of the sample, it 

was considered to be reasonable and economical to collect data by mail. 

The survey was conducted in one phase using a survey instrument. 

Population and Sample 

Based on factors of time and economy, it was decided to limit the 

study to donors from three institutions of higher education within Iowa. 

These institutions were characteristic of three types of colleges and uni­

versities: the private college, the private university, and the public 

university. The selected college and universities were; Cornell College, 

a private college; Drake University, a private university; and Iowa State 

University, a public university. The sampled population were alumni from 

these three institutions of higher education. 
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It was believed that the attitudes of alumni who attended college in 

ci-rtaln time periods might differ from alumni of other time periods due to 

different social, political, and economic factors. The following periods 

of time were established as being relevant for the study: Pre-1930, 1930-

39, 1940-49, 1950-59, and 1960-68. The rationale for selecting these eras 

was: 

Pre-1930: The Pre-1930 era included the pre-World War I period and 

the World War I period. In the period preceding World War I, the United 

States shed its nineteenth century isolationism and emerged as a world 

power. Large scale philanthropy which influenced colleges and universities 

began (28). There was little fund raising by the three selected institu­

tions of higher education. World War I brought financial problems to prac­

tically all colleges and universities (33). The era of the intensive cam­

paign, the post-war period, was 

...ideal for ...[fund raising] drives, first because the need 
for funds was imperative; second, the country was in a condition 
of unprecedented prosperity; third, the American people were 
still in the habit and spirit of giving to worthwhile causes; and 
fourth, a highly developed technique had been evolved for nation­
wide intensive campaigns as a result of the war service drives 
(33, p. 5). 

1930-39: The financial resources of most Americans were affected by 

the great depression. The depression years also brought economic hardships 

to many colleges and universities. The Federal Government responded with 

the establishment of the Federal Emergency Relief Act in 1933, the founding 

of the National Youth Administration in 1935, and in 1937 the establishment 

of the National Cancer Institute Act and the Civilian Conservation Corps 

(93). An increase in enrollments was experienced during this era putting 

Increasing financial pressures on colleges and universities. 
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1940-49: With World War II and its aftermath, the 1940's provided a 

chnllon^-ing or;i to higher education. Until World War II, "There was no 

continuing loderal involvement with higher education" (51, p. 52). Enroll­

ment was low in the early 1940's, but with the passage of the G.I. Bill in 

1944, a dramatic increase in enrollment in higher education was experienced. 

1950-59: The Korean War, the McCarthy era, and the launching of the 

Soviet space satellite were forces that influenced the direction of higher 

education in the 1950's. Broadening of federal support to higher education 

was provided by the establishment of the National Science Foundation in 

1950, the Housing Act in the same year, and the passage of the National 

Defense Education Act in 1958. 

Sanford (76, p. 32) commented on the effect of the period on colleges: 

During ...[this] period there was a relative shortage of young 
people of college age, which had resulted from the lower birth 
rate of the Depression years. At the same time, there was great 
emphasis on economic growth and national security. Such a combi­
nation produces conservative ideology.... Education was geared 
to produce young people who would strengthen the society and its 
economy. 

1960-68: The I960's witnessed a great increase in enrollments at col­

leges and universities, and national attention was being focused on campus 

events. During the I960's, the Kennedy civil rights movement 

...has waxed and waned and has been replaced by Black Power and 
Black Separatism. Vietnam has raised an entirely new set of 
issues. And both racism and the actions of the military-indus­
trial complex have moved, as sources of concern, from somewhere 
"out there" to become foci of direct relevance to a college or 
university (83, p. 1). 

In discussing alumni of the early 1960's, Greeley (38, p. 2) contended 

that, "However they may differ from their predecessors in style, the 1961 

alumni ...have much in common with those who came after them." 
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S.ininl t HK Cc'clinlquc 

The sampled population was stratified by era of graduation and donor 

classification. Since alumni from similar eras of graduation were hypoth­

esized to be more homogeneous with respect to their attitudes, stratifica­

tion was expected to produce greater precision in the estimation of popula­

tion characteristics. Cochran (21, p. 88) stated that, "If each stratum is 

homogeneous, ...a precise estimate of any stratum mean can be obtained from 

a small sample in that stratum. These estimates can then be combined into 

a precise estimate for the whole population." Alumni were selected for 

each era on the basis of their year or projected year of graduation. It 

was decided that a further gain in precision would be obtained by listing 

alumni alphabetically by college or division in which they earned their 

first degree at the university being sampled for each year of graduation. 

For the two universities included in the study, the colleges or divi­

sions within each university were ordered alphabetically. The College of 

Divinity at Drake University was discontinued in 1968. However, the sam­

pled population from Drake included alumni from this college and so it was 

included in the listing of colleges. The ordering of colleges for Drake 

University was: College of Business Administration, College of Divinity, 

College of Education, College of Fine Arts, School of Journalism, Law 

School, College of Liberal Arts, and College of Pharmacy. The ordering for 

Iowa State University was: College of Agriculture, College of Education, 

College of Engineering, College of Home Economics, College of Sciences and 

Humanities, and College of Veterinary Medicine, Alumni from the Graduate 

College at Iowa State University were included in the college of their 

major subject. 
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Listings of major donors, consecutive donors, non-consecutive donors, 

and non-donors were compiled from the files at the Development Offices of 

Cornell College and Drake University and from the Alumni Office at Iowa 

State University. Because the number cf major donors at each of the 

selected institutions of higher education was less than 75, the whole popu­

lation of major donors was included in the study. A stratified systematic 

sampling technique was used to select 75 alumni from each of the remaining 

donor classifications at each of the three institutions. 

Development of the Instrument^ 

The purpose of the instrument was to obtain, as accurately and com­

pletely as possible, information concerning the attitudes of donors at 

Cornell College, Drake University, and Iowa State University on topical 

areas which are important in higher education. The characteristics desired 

for the instrument were that it; 

1. measure the attitudes of donors; 

2. permit a range of responses; 

3. yield scores that could be treated statistically; 

and, 4. be relatively short. 

A nine-point scale was constructed using numerical designations and 

descriptive phrases to define the points on a continuum. In the instruc­

tions provided, each respondent was requested to consider the extent of his 

agreement with each of the first 91 items and then record his judgment by 

entering the appropriate number in the blank before each item. 

^Item 79 was inadvertently omitted in the reproduction of the instru­
ment . 
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The scale used was: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

I 1 1 
DISAGREE neither AGREE 
completely AGREE nor DISAGREE completely 

In the final part of the instrument, a statement was presented to which the 

respondent was to respond by writing in the percentages which in his opin­

ion were appropriate. 

The instrument was pre-tested with college and university alumni who 

were not in the sample. These alumni represented a wide range of majors 

and ages. Revisions were made based on a review of the interpretation of 

specific questions, style of questions, layout of the instrument, and the 

time required to complete the instrument. 

The items selected for the instrument were based on issues identified 

in the literature as being of interest to donors in higher education. 

These issues pertained to the philosophy and objectives of colleges and 

universities, the role of the alumni office in the overall functioning of 

the college or university, and issues concerned with financing and fund 

raising in higher education. 

Items 1 through 8 dealt with the attitudes of alumni concerning the 

philosophy and objectives of colleges and universities. Included were 

items which related to the philosophy and objectives of the college or uni­

versity in relation to society, students, the clarity and internal consis­

tency of the philosophy and objectives, and the retention of private col­

leges and universities in the American system of higher education. 

The attitudes of alumni relating to the role of the alumni office in 

the overall functioning of the college or university were covered in items 
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27 through 42. Although fund raising through alumni has been the function 

of the Development Offices at Cornell College and Drake University since 

1964, it was believed that most alumni associate fund raising with the 

alumni office and thus the term alumni office was used in these items. 

Included were items pertaining to the communication of the alumni office 

with alumni, monetary gifts to one's alma mater in relation to the alumni 

office, and evaluation of the program of the alumni office. 

Items 10 through 26 and 93 through 100 pertained to the financing of 

higher education. Issues included were those relating to the lack of 

financial support for colleges and universities, the forces that are effec­

tive in shaping or changing the financial planning of colleges and univer­

sities, the role of the Federal Government in increased funding for higher 

education, and an analysis of the contributions from the major sources of 

support for higher education. 

Fund raising in higher education was treated in items 43 through 92. 

Included were items pertaining to the role of various constituents in the 

fund raising process, preferred forms of giving by alumni, uses to be made 

of gifts received in fund raising, investment of monies received through 

gifts, tax incentives in relation to gifts, and factors which encourage or 

discourage alumni gifts. 

Data Collection 

At the time of the initial mailing of the instrument, June 1, 1972, a 

total of 843 alumni composed the sample. A copy of the instrument. Appen­

dix A, with an accompanying letter explaining the purpose of the instrument. 

Appendix B, and a stamped, self-addressed envelope were sent to each of the 
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843 alumni. The instrument was marked with a code number to facilitate 

follow-up. In the cover letter, the respondents were assured that their 

responses would be treated with strict confidence and that the code number 

had been included only for follow-up purposes. 

Approximately two weeks after the initial mailing, a follow-up letter. 

Appendix B, was sent to all of those who had not replied, A second follow-

up letter. Appendix B, was sent approximately two weeks after the first, 

accompanied by a copy of the instrument and a stamped, self-addressed enve­

lope. First class postage was used in all mailings. 

Analysis of Data 

Pearson product moment correlation coefficients (81) were calculated 

for the first 91 items of the instrument. The correlation coefficients 

were tested for significance to study the relationships among the items. 

Factor analyses (43, 65) by the principal components technique and 

varimax rotation were performed on items 1 through 42 and items 43 through 

92 to determine common factors. Factor analyses by the principal compo­

nents technique and varimax rotation for items 1 through 8 and items 27 

through 42 were performed to determine common factors for these two groups 

of items. 

The coefficient of reliability (73) was calculated for each of the 

groups except group 5 which included the items for which responses were 

recorded in percentages rather than a nine-point rating scale, Richardson 

defined the coefficient of reliability (R) as: 

1 + (n-l)r 
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where n = the number of items and 7 is the average intercorrelatlon among 

the items. However, since the statements within each group were analyzed 

individually and not as a composite, reliability coefficients were only 

reported for future reference. 

Because of the unequal numbers of observations on the various treat­

ments, an unweighted factorial analysis of variance (82, 91) using three 

factors (colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation) was per­

formed on each item to analyze the variation of the data by type of col­

lege, donor classification, and era of graduation, and the interaction 

effects of these factors. Since there were no major donors from Cornell's 

1960-68 era, a degree of freedom was lost from the three-way interaction of 

colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation. Scheffl's test 

(77) was used for testing hypotheses regarding differences between means 

when compared on a paired basis. 

The five percent level of significance was chosen as the level of 

rejection of the null hypotheses. Throughout this study, conclusions in 

regard to whether the null hypotheses were rejected were implied from the 

reported results of the statistical analyses. 
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FINDINGS 

The present study investigated the attitudes of donors concerning cer­

tain topical areas which are considered important in higher education (3, 

51, 76, 92). Following the discussion of response to the instrument and 

determination of groupings, the findings of the study are presented in rela­

tion to the following areas: the philosophy and objectives of colleges;^ 

the role of the alumni office in the overall functioning of the college; 

and issues pertaining to financing and fund raising in higher education. 

The specific null hypotheses to be tested were: 

There were no significant differences in the attitudes of donors by: 

a) Type of college 

b) Donor classification 

c) Era of graduation. 

Response to the Instrument 

The percentage distribution of respondents is shown in Table 1. The 

number of respondents was not reported because of the confidential nature 

of the number of major donors. Six hundred and thirty of the alumni in the 

sample, or 74.7 percent, completed the instrument. The percentages of 

alumni who responded by college were 76.3, 67.7, and 80.5 for Cornell, 

Drake, and Iowa State University, respectively. IVhen alumni were catego­

rized by donor classification as major, consecutive, non-consecutive, and 

non-donor, the percentages who responded were 70.8, 82.7, 79.6, and 64.9, 

respectively. The percentages of respondents by era of graduation 

Throughout the remainder of this study, colleges and universities are 
referred to as colleges. 
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Table 1. Percentage distribution of respondents classified by college, 
donor classification, and era of graduation 

Era of Donor classification^ 
College graduation M C NC ND Total 

Pre-1930 68.0 80.0 80.0 33.3 65.7 
1930-39 87.0 86.7 73.3 66.7 77.4 

Cornell 1940-49 71.4 93.3 86.7 80.0 80.0 
1950-59 100.0 86.7 73.3 73.3 78.3 
1960-68 86.7 86.7 66.7 80.0 

Total 73.2 86.7 80.0 64.0 76.3 

Pre-1930 60.0 80.0 80.0 33.3 62.7 
1930-39 61.5 80.0 66.7 60.0 67.2 

Drake 1940-49 66.7 73.3 86.7 53.3 70.2 
1950-59 54.5 66.7 80.0 66.7 67.9 
1960-68 80.0 80.0 73.3 66.7 74.0 

Total 62.0 76.0 77.3 56.0 67.7 

Pre-1930 81.8 93.3 86.7 46.7 77.2 
1930-39 76.9 80.0 80.0 86.7 81.0 

Iowa State 1940-49 88.9 93.3 86.7 66.7 83.3 
1950-59 66.7 80.0 73.3 86.7 77.8 
1960-68 100.0 80.0 80.0 86.7 83.3 

Total 80.4 85.3 81.3 75.0 80.5 

Grand Total 70.8 82.7 79.6 64.9 74.7 

major donor; C, consecutive donor ; NC , non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

were 68.4, 75. 2, 79.1, 74.7, and 79. 0 for the Pre-1930, 1930 -39, 1940-•49, 

1950-59, and the 1960-68 eras , respectively. 

Response to the instrument was highest for alumni from Iowa State and 

lowest for Drake alumni. The percentage of alumni contributing to the 

annual fund during 1970-71 for Cornell, Drake, and Iowa State was 19.20, 

13.67, and.13.30, respectively (88). From these data, it might be expected 
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that Cornell would have the highest percentage of respondents. A partial 

explanation for Iowa State having the highest percentage of respondents 

might be that the study was being conducted by a student of Iowa State. 

Cornell is a small private college, and it is possible that a closer bond 

is felt by alumni to their alma mater than at a large private institution 

such as Drake. This could account for the higher percentage of respondents 

from Cornell than from Drake. 

By donot"classification, the largest percentage of respondents was in 

the consecutive donor classification, followed closely by non-consecutive 

donors. Consecutive donors, by definition, were donors who had contributed 

each year during the specified time period and might be expected to have 

the highest percentage of respondents. However, the high percentage of 

respondents from the non-consecutive donor group was unexpected. It was 

noted that of the seven items concerned with why alumni are discouraged 

from giving to their alma mater, "lack of finances" had the highest mean 

response for non-consecutive donors. A partial explanation for the high 

percentage of responses from non-consecutive donors might be that they were 

still interested in their alma mater but due to lack of finances did not 

contribute each year. It was of interest to note that Drake's non-consecu­

tive donors had a higher percentage of responses than its consecutive 

donors. 

A possible explanation for the relatively low percentage of respon­

dents from the major donor classification might be that a larger percentage 

of major donors were from the Pre-1930 era (40.24 percent). Among the dif­

ferent eras of graduation, the Pre-1930 era had the lowest percentage of 

respondents. Non-donors had the lowest percentage of respondents. 
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Percentage distribution of respondents by era of graduation was high­

est for the 1940-49 era (79.1 percent); the 1960-68 era had a 79.0 percent 

response; the Pre-1930 era had the lowest percentage of respondents. 

Examination of non-respondents showed that 50 alumni, or 5.6 percent 

of the sample, did not cooperate because of sickness, death, lack of inter­

est, or because completed instruments were received after the cutoff date. 

It had been anticipated that since there would be alumni from the Pre-1930 

era who graduated prior to 1900, the sample would include alumni who were 

incapacitated or had already died, but alumni office lists had not been 

updated. 

There was 19.3 percent of alumni who did not respond to any of the 

mailings. A five percent sample of these non-respondents would be eight 

alumni. It was decided that since the number of respondents was large, 

630, the procedure of sampling five percent of non-respondents would not 

significantly alter the findings. 

Determination of Groupings 

Relationships between variables were estimated by calculating Pearson 

product moment correlation coefficients^ (Appendix C) and factor analyses 

of items 1 through 92 (Appendix D). 

Factor analyses by the principal components technique and varimax 

rotation of the principal components solution were performed on items 1 

through 92 to determine common factors. Because of the large number of 

^In all correlation matrices included in this study, the decimal point 
has been omitted and only the first two digits of each coefficient are 
given. 
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factors extracted, it was decided to analyze the data by groupings as indi­

cated by Pearson product moment correlation coefficients, factor analyses, 

and organization of the instrument. 

There were 91 items analyzed in 12 groups; the eight remaining state­

ments were analyzed individually. Groups and statements classified under 

four topical areas were: 

1. Philosophy and objectives of colleges 

Group 1: items 1 through 8 

2. Alumni office in the overall functioning of the college 

Group 2: items 27 through 42 

3. Financing higher education 

Items 9, 10, and 11 

Group 3: items 12 through 21 

Group 4; items 22 through 26 

Group 5; items 93 through 100 

4. Fund raising in higher education 

Items 43, 44, 53, 54, and 55 

Group 6: items 45 through 52 

Group 7: items 56 through 63 

Group 8: items 64 through 66 

Group 9: items 67 through 71 

Group 10: items 72 through 78 

Group 11: items 80 through 86 

Group 12: items 87 through 92 I 
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Analysis of Areas 

Factorial analyses of variance were used to test for significant dif­

ferences among main effects (colleges, donor classifications, and eras of 

graduation) and significant interaction effects of these factors. Tables 

for items where no main effect was found to be significant are given in 

Appendix E. Fifteen significant interaction effects were noted. Interac­

tions which were found to be significant but which had no corresponding 

significant main effect were not discussed. Thirty-one significant differ­

ences and 59 highly significant differences were found for main effects. 

Summary of significant differences for main effects is presented in Table 2. 

The numbers of significant differences found among colleges, donor classi­

fications, and eras of graduation were 32, 28, and 30, respectively. 

Where a main effect was significant at the .05 level, Scheffe's test 

was used to test for significant differences between means when compared on 

Table 2. Summary of the numbers of significant differences among colleges, 
donor classifications, and eras of graduation by area 

No. significant No. significant No. significant 
differences differences differences 

Area by college by donor by era 

Philosophy and 
objectives 3 0 1 

Alumni office 4 4 6 

Financing 12 2 5 

Fund raising 13 22 18 

Total 32 28 30 
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p.iirod hnsl.s. Means and standard deviations for all items classified by 

college, donor classification, and era of graduation are presented in 

Appendix F. Table 3 presents the summary of the numbers of significant 

differences between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of gradua­

tion. The numbers of significant differences noted between colleges, donor 

classifications, and eras of graduation were 45, 36, and 35, respectively. 

Table 3. Summary of the numbers of significant differences between col­
leges, donor classifications,^ and eras of graduation^ by area 

Area 

Comparison 

Philosophy 
and 

objectives 
Alumni 
office Financing 

Fund 
raising Total 

CO-D 3 1 7 11 
CO-IS 2 1 9 8 20 
D-IS 1 8 5 14 

M-C 1 4 5 
M-NC 1 1 5 7 
M-ND 3 2 10 15 
C-NC 1 1 
C-ND 3 5 8 
NC-ND 

E1-E2 
E1-E3 5 4 9 
E1-E4 2 5 7 
E1-E5 1 2 1 10 14 
E2-E3 1 1 
E2-E4 1 1 
E2-E5 1 1 2 
E3-E4 
E3-E5 1 1 
E4-E5 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Philosophy and objectives of colleges 

Items pertaining to the philosophy and objectives of colleges formed 

group 1. Statements numbered as in the instrument were: 

1. Colleges and universities should have a philosophy and objectives 

relevant to today's society. 

2. Colleges and universities should have clarity and internal consis­

tency in their philosophy and objectives. 

3. Colleges and universities should be responsive to students' goals. 

4. Colleges and universities should be centers of independent think­

ing. 

5. Colleges and universities should evolve with society. 

6. Colleges and universities should have extracurricular activities 

related to the objectives of the school. 

7. Colleges and universities should be mediums for social change. 

8. Private colleges and universities should be retained in the Ameri­

can system of higher education. 

Although none of the mean responses to the statements on the instru­

ment was rated "agree completely" by the respondents, degrees of agreement, 

disagreement, and uncertainty were indicated by the mean ratings. Each 

mean had a possible value from one to nine. Mean ratings of 3 or below 

were indicative of disagreement. Weak disagreement was indicated by means 

between 3 and 4. Ratings of 4 through 6 indicated uncertainty, that is, 

respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with the statements. Weak agree­

ment was indicated by means between 6 and 7. Means of 7 or above were con­

sidered indicative of agreement with the statements. 
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Means and standard deviations for donors are presented in Table 4. To 

facilitate discussion, the items in this and subsequent tables are numbered 

as in the instrument. 

Table 4. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 1 through 8 
for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

1 7.70 1.65 
2 7.94 1.70 
3 7.02 1.80 
4 7.22 2.03 
5 7.13 1.82 
6 7.40 1.81 
7 5.61 2.47 
8 8.65 1.06 

Donors indicated agreement with all statements in the group except 

item 7. In response to item 7 that "Colleges should be mediums for social 

change," donors indicated uncertainty, neither agreeing nor disagreeing 

with the statement. The standard deviation was high on this item indicat­

ing that donors did not agree about what influence colleges should have as 

mediums for social change. In this and subsequent tables, mean responses 

between 4 and 6 along with high standard deviations (2 or above) indicated 

a wide variation in responses. 

Findings indicated agreement with Frantzreb (69) in that clarity, con­

sistency, and relevance to today's society were considered important 

aspects of the philosophy and objectives of colleges. This was important 

because, as Frantzreb (69, p. 7) emphasized, the first thing for a college 
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to do in the fund raising process is "...to decide upon a mission and then 

be sure it is relevant to today's society." In practice, Gross and 

Grambsch (39) noted that discrepancies existed between the perceived and 

preferred goals of colleges. 

Agreement by donors that colleges should be centers of independent 

thinking and that colleges should evolve with society were indicated. 

Donors seemed to agree with the findings of Spaeth and Greeley (83) and 

Feldman and Newcomb (31) and the writings of Katz (48) and Martin (57) that 

colleges could best serve society by being centers of independent thinking. 

Donors also seemed to agree with Sanford (76) that colleges should be 

more responsive to students' goals. However, as noted in the review of 

literature, Sanford (76) claimed that although emphasis on the student was 

stressed in the philosophy of many college catalogs and also in their com­

mencement addresses, it tended to be ignored in practice. The findings of 

Gross and Grambsch's study of administrators, governing boards, and a 10 

percent sampling of faculty at 68 universities, both public and non-denomi-

national private, indicated that "...goals related to students receive rel­

atively little emphasis at American universities...." (39, p. 109). 

Donors agreed very strongly that private colleges should be retained 

in the American system of higher education. This could help to ensure 

diversity and provide alternatives within the higher educational system. 

Intercorrelations and reliability coefficient Pearson product 

moment correlation coefficients were employed to test the relationships 

between each of the eight items related to the philosophy and objectives of 

colleges. The correlation matrix is presented in Table 5. A correlation 

coefficient of .08 was significantly different from zero at the .05 level 
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Table 5. Intercorrelatlons for items related to philosophy and objectives 
of colleges 

Item no. I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 
2 22 
3 41 12 
4 34 01 38 
5 48 11 42 36 
6 21 29 22 05 24 
7 35 -01 31 41 36 14 
8 06 11 08 07 07 16 

with 628 degrees of freedom. The coefficient of reliability for the group 

was .70. 

Factor analyses Factor analyses of items 1 through 8 were used to 

determine common factors. Results of principal components factor analysis 

and varimax rotation of the principal components solution are presented in 

Tables 6 and 7, respectively. 

After varimax rotation of the principal components solution, items 1, 

3, 4, 5, and 7 loaded highly (.450 or above) on factor I, Items 2 and 6 

loaded highly on factor II. Item 8 did not load highly on either factor. 

Although the percent of total variance accounted for by the two factors was 

relatively low, 33.677, it appeared that at least two things were being 

measured; 

1. The internal consistency of the philosophy and objectives of col­

leges, and 

2, Colleges in relation to the external expression of their philoso­

phy and objectives. 
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Table 6. Results of principal components factor analysis, items 1 through 
8 on two factors 

Factor „ 
Item no. I II h 

1 -.665 -.049 .444 
2 -.227 -.480 .281 
3 -.614 .022 .377 
4 -.569 .304 .416 
5 -.676 .028 .458 
6 -.358 -. 443 .324 
7 -.547 .215 .345 
8 -.138 -.167 .047 

Percent 
variance accounted for 26.193 7.454 

Percent of total variance accounted for by two factors = 33.677 

Table 7. Results of varimax rotation of principal components factor analy­
sis, items 1 through 8 on two factors 

Factor 
Item no. I II 

1 .587 .316 
2 .011 .530 
3 .569 .231 
4 .643 -.045 
5 .629 .251 
6 .145 .551 
7 .587 .027 
8 .058 .209 
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Because of the relatively low percent of total variance accounted for by 

the two factors, 33.677 percent, it was decided to analyze statements in 

this group individually. 

Analyses of variance Factorial analyses of variance were used to 

test for mean differences among colleges, donor classifications, and eras 

of graduation and the interaction effects of these variables. Summary of 

significant differences for main effects on items 1 through 8 is presented 

in Table 8. One significant difference and three highly significant dif­

ferences for main effects were found. 

Table 9 shows the summary of overall mean scores and significantly 

different means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of gradu­

ation. Five significant differences between means were noted. 

Table 8. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 1 
through 8 

Hypothesis 
No significant No significant No significant 
difference difference difference 

Item no. by college by donor by era 

1 
2 
3 HS** HS** 
4 S* 
5 
6 
7 
8 HS** 

*Significant at .05 level. 

**Significant at .01 level. 
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Table 9. Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different means 
between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation 
on items 1 through 8 

Overall Significantly Significantly Significantly 
mean different means different means different means 

Item no. scores between colleges between donors between eras 

1 7.71 
2 7.98 
3 7.06 CO-IS E1-E5 
4 7.18 CO-D 

CO-IS 
5 7.13 
6 7.44 
7 5.54 
8 8.63 D-IS 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake, IS, Iowa State. 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930, E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Results of factorial analyses of variance on items 3, 4, and 8 are 

presented in Tables 10, 11, and 12, respectively. 

Highly significant differences among both colleges and eras of gradua­

tion were found on item 3. Cornell had a significantly different mean 

response from Iowa State. The two private colleges, Cornell and Drake, 

agreed that colleges should be responsive to students' goals while Iowa 

State was in weak agreement with the statement. All eras except the Pre-

1930 era agreed with the statement. However, the Pre-1930 era differed 

significantly from the 1960-68 era. The 1960-68 era had the highest mean 

response, 7.45, while the lowest mean response was 6.61 for the Pre-1930 

era. A possible explanation for this difference could be the emphasis 
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Table 10. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 3 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 17.90 5.34* 
Donors (B) 3 4.71 1.41 
Eras (E) 4 12.57 3.75** 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 0.94 <1 
A X E 8 1.75 <1 
B X E 12 2.13 <1 
A X B X E 23 4.31 1.29 

Error 571 3.35 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ CO-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras;^ E1-E5 

^F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.41 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.29. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 5.34, jX.Ol. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 3.75, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

c 
M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 

ND, non-donor. 

^^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68, 

writers in higher education (31, 48, 76) are putting on students rather 

than programs, and their writings might be better known to alumni of the 

1960's. 

Although a significant difference among colleges was found on item 4, 

the three colleges agreed that colleges should be centers of independent 
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Table 11. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 4 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 

Donors (B) 

Eras (E) 

Interactions: 
A X B 
A X E 

B X E 

A X B X E 

Error 

2 
3 
4 

6 
8 

12 
23 
571 

Significantly different means between colleges: 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras:^ 

18.64 
10.00 
6.50 

6.96 
4.59 
2 .10  
4.73 
4.22 

CO-D 

CO-IS 

4.42* 
2.37 
1.54 

1.65 
1.09 
<1 

1 .22  

F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 2.37 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.54 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.65 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.09 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.22. 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 < 4.42, p<.05. 

b 
CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

'^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

thinking. Significant differences were noted between Cornell and both 

Drake and Iowa State. 

A highly significant difference among colleges was found on item 8, 

"Privtite colleges should be retained in the American system of higher edu-
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Table 12. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 8 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 8.22 7.21* 
Donors (B) 3 1.28 1.12 
Eras (E) 4 1.39 1.22 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 0.43 <1 
A X E 8 0.31 <1 
B X E 12 1.00 <1 
A X B X E 23 0.72 <1 

Error 571 1.14 

Significantly different means between colleges: ̂ D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: 

^F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.12 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.22. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 7.21, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

c 
M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 

ND, non-donor. 

^'si, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

cation." All three colleges were in agreement with the statement. Yet, 

Drake had a significantly different mean response from Iowa State. 

Although Iowa State had the lowest mean response, 8.43, Iowa State was in 

strong agreement with retaining private colleges at a time when controversy 

exists over pluralism and diversity in American higher education (72). 
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Alumni office in the overall functioning of the college 

Items related to the alumni office in the overall functioning of the 

college comprised group 2. 

Group 2 :  items 27 through 42 Statements included in this group 

were: 

27. The Alumni Office should have consistent communication with its 

alumni. 

28. The Alumni Office should provide opportunities for alumni 

reunions and area meetings. 

29. The Alumni Office should show the uses to be made of gifts 

received in fund raising programs. 

30. The Alumni Office should propose gifts for specific purposes. 

31. The Alumni Office should inform alumni of the possible financial 

benefits to donors from giving. 

32. The Alumni Office should have matching gift programs with busi­

ness and industry. 

33. The Alumni Office should ask for money the college or university 

needs. 

34. The Alumni Office should ask for money it thinks it can get. 

35. The Alumni Office should have an ongoing evaluation of its pro­

gram. 

The Alumni Office should provide information on what is happening 

regarding the following: 

36. Athletics 

37. Cultural Events 

38. Continuing Education Programs 
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39. Curricular Developments 

40. The Plans of the College or University 

41. Changes in the Philosophy and Objectives of the Institution 

42. Travel Opportunities 

Means and standard deviations for donors on items 27 through 42 are 

presented in Table 13. Donors expressed agreement with all statements 

except items 34 and 42. On statement 34, "The alumni office should ask for 

money it thinks it can get," a high percentage of uncertain responses was 

noted among all donor groups. With the exception of "travel opportunities", 

donors agreed that the alumni office should provide information on what is 

happening regarding athletics, cultural events, continuing education pro-

Table 13. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 27 through 
42 for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

27 8.07 1.63 
28 7.56 1.89 
29 8.07 1.53 
30 7.30 1.95 
31 7.94 1.63 
32 7.36 2.09 
33 7.07 2.21 
34 5.55 2.67 
35 8.33 1.34 
36 7.15 2.15 
37 7.69 1.67 
38 8.03 1.59 
39 7.90 1.65 
40 8.31 1.35 
41 8.27 1.39 
42 5.90 2.55 
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grams, curricular developments, the plan of the college, and changes in the 

philosophy and objectives of the college. 

Donors were in agreement with Bennett (3) and Gould (37) that effec­

tive communication should exist between alumni and their alma mater. Find­

ings supported the writings of Davis (29), Eldridge (30), and McAnally (61) 

as to the importance of suggesting gifts for specific purposes and of keep­

ing donors informed as the use being made of these gifts. 

Some donors indicated that they did not understand why item 34 was 

included in the instrument as they found it redundant. Yet, donors lent 

support to Frantzreb's suggestion that when asking for money "...ask not 

for what you think you can get, but ask for what you need" (69, p. 7). The 

results were in partial agreement with the findings of Andrews (1) that to 

raise money an institution has to ask for it. 

When mean responses for donors on items 36 through 42 were ranked from 

high to low, the results were; 

1. The plans of the college or university 

2. Changes in the philosophy and objectives of the institution 

3. Continuing education programs 

4. Curriculum development 

5. Cultural events 

6. Athletics 

7. Travel opportunities 

It would appear that donors were most interested in finding out infor­

mation about "the plans of the college" and "changes in the philosophy and 

objectives of the institution" and least interested in "athletics" and 
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"travel opportunities." However, no tests of significance were performed 

on differences in mean responses across items. 

Intercorrelations and reliability coefficient Pearson product 

correlation coefficients for items in group 2 are shown in Table 14. A 

correlation coefficient of .08 was significantly different from zero at the 

.05 level with 628 degrees of freedom. The coefficient of reliability for 

this group was .86. 

Table 14. Intercorrelations for items related to the alumni office 

Item 
no. 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 

27 
28 65 
29 36 38 
30 23 31 46 
31 35 35 37 41 
32 24 24 24 24 40 
33 21 12 16 25 29 31 
34 12 17 09 19 20 17 25 
35 26 24 29 25 34 16 31 14 
36 41 38 23 22 33 14 15 19 20 
37 37 35 27 19 32 13 22 18 17 67 
38 32 28 29 20 25 13 16 07 18 43 63 
39 28 19 23 19 19 12 15 05 18 38 48 70 
40 29 27 36 27 32 19 22 09 26 37 45 61 62 
41 26 19 23 17 22 15 19 05 22 31 39 50 52 66 
42 21 31 15 17 17 08 07 17 05 35 39 28 27 24 22 

Factor analyses Factor analyses of items 27 through 42 were 

employed to determine common factors. Results of principal components fac­

tor analysis and varimax rotation of the principal components solution are 

presented in Tables 15 and 16, respectively. After varimax rotation of the 

principal components solution, items 27 and 28 loaded highly (.450 or 
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Table 15. Results of principal components factor analysis, items 27 
through 42 on four factors 

Factor 
Item no. I II III IV h 

27 -.592 -.267 .218 -.192 .495 
28 -.602 -.423 .390 -.337 .507 
29 -.509 -.249 -.123 -.158 .349 
30 -. 444 -.310 -.181 .003 .317 
31 -.545 -.355 -.165 .116 .375 
32 -.342 -.303 -.206 .083 .228 
33 -.357 -.216 -.279 .257 .245 
34 -.240 -.203 -.016 .269 .128 
35 -.386 -.213 -.207 .016 .219 
36 -. 640 .054 .304 .229 .501 
37 -.730 .225 .310 .317 .612 
38 -.713 .397 .005 -.038 .633 
39 -.649 .433 -.096 -.088 .572 
40 -.723 .302 -.285 -.165 .600 
41 -.587 .307 -.208 -.121 .471 
42 -.403 .048 .221 .094 .220 

Percent of 
variance 
accounted for 30.09 8.43 5.08 3.45 

Percent of total variance accounted for by four factors = 47.05 

above) on factor IV; items 30 through 33 loaded highly on factor II; items 

36 and 37 loaded highly on factor III; and items 38 through 41 loaded 

highly on factor I, Items 29, 34, 35, and 42 did not load highly on any of 

the factors. Although the percent of total variance accounted for by the 

four factors was relatively low, 47.05 percent, it appeared that at least 

four things were being measured. 

1. The alumni office and communication with its alumni 

2. The alumni office in relation to gifts to the college 
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Tnhle 16. Results of varlmax rotation of principal components factor anal­
ysis, items 27 through 42 on four factors 

Factor 

Item no. I II III IV 

27 .177 .256 .259 .584 
28 .067 .210 .259 .831 
29 .247 .403 .031 .370 
30 .140 .496 .050 .241 
31 .134 .601 .169 .236 
32 .066 .484 .035 .133 
33 .103 .540 .115 -.047 
34 -.056 .338 .233 .007 
35 .171 .429 .030 .153 
36 .255 .187 .640 .219 
37 .392 .154 .767 .122 
38 .703 .086 .384 .134 
39 .737 .072 .266 .080 
40 .788 .261 .116 .137 
41 . 668 .167 .127 .085 
42 .174 .075 .393 .177 

3. The alumni office providing information on athletics and cultural 

events 

4. The alumni office providing information on continuing education 

programs, curricular developments, plans of the college, and 

changes in the philosophy and objectives of the college. 

Because of the relatively low percent of total variance accounted for by 

the four factors, 47.05 percent, it was decided to analyze statements in 

this group individually. 

Analyses of variance Summary of significant differences for 

main effects on items in group 2 is presented in Table 17. Fourteen sig­

nificant or highly significant differences were found. 
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Table 17. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 27 
through 42 

Hypothesis 
No significant No significant No significant 
difference difference difference 

Item no. by college by donor by era 

27 HS** HS** 
28 S* HS** HS** 
29 
30 s* 
31 
32 HS** HS** 
33 HS** HS** 
34 HS** 
35 
36 
37 s* 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 S* HS** 

^Significant at .05 level. 

^^Significant at .01 level. 

Table 18 gives the summary of overall mean scores and significantly 

different means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of gradu­

ation, Four significant differences between colleges, seven significant 

differences between donor classifications, and 12 significant differences 

between eras of graduation were found. 

Results of factorial analyses of variance on items 27, 28, 30, 32, 33, 

34, 37, and 42 are presented in Tables 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26, 

respectively. 
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Table 18. Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different means 
between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation 
on items 27 through 42 

Item no. 

Overall 
mean 
scores 

Significantly 
different means 
between colleges 

Significantly 
different means 
between donors^ 

Significantly 
different means 
between eras 

27 7.96 M-NC E1-E3 
M-ND E1-E4 
C-ND 

28 7.48 M-ND E1-E3 
E1-E4 
E1-E5 
E2-E3 
E2-E4 
E2-E5 

29 8.10 
30 7.21 E1-E5 
31 7.92 
32 7.24 CO-D C-ND 
33 6.89 CO-D M-ND 

CO-IS C-ND 
34 5.50 E1-E3 
35 8.31 
36 7.10 
37 7.65 E1-E3 
38 8.04 
39 7.85 
40 8.30 
41 8.24 
42 5.91 CO-D E1-E3 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 



www.manaraa.com

61 

Table 19. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 27 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 

Donors (B) 

Eras (E) 
Interactions : 

A X B 
A X E 
B X E 

A X B X E 
Error 

2 
3 
4 

6 
8 

12 
23 
571 

5.56 
16.99 
16.78 

1.97 
1.75 
.57 
2.97 
2.73 

2.04 
6 .22*  
6.15^f* 

<1 
<1 
<1 
1.09 

Significantly different means between colleges; 

Significantly different means between donors:^ M-NC 
M-ND 
C-ND 

Significantly different means between eras: E1-E3 
E1-E4 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2.04 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.09. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 6.22, p<.01.. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 6.15, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Highly significant differences among both donor classifications and 

eras were found on item 27. Although all donor groups agreed that "The 

alumni office should have consistent communication with its alumni," sig­

nificant differences were found between major donors and both non-consecu-
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Table 20. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation 
item 28 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 10.25 3.03* 
Donors (B) 3 13.06 3.86** 
Eras (E) 4 37.30 11.04*** 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 2.86 <1 
A X E 8 2.56 <1 
B X E 12 0.72 <1 
A X B X E 23 4.08 1.21 

Error 571 3.38 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ 

Significantly different means between donors;^ M-ND 

Significantly different means between eras:^ E1-E3 
E1-E4 
E1-E5 
E2-E3 
E2-E4 
E2-E5 

^F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.21. 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 < 3.03, p<.05. 

**F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 3.86, p<.01. 

***F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 11.04, fX.Ol. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake, IS, Iowa State. 

c 
M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 

ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2-1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Table 21. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 30 

Source of variation df MS F" 

Colleges (A) 2 4.33 1.15 
Donors (B) 3 9.09 2.42 
Eras (E) 4 12.14 3.23* 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 10.62 2,82** 
A X E 8 3.26 <1 
B X E 12 6.60 1.76 
A X B X E 23 2.49 <1 

Error 571 3.76 

Significantly different means between 11 b colleges: 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between d c, eras: El -E5 

®F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1 .15 
F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 2 .42 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.76. 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 < 3.23, p<.05. 

**F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 < 2 .82, p<. 05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake, IS, Iowa State. 

c 
M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor ; 

ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4 , 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

tive donors and non-donors. The mean response for the consecutive donor 

group also differed significantly from non-donors. The Pre-1930 era had a 

significantly different mean response from both the 1940-49 and the 1950-59 

eras. However, all eras agreed with the statement. It was noted that the 

oldest eras had the strongest agreement with the statement, and except for 
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Table 22. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 32 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 20.45 5.69* 
Donors (B) 3 17.92 4.17** 
Eras (E) 4 2.97 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 6.17 1.43 
A X E 8 4.75 1.10 
B X E 12 9.02 2.10*** 
A X B X E 23 2.55 <1 

Error 571 4.30 

Significantly different means between colleges CO-D 

Significantly different means between donors:^ C-ND 

Significantly different means between eras:^ 

^F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1 .43 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1 .10. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 5 .69, p<.01. 

**F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 4 .17, p<.01. 

***F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 < 2.10, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^N, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC , non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

i.1 slight difference between the 1940-49 and the 1950-59 eras, the mean 

responses had a direct relationship to years since graduation. 

A significant difference among colleges and highly significant differ­

ences among both donor groups and eras were noted on item 28, "The alumni 
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Table 23. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 33 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 
Donors (B) 
Eras (E) 
Interactions : 

A X B 
A X E 
B X E 
A X B X E 

Error 

2 
3 
4 

6 
8 

12 
23 

571 

69.05 
34.01 
5.64 

1.19 
9.03 
3.70 
5.71 
4.86 

14.21* 
7.00** 
1 . 1 6  

<1 
1 . 8 6  
<1 
1.17 

Significantly different means between colleges: 

Significantly different means between donors;^ M-ND 
C-ND 

Significantly different means between eras: 

^F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.16 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.86 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.17. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 14.21, [X.Ol. 

**F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 7.00, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Table 24. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 34 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 20.42 2.98 
Donors (B) 3 10.67 1.56 
Eras (E) 4 35.55 5.18* 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 6.96 1.01 
A X E 8 3.49 <1 
B X E 12 9.53 1.39 
A X B X E 23 5.30 <1 

Error 571 6.86 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ 

Significantly different means between donors ;^ 

Significantly different means between eras:^ El -E3 

^F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2.98 
F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.56 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.01 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.39. 

*F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 5.18, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

c  
M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 

ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

office should provide opportunities for alumni reunions and area meetings." 

No significant differences were found between colleges. Although all donor 

classifications agreed with the statement, major donors differed signifi­

cantly from non-donors. The rank order of agreement for donor classifica­

tion was major, consecutive, non-consecutive, and non-donors. 
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Table 25. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 37 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 5.97 2.12 
Donors (B) 3 2.64 <1 
Eras (E) 4 8.03 2.85* 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 5.55 1.97 
A X E 8 4.17 1.48 
B X E 12 3.93 1.39 
A X B X E 23 2.23 <1 

Error 571 2.82 

Significantly different means between colleges: 

Significantly different means between donors; 

Significantly different means between eras:^ E1-E3 

^F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2.12 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.97 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.48 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.39. 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 < 2.85, p<.05, 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor, 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

The Prc-1930 era had the strongest agreement with statement 28. The 

moan response for the Pre-1930 era was significantly different from all 

other eras except the 1930-39 era. Significant differences were also noted 

between the 1930-39 era and the following eras; 1940-49, 1950-59, and 

1960-68. The oldest eras had the strongest agreement with the statement. 
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Table 26. Analysis of variance and significant different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 42 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 25.31 3.88* 
Donors (B) 3 1.03 <1 
Eras (E) 4 22.33 3.42** 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 9.36 1.43 
A X E 8 3.47 <1 
B X E 12 8.94 1.37 
A X B X E 23 6.00 <1 

Error 571 6.53 

Significantly different means between colleges CO-D 

Significantly different means between donors ;^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras; E1-E3 

^F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.43 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.37. 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 < 3.88, [<.05. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 3.42, p<.01. 

'^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

and except for a slight difference between the 1950-59 and 1960-68 eras, 

the mean responses had a direct relationship to years since graduation. 

A significant difference among eras was found on item 30, "The alumni 

office should propose gifts for specific purposes." The Pre-1930 and the 

1960-68 eras were found to differ significantly. Although the interaction 
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of colleges with donors was found to be significant, it was not investi­

gated further since neither of the corresponding main effects was signifi­

cant . 

On item 32, "The alumni office should have matching gift programs with 

business and industry," highly significant differences among both colleges 

and donor classifications were noted, A significant difference between 

Cornell and Drake was found. Cornell and Iowa State indicated agreement 

with the statement while Drake showed weak agreement. The mean response 

for consecutive donors was significantly different from non-donors. How­

ever, this significant difference among donor groups must be interpreted in 

the light of the significant interaction of donor groups with eras which is 

shown graphically in Figure 1. Significant differences among donor groups 

were also found within both Cornell and Iowa State. It was of interest to 

note the high fluctuation in mean responses across eras for major donors 

and the low mean response for consecutive donors from the 1930-39 era. 

Highly significant differences among both colleges and donor classifi­

cations were found on item 33. Cornell had a highly significant different 

mean response from both Drake and Iowa State. Cornell agreed that the 

alumni office should ask for money the college needs. Drake and Iowa State 

indicated weak agreement with the statement. A partial explanation for 

this difference might be that Drake's fund raising program is carried out 

through the Development Office, and Drake alumni might have taken the 

statement too literally. However, as noted in the review of literature, 

fund raising at Cornell is also a function of the Development Office and at 

Iowa State a function of both the Alumni Office and the Development Office. 
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Figure 1. Interaction of donor classifications with eras on item 32 
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Non-donors differed significantly from both major and consecutive 

donors on item 33. Major and consecutive donors agreed with the statement 

whereas non-consecutive donors and non-donors were in weak agreement. 

On item 34, "The alumni office should ask for money it thinks it can 

get," a highly significant difference among eras was found. The Pre-1930 

and the 1940-49 eras differed significantly. The Pre-1930 era was the only 

era which indicated even weak agreement with the statement; all other eras 

expressed uncertainty in their mean responses. 

On item 37 a significant difference among eras was found. Although 

all eras were in agreement with the statement, the Pre-1930 and the 1940-49 

eras differed significantly on whether the alumni office should provide 

information on what is happening regarding cultural events. 

A significant difference among colleges and a highly significant dif­

ference among eras were noted on item 42. Cornell and Drake differed sig­

nificantly as to whether the alumni office should provide information on 

travel opportunities. Drake and Iowa State expressed uncertainty in their 

mean responses to the statement while Cornell was in weak agreement. A 

significant difference was found between the Pre-1930 and the 1940-49 eras. 

The Pre-1930 era agreed weakly with the statement; all other eras expressed 

uncertainty in their mean responses. All eras had high standard deviations. 

Financing higher education 

Statements pertaining to the financing of higher education were ana­

lyzed as three groups with statements 9, 10, and 11 analyzed separately. 

The groupings of items were: group 3, items 12 through 21; group 4, items 

22 through 26; and group 5, items 93 through 100. 
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Items 9_ through 11 Statements were: 

9. Private colleges and universities should receive public assistance 

equivalent to public institutions of higher education. 

10. Colleges and universities are not really underfinanced. 

11. One of the major problems in financing higher education is the 

inefficient use of existing resources. 

Table 27 shows the means and standard deviations for donors on items 9 

through 11. Donors did not indicate agreement with any of the three state­

ments. All of the overall mean responses for donors indicated uncertainty, 

and the standard deviations were high. Although experts on financing of 

higher education (6, 19, 20, 37, 44, 79, 89) expressed concern about the 

inefficient use of existing resources, donors did not seem to agree about 

the inefficient use of existing resources. 

Analyses of variance Summary of significant differences for 

main effects is given in Table 28. Three significant or highly significant 

differences were found. 

Table 27. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 9 through 11 
for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

9 

10 

11 

4.31 

4.19 

5.59 

2.71 

2.38 

2.23 
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Table 28. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 9 
through 11 

Hypothesis 
No significant No significant No significant 
difference difference difference 

Item no. by college by donor by era 

9 HS** 

10 S* 

11 S* 

*Significant at .05 level. 

**Significant at .01 level. 

Table 29 shows the overall mean scores and significantly different 

means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation. 

Four significant differences between colleges were noted. 

Tables 30, 31, and 32 give the results of factorial analyses of vari­

ance on items 9, 10, and 11, respectively. 

Although a highly significant difference among colleges was found on 

item 9, none of the colleges indicated agreement or disagreement in mean 

responses to the statement that "Private colleges and universities should 

receive public assistance equivalent to public institutions of higher edu­

cation." Significant differences were noted between Iowa State and both 

Cornell and Drake. Iowa State, a public college, had the lowest mean 

response, 3.75, while the two private colleges, Cornell and Drake, had mean 

responses of 4.57 and 4.64, respectively. 
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Table 29. Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different means 
between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation 
on items 9 through 11 

Overall Significantly Significantly Significantly 
mean different means different means different means 

Item no. scores between colleges between donors^ between eras 

9 4.30 CO-IS 
D-IS 

10 4.28 CO-IS 

11 5.64 CO-D 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

A significant difference among colleges was found on item 10, "Col­

leges and universities are not really underfinanced." However, there was 

also a significant interaction of colleges with eras which is shown graph­

ically in Figure 2. A highly significant difference among Cornell's eras 

of graduation was also noted. The Pre-1930 era differed significantly from 

the following eras: 1930-39, 1940-49, and 1950-59. It was of interest to 

note that the highest agreement on item 10 among Cornell's eras was the 

Pre-1930 era. Thus, the significant difference found between Cornell and 

Iowa State must be interpreted in the light of the interaction of colleges 

with eras. Weak agreement with the item was indicated by Cornell; Drake 

and Iowa State expressed uncertainty. However, the large number of means 

between 4 and 6 indicated wide variation in responses. 
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Table 30. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 9 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 53,06 7.25* 
Donors (B) 3 12.63 1.73 
Eras (E) 4 10.41 1.42 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 6.07 <1 
A X E 8 8.19 1.12 
B X E 12 8.92 1.22 
A X B X E 23 8.27 1.13 

Error 571 7.32 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ CO-IS 

D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: 

F(,05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.73 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.42 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.12 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.22 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.13. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 7.25, {X.Ol. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

"^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Although a significant difference among colleges was noted on item 11, 

"One of the major problems in financing higher education is the inefficient 

use of existing resources," there was also a significant interation of col­

leges with eras (Figure 3). A significant difference among Cornell's eras 
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Table 31. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 10 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 19.41 3. 68* 
Donors (B) 3 10.45 1. ,98 
Eras (E) 4 8.20 1, ,56 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 10.27 1, .95 
A X E 8 10.37 1 .97** 

B X E 12 8.58 1 .63 
A X B X E 23 5.80 1 .10 

Error 571 5.27 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ CO-IS 

Significantly different means between donors :^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: 

^F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.98 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.56 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.95 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.96 > 1.63 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.10. 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 < 3.68, p<.05. 

**F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 < 1.97, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Table 32. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 11 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 20.02 4.12* 
Donors (B) 3 4.23 <1 
Eras (E) 4 1.69 , <1 
Interactions: 

A x B  6  3 . 7 7  < 1  
A X E 8 9.74 2.00** 
li X E 12 3.98 <1 
A X B X E 23 4.65 <1 

Error 571 4.86 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ CO-D 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras:^ 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 < 4.12, p<.05. 

**F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 < 2.00, p<.05. 

a 
CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

was also found. The Pre-1930 era had significantly different mean 

responses from the 1950-59 era. Thus, the significant difference found 

between Cornell and Drake must be interpreted in the light of the interac­

tion of colleges with eras. All colleges indicated uncertainty in their 

mean responses, and all colleges had high standard deviations. 
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Figure 2. Interaction of colleges with eras on Item 10 
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Figure 3. Interaction of colleges with eras on item 11 
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Group 2: items 12 through 21 Statements analyzed in group 3 were: 

The following should be effective forces in shaping or changing the 

financial planning of colleges and universities; 

12. Students 

13. Faculty 

14. Alumni 

15. Taxpayers 

16. Administrators 

17. Board of Trustees (Regents) 

18. State Legislature 

19. Federal Government 

20. Agencies supplying funds for contract grants 

21. Sources of large private grants or endowments 

Means and standard deviations for donors on items 12 through 21 are 

shown in Table 33. Donors agreed that the Board of Trustees (Regents) and 

administrators should be effective forces in shaping or changing the finan­

cial planning of colleges. Weak agreement was expressed by donors that 

alumni, faculty, and the state legislature should be effective forces in 

shaping or changing the financial planning of colleges. 

When mean responses for donors were ranked from high to low, the 

results were; 

1. Board of Trustees (Regents) 

2. Administrators 

3. Alumni 

4. Faculty 

5. State Legislature 
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Table 33. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 12 through 
21 for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

12 4.55 2.66 
13 6.22 2.31 
14 6.52 2.00 
15 5.83 2,51 
16 7.93 1.43 
17 8.05 1.49 
18 5.98 2.62 
19 4.54 2.67 
20 4.86 2.61 
21 5.43 2.65 

6. Taxpayers 

7. Sources of large private grants or endowments 

8. Agencies supplying funds for contract grants 

9. Students 

10. Federal Government 

It appeared that donors thought that the Board of Trustees (Regents) 

and administrators should be the two most effective forces in shaping or 

changing the financial planning of colleges. Alumni were ranked third. 

There was a large difference between the highest mean response, 8.05 for the 

Board of Trustees (Regents), and the lowest mean response, 4.54 for the 

Federal Government, The range for mean responses was 3.51. However, no 

tests of significance were performed on differences in mean responses 

across items. 

Ranking at the bottom were agencies supplying funds for contract 

grants, students, and the Federal Government. In general, the standard 
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deviations were high, Indicating that throughout the sample there was not 

substantial agreement about the role which each person or group held. A 

partial explanation seemed to lie in the inclusion of both private and pub­

lic colleges in the sample. However, at a public college, state legisla­

ture, Federal Government, and taxpayers traditionally have had more power 

than at private institutions where large private donors have considerable 

influence (83). However, the Federal Government had low mean ratings 

across all three colleges. 

In the Gross and Grambsch study (39) where respondents were adminis­

trators, governing boards, and faculty, when the mean scores for potential 

power-holders at American colleges were ranked, the first two rankings were 

held by the president and the regents, respectively. Ranking at the bottom 

of the 16 potential power-holders were the alumni, students, citizens of 

state, and parents. Although the present study was not directly comparable 

to the Gross and Grambsch study, it was interesting to note the relatively 

high ranking of alumni and the low ranking of students when area responses 

of donors were ranked in the present study. 

Intercorrelations and reliability coefficient Intercorrela-

tions for items related to who should be effective forces in shaping or 

changing the financial planning of colleges are shown in Table 34. A cor­

relation coefficient of .08 was significantly different from zero at the 

,05 level with 628 degrees of freedom. The coefficient of reliability was 

.72. 

Analyses of variance Table 35 gives the summary of signifi­

cant differences for main effects on items in group 3. Four significant 

differences and five highly significant differences were found. 
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Table 34. Intercorrelations for items related to shaping or changing the 
financial planning of colleges 

Item 
no. 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

12 
13 54 
14 20 27 
15 08 02 29 
16 -01 21 18 07 
17 -13 -07 19 21 40 
18 03 -04 12 46 13 29 
19 18 07 11 30 03 10 57 
20 14 08 22 24 08 12 26 
21 10 06 29 21 05 13 23 

Table 35. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 12 
through 21 

Hypothesis 

No significant No significant No significant 
difference difference difference 

Item no. by college by donor by era 

12 S* 
13 S* 
14 
15 HS** 
16 
17 S* 
18 HS** HS** 
19 
20 HS** S** 
21 HS** 

^Significant at .05 level. 

**Significant at .01 level. 



www.manaraa.com

84 

Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different means 

between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation is pre­

sented in Table 36. Seven significant differences between colleges, one 

significant difference between donor classifications, and two significant 

differences between eras of graduation were noted. 

Results of factorial analyses of variance on items 12, 13, 15, 17, 18, 

20, and 21 are presented in Tables 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, and 43, respec­

tively. 

Table 36. Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different means 
between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation 
on items 12 through 21 

Overall Significantly Significantly Significantly 
mean different means different means different means 

Item no. scores between colleges between donors" between eras 

12 4.60 
13 6.29 
14 6.49 
15 5.87 CO-IS 

D-IS 
16 7.92 
17 8.00 E3-E5 
18 6.01 CO-IS E2-E5 

D-IS 
19 4.44 
20 4.93 CO-IS M-ND 
21 5.46 CO-IS 

D-IS 

^CO , Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State • 

major donor ; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^E1 , Pre-1930; E2 , 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Table 37. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 12 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 13.58 1.91 
Donors (B) 3 6.18 <1 
Eras (E) 4 18.03 2.53* 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 6.74 <1 
A X E 8 7.74 1.09 
B X E 12 4.06 <1 
A X B X E 23 5.46 <1 

Error 571 7.12 

Significantly different means between colleges;^ 

Significantly different means between donors;^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.91 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.09. 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 < 2.53, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

"^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

A significant difference among eras was found on item 12, that stu­

dents should be effective forces in shaping or changing the financial plan 

ning of colleges. However, no significant differences were found between 

eras. All mean responses for eras indicated uncertainty and all eras had 

high standard deviations. 
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Table 38. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 13 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 6.06 1.20 
Donors (B) 3 12.73 2.53 
Eras (E) 4 16.39 3.25* 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 13.71 2.72** 
A X E 8 2.89 <1 
B X E 12 6.50 1.29 
A X B X E 23 7.07 1.40 

Error 571 5.04 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ 

Significantly different means between donors :^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: 

^F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1 .20 
F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 2 .52 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.29 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.40 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 < 3 .25, p<. 05. 

**F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 < 2 .72, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NO, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4 , 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

A1though the interaction of colleges with donors was significant on 

item 13, that faculty should be effective forces in shaping or changing the 

financial planning of colleges, since there were no significant differences 

among corresponding main effects, the effect of the interaction was not 
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Table 39. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 15 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 61.15 10.35* 
Donors (B) 3 4.23 <1 
Eras (E) 4 7.33 1.24 
Interactions ; 

A X B 6 4.33 <1 
A X E 8 7.67 1.30 
B X E 12 7.06 1.19 
A X B X E 23 7.24 1.23 

Error 571 5.91 

Significantly different means between colleges: ̂ CO-IS 
D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors;^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras : 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.24 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.30 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.19 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.23. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 10.35, fX.Ol. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State, 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

investigated. A significant difference among eras of graduation was found 

on item 13. All eras except the 1930-39 era indicated weak agreement with 

the statement. The 1930-39 era mean response was 5.99, which indicated 

uncertainty. Between eras there were no significant differences. High 

standard deviations for all eras indicated wide variation in responses. 
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Table 40. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 

colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 

item 17 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 1.78 <1 
Donors (B) 3 3.44 1.41 
Eras (E) 4 8.10 3.32* 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 4.95 2.03 
A X E 8 1.54 <1 
B X E 12 1.59 <1 
A X B X E 23 1.41 <1 

Error 571 2.44 

Significantly different means between colleges; 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras:^ E3-E5 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.41 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 2.03. 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 < 3.32, p<.05. 

'^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 

ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

On item 15, a highly significant difference among colleges was found. 

Individual significant differences were noted between Cornell and both 

Drake and Iowa State. Respondents from Iowa State weakly agreed that tax­

payers should be effective forces in shaping or changing the financial 

planning of colleges, while respondents from Cornell and Drake appeared 

uncertain, neither agreeing nor disagreeing with the statement. A probable 
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Table 41. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 18 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 112.14 17.09* 
Donors (B) 3 2.09 <1 
Eras (E) 4 22.54 3.44** 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 6.90 1.05 
A X E 8 6.41 <1 
B X E 12 6.71 1.02 
A X B X E 23 3.89 <1 

Error 571 6.56 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ CO-IS 
D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras:^ E2-E5 

^F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.05 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.02. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 17.09, fX.Ol. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 3.44, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

explanation for this difference might be that Iowa State is a public col­

lege and Cornell and Drake are both private colleges. The standard devia­

tion was high on this item indicating that respondents did not agree about 

what influence taxpayers should have in shaping or changing the financial 

planning of colleges. 
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Table 42. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 20 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 
Donors (B) 3 
Eras (E) 4 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 
A X E 8 
B X E 12 
A X B X E 23 

Error 571 

37.39 
22.17 
10.19 

6.52 
5.57 
10.52 
4.88 
6.49 

5.76* 
3.42** 
1.57 

1.00 
<1 
1.62 
<1 

Significantly different means between colleges CO-IS 

Significantly different means between 
Q 

donors : M-ND 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: 
"V 

^F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.57 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.00 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.62. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 5.76, p<.01. 

**F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 < 3.42, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive 
ND, non-donor. 

donor ; NC , non-consecutive donor; 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-45; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

A significant difference was found among eras on item 17. All eras 

agreed that the Board of Trustees (Regents) should be an effective force in 

shaping or changing the financial planning of colleges. Mean responses for 

the 1940-49 and the 1960-68 eras differed significantly. 
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Table 43. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 21 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 92.23 14.10* 
Donors (B) 3 11.49 1.76 
Eras (E) 4 7.94 1.21 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 5.57 <1 
A X E 8 8.73 1.33 
B X E 12 11.49 1.76 
A X B X E 23 6.58 1.01 

Error 571 6.54 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ CO-IS 
D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors; 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.76 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.21 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.33 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.76 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.01. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 14.10, fX.Ol. 

''go, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Highly significant differences among both colleges and eras were found 

on item 18. Iowa State differed significantly from both Cornell and Drake. 

Respondents from Iowa State weakly agreed that the Board of Trustees 

(Regents) should be an effective force in shaping or changing the financial 
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pliiniiiny of colleges. Respondents from Cornell and Drake indicated uncer­

tainty. High standard deviations for the three colleges indicated wide 

variation in responses. The 1930-39 and the 1960-68 eras differed signifi­

cantly. The Pre-1930, 1930-39, and 1950-59 eras agreed weakly with the 

statement; the 1940-49 and 1960-68 eras expressed uncertainty in their mean 

responses. Again high standard deviations indicated wide variation in mean 

responses. A probable explanation for this could be the differences 

reflected by the private and public colleges. It was of interest to note 

that the 1960-68 era had the lowest mean responses on items 17 and 18. 

A highly significant difference among colleges and a significant dif­

ference among donor classifications were found on item 20. Cornell and 

Iowa State had significantly different mean responses on item 20, whether 

agencies supplying funds for contract grants should be effective forces in 

shaping or changing the financial planning of colleges. Yet, all three 

colleges had mean responses which indicated uncertainty, and all colleges 

had high standard deviations. 

Major donors and non-donors differed significantly on item 20. All 

mean responses were between 4 and 6, indicating that donors neither agreed 

nor disagreed that agencies supplying funds for contract grants should be 

effective forces in shaping or changing the financial planning of colleges. 

High standard deviations for all donor groups reflected the wide variation 

in responses. 

Mean responses among colleges on item 21, whether sources of private 

grants or endowments should be effective forces in shaping or changing the 

financing planning of colleges, showed highly significant differences. 

Iowa State differed significantly from both Cornell and Drake. Cornell 
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showed weak agreement with the statement while Diake and Iowa State indi­

cated uncertainty. High standard deviations were noted for all colleges. 

Group items 22 through 26 Group 4 included the following 

statements: 

Increased Federal Funding for higher education should come from the 

following alternatives: 

22. Categorical Aid (aid for specific purposes) 

23. Aid to Students (scholarships, fellowships and loans) 

24. Institutional Grants 

25. Tax Relief 

26. Revenue Sharing and Aid to States 

Means and standard deviations for donors on items in group 4 are given 

in Table 44. Donors agreed that increased federal funding for higher edu­

cation should come in the form of aid to students. Categorical aid, insti­

tutional grants, and tax relief were weakly agreed on by donors as alterna­

tive forms of increased federal funding for higher education. 

Table 44. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 22 through 
26 for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

22 6.20 2.41 

23 7.10 2.13 

24 6.46 2.15 

25 6.01 2.47 

26 5.65 2.63 
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When mean responses for donors were ranked from high to low, the 

results were: 

1. Aid to students 

2. Institutional grants 

3. Categorical aid 

4. Tax relief 

5. Revenue sharing and aid to states. 

No tests of significance were performed on differences in mean responses 

across items. 

Intercorrelations and reliability coefficient Pearson product 

moment correlation coefficients for items 22 through 26 are presented in 

Table 45. A correlation coefficient of .08 was significantly different 

from zero at the .05 level with 628 degrees of freedom. The coefficient of 

reliability for this group was .56. 

Table 45. Intercorrelations for items related to increased federal funding 
for higher education 

Item no. 22 23 24 25 26 

22 

23 26 

24 33 34 

25 08 12 12 

26 10 16 26 26 



www.manaraa.com

95 

Analyses of variance Summary of significant differences for 

main effects on items 22 through 26 is presented in Table 46. Only one 

significant difference was found. 

Table 46. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 22 
through 26 

Hypothesis 
No significant No significant No significant 
difference difference difference 

Item no. by college by donor by era 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

S* 

*Significant at .05 level, 

^^Significant at .01 level. 

Table 47 gives the summary of overall mean scores and significantly 

different means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of gradu­

ation. One significant difference between college means was noted. 

Table 48 presents the results of factorial analysis of variance on 

item 23. A significant difference among colleges on increased federal 

funding for higher education coming in the form of aid to students was 

found. Cornell and Iowa State differed significantly. Cornell and Drake 

agreed with the statement; Iowa State showed weak agreement. 
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Table 47. Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different mciins 
between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation 
on items 22 through 26 

Overall Significantly Significantly Significantly 
mean different means different means different meags 

Item no. scores between colleges between donors^ between eras 

22 6. 24 

23 7. 16 CO-IS 

24 6, ,51 

25 6. ,03 

26 5 .71 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930, E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Group items 93, through 100 Statements included in this group 

were: 

The present approximate percentages of total income to public higher 

education by sources are presented below. Please write in the per­

centages which in your opinion the identified sources should be con­

tributing to public higher education. 

Presently Should Be 

93. State 39% 

94. Federal Government 20% 

95. Students 20% 

96. Local Tax District 4% 
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Table 48. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 23 

Source of variation df MS F" 

Colleges (A) 2 18.17 3.98* 
Donors (B) 3 8.62 1.89 
Eras (E) 4 2.63 <1 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 0.73 <1 
A X E 8 4.35 <1 
B X E 12 4.06 <1 
A X B X E 23 5.49 1.20 

Error 571 4.57 

Significantly different means between colleges;^ CO-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras; 

^F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.89 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.20. 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 < 3.98, tX.05. 

^^0, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NG, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

97. Alumni and Friends 4% 

98. Foundations 3% 

99. Business Corporations 2% 

100. Other (Community Groups, 8% 
Endowment Earnings, etc.) 

100% 
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Table 49 shows the means and standard deviations for donors on items 

93 through 100. The Federal Government, alumni and friends, foundations, 

and business corporations were the identified sources that donors thought 

should be contributing more to public higher education. Donors felt that 

the state, students, and the local tax district should be contributing less 

to public higher education. Findings substantiated the observations of 

writers (3, 8, 11, 42, 56, 61) that alumni and friends, foundations, and 

business corporations should be contributing more to public higher educa­

tion. 

Table 49. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 93 through 
100 for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

93 35.97 10.27 
94 20.60 9.83 
95 19.63 8.47 
96 3.15 2.65 
97 6.31 4.38 
98 4.30 3.07 
99 4.33 3.90 
100 6.61 3.59 

Analyses of variance Summary of significant differences for 

main effects on items in group 5 is given in Table 50. Six highly signifi-

cant differences were found. 

Table 51 shows the summary of overall mean responses and significantly 

different means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of gradu­

ation. Seven significant differences between colleges, three significant 
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Table 50. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 93 
through 100 

Item no. 

No significant 
difference 
by college 

Hypothesis 
No significant 
difference 
by donor 

No significant 
difference 
by era 

93 HS** 
94 
95 
96 
97 HS** 
98 HS** 
99 HS** 
100 

HS** 

HS** 

^Significant at .05 level. 

**Significant at .01 level. 

Table 51. Summary of overall mean responses and significantly different 
means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of grad­
uation on items 93 through 100 

Overall Significantly Significantly Significantly 
mean different means different means different means 

Item no. responses between colleges between donors^ between eras 

93 36.22 CO-IS 
D-IS 

94 20.73 
95 19.36 
96 3.19 
97 6.08 CO-IS M-C 

D-IS M-NC 
M-ND 

98 4.40 CO-IS 
D-IS 

99 4.40 D-IS E1-E5 
100 6.56 

0)
 

n
 
o
 

, Cornell; D, Drake, IS, Iowa State • 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor 

"^El , Pre -1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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differences between donor classifications, and one significant difference 

between eras of graduation were noted. 

Results of factorial analyses of variance on items 93, 97, 98, and 99 

are shown in Tables 52, 53, 54, and 55, respectively. 

Table 52. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 93 

Source of variation df MS F" 

Colleges (A) 2 1236.10 12.26* 
Donors (B) 3 90.03 <1 
Eras (E) 4 104.82 1.04 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 35.62 <1 
A X E 8 81.27 <1 
J X E 12 118.90 1.18 
A X B X E 23 115.45 1.14 

Error 490 100.85 

Significantly different means between colleges: 
b 

CO-IS 
D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras : 

^F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.04 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.78 > 1.18 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.14. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 12.26, p<.01. 

b 
CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
NC, non-donor. 

Si, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Table 53. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 97 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 142.34 8.96* 
Donors (B) 3 112.27 7.07** 
Eras (E) 4 29.15 1.84 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 8.12 <1 
A X E 8 21.42 1.35 
B X E 12 16.75 1.05 
A X B X E 23 12.63 <1 

Error 490 15.88 

Significantly different means between colleges: ̂ CO-IS 
D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ M-C 
M-NC 
M-ND 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: 

F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.84 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.35 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.78 > 1.05 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 8.96, {X.Ol. 

**F(.01) 3,571 = 3.83 < 7.07, fX.Ol. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake, IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Table 54. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 98 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 74.59 8.02** 
Donors (B) 3 6.43 <1 
Eras (E) 4 16.25 1.75 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 9.30 1.00 
A X E 8 20.36 2.19** 
B X E 12 13.24 1.42 
A X B X E 23 10.89 1.17 

Error 490 9.30 

Significantly different means between colleges: ̂ CO-IS 
D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors;^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.75 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.12 > 1.00 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.78 > 1.42 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.17. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 8.02, p<.01. 

**F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 < 2.19, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State, 

c 
M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 

ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68, 

A highly significant difference among colleges was noted on item 93. 

Iowa State differed significantly from both Cornell and Drake in the amount 

respondents thought the state should be contributing to public higher edu­

cation. Respondents from Cornell and Drake felt that the state should be 
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Table 55. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 99 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 147.94 8 .26 *  
Donors (B) 3 8.74 <1 
Eras (E) 4 64.86 3.62** 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 10.81 <1 
A X E 8 28.14 1.57 
B X E 12 10.96 <1 
A X B X E 23 18.08 <1 

Error 490 17.91 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors;^ 

Significantly different means between eras:^ E1-E5 

^F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.57. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 8.26, fX.Ol. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.36 < 3.62, iX.Ol. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^'si, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

contributing less than the 39 percent which it contributed to public higher 

education in 1971. 

According to respondents, alumni and friends of the college should be 

contributing a greater percentage to public higher education than they did 

in 1971 (four percent), item 97. A highly significant difference was found 

among colleges. Iowa State differed significantly from both Cornell and 
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Drake. The mean responses for Cornell, Drake, and Iowa State were 6.61, 

6.69, and 5.11, respectively. 

There was also a highly significant difference among donor groups 

found on item 97. Major donors differed significantly from each of the 

other donor groups. The mean percentages that donor classifications indi­

cated alumni and friends of the college should be contributing to public 

higher education were 7.72, 5,75, 5.97, and 5.31 for the major, consecu­

tive, non-consecutive, and non-donor classifications, respectively. The 

significant difference among colleges found on item 98 was not interprét­

able without consideration of the significant interaction of colleges with 

eras (Figure 4). 

Significant differences were found between Iowa State and both Cornell 

and Drake regarding the percentage contributed to public higher education 

by foundations. Three percent was the amount presented as having been con­

tributed to public higher education by foundations in 1971. The mean 

responses by college were 4.92, 4.66, and 3.74, for Cornell, Drake, and 

Iowa State, respectively. However, a significant difference among eras of 

graduation from Drake was noted. It was also of interest to note the low 

mean responses for Iowa State's eras. 

Respondents indicated that business corporations should be contribut­

ing more to public higher education than the two percent which they had 

contributed in 1971, item 99. Highly significant differences among both 

colleges and eras were found on this item. Mean responses for Drake and 

Iowa State differed significantly. The Pre-1930 and the 1960-68 eras dif-

ferred significantly. The lowest mean response was 3.47 for the Pre-1930 

era. The 1960-68 era had the highest mean response, 5.37. 
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Figure 4. Interaction of colleges with eras on item 98 
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Fund raising in higher education 

The items in this section were analyzed in seven groups with state­

ments 43, 44, 53, 54, and 55 analyzed separately from the groupings. 

Items 43, 44, 53, 54. and 55 Statements analyzed apart from the 

groups were: 

43. In fund raising, a volunteer should have a better chance of get­

ting money than a professional fund raiser. 

44. Academic excellence should attract financial support to a college 

or university. 

Monies contributed to a college or university should be invested 

by: 

53. Committee of Trustees 

54. Large Bank or Investment House 

55. Small Investment House 

Means and standard deviations for donors on items 43, 44, 53, 54, and 

55 are presented in Table 56. Donors agreed that "Academic excellence 

should attract financial support to a college or university." Weak agree­

ment that monies contributed to a college should be invested by a committee 

of trustees or a large bank or investment house was shown by donors. 

Donors expressed uncertainty in mean responses to item 43. The stan­

dard deviation was high on this item indicating that donors did not agree 

about whether in fund raising a volunteer should have a better chance of 

getting money than a professional fund raiser. It is possible that ambigu­

ity existed over the use of the term 'professional fund raiser." Some per­

sonnel of alumni and development offices directly involved in the fund 

raising process are considered to be professional fund raisers. Yet, 
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Table 56. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 43, 44, 53, 
54, and 55 for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

43 5.32 2.49 

44 8.08 1.34 

53 6.41 2.63 

54 6.33 2.43 

55 4.27 2.18 

alumni might have limited a professional fund raiser to one who works for a 

professional fund raising firm. 

Analyses of variance Summary of significant differences for 

main effects is shown in Table 57. Eight significant or highly significant 

differences were noted. 

Table 57. Summary of significant 
44, 53, 54, and 55 

differences for main effects on items 43, 

Hypothesis 

Item no. 

No significant 
difference 
by college 

No significant 
difference 
by donor 

No significant 
difference 
by era 

43 S* HS** 

44 HS** 

53 S* HS** 

54 

55 HS** S* S* 

•Significant at .05 level. 

**Significant at .01 level. 
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Table 58 gives the summary of overall mean scores and significantly 

different means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of gradu­

ation. Eleven significant differences between means were found. 

Table 58. Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different means 
between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation 
on items 43, 44, 53, 54, and 55 

Item no. 

Overall 
mean 
scores 

Significantly 
different means 
between colleges 

Significantly 
different means 
between donors^ 

Significantly 
different means 
between eras 

43 5.24 CO-IS E1-E4 
E1-E5 

44 8.07 E1-E4 

53 6.40 CO-IS E1-E3 
E1-E5 

54 6.34 

55 4.27 CO-IS 
CO-D 

M-C E1-E5 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Results of factorial analyses of variance on items 43, 44, 53, and 55 

are presented in Tables 59, 60, 61, and 62, respectively. 

A significant difference among colleges and a highly significant dif­

ference among eras were noted on item 43. Cornell and Iowa State differed 

significantly in mean responses to the statement that "In fund raising, a 

volunteer should have a better chance of getting money than a professional 
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Table 59. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 43 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 24.56 3.99* 
Donors (B) 3 11.68 1.90 
Eras (E) 4 24.62 4.00** 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 3.11 <1 
A X E 8 8.83 1.43 
B X E 12 10.55 1.71 
A X B X E 23 4.64 <1 

Error 571 6.16 

Significantly different means between colleges;^ CO-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras;^ El -E4 
• 31 -E5-

^F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.90 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.43 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.71 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 < 3.99, p<.05. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 4.00, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake, IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

fund raiser." The Pre-1930 era differed significantly from both the 1950-

59 and the 1960-68 eras. However, all colleges and eras expressed uncer­

tainty in their mean responses, and high standard deviations indicated wide 

variation in responses. 
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Table 60. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 44 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 1.39 <1 
Donors (B 3 2.87 1.56 
Eras (E) 4 8.89 4.83* 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 1.43 <1 
A X E 8 1.08 <1 
B X E 12 1.47 <1 
A X B X E 23 1.32 <1 

Error 571 1.84 

Significantly different means between colleges 

Significantly different means between donors;^ 

Significantly different means between eras;^ El -E4 

^F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.56. 

*F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 4.83, [X.Ol. 

'^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor ; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

A highly significant difference among eras was found on item 44. 

Although all eras agreed that academic excellence should attract financial 

support to a college, the Pre-1930 and the 1950-59 eras differed signifi­

cantly. The order of agreement by eras from high to low was; Pre-1930, 

1930-39, 1940-49, 1960-68, and 1950-59. 

A significant difference among colleges and a highly significant dif­

ference among eras were noted on item 53, that monies contributed to a col-
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Table 61. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 53 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 29.85 4.57* 
Donors (B) 3 12.31 1.89 
Eras (E) 4 27.98 4.28** 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 7.71 1.18 
A X E 8 7.88 1.21 
B X E 12 4.49 <1 
A X B X E 23 11.03 1.69 

Error 571 6.53 

Significantly different means between 11 b colleges : CO-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras;^ El -E3 
El -E5 

®F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.89 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.18 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1 21 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.69 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 < 4.57, p<.05. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 4.28, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

lege should be invested by a committee of trustees. Cornell and Iowa State 

differed significantly. The three colleges agreed weakly with the state­

ment. The Pre-1930 era differed significantly from both the 1940-49 and 

the 1960-68 eras. Only the Pre-1930 era agreed with the statement. How-
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Table 62. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 55 

Source of variation df MS F" 

Colleges (A) 2 48.89 10.84* 
Donors (B) 3 12.82 2.84** 
Eras (E) 4 15.29 3.39*** 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 1.77 <1 
A X E 8 3.42 <1 
B X E 12 6.96 1.54 
A X B X E 23 4.58 1.02 

Error 571 4.51 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ CO-IS 
CO-D 

Significantly different means between donors:^ M-C 

Significantly different means between eras:^ E1-E5 

*F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.54 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.02. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 10.84, p<.01. 

**F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 < 2.84, p<.05. 

***F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 3.39, [X.Ol. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^'si, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

ever, high standard deviations for all colleges and eras indicated wide 

variation in responses. 

A highly significant difference among colleges was found on item 55. 

A significant difference among donor groups was also noted. Cornell dif-
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fered significantly from both Drake and Iowa State. However, none of the 

colleges agreed that monies contributed to a college should be invested by 

a small investment house. Major and consecutive donors differed signifi­

cantly. Yet, none of the donor groups agreed with the statement. The Pre-

1930 and the 1960-68 eras differed significantly. The Pre-1930 era dis­

agreed weakly with the statement; the other eras expressed uncertainty. A 

high percentage of "5" ratings was noted on this item. 

Group items 45 through 52 Group 6 included the following 

statements: 

The fund raising process should be an important concern of each of 

the following; 

45. Students 

46. Faculty 

47. Alumni Office 

48. President 

49. Parents of Students 

50. Board of Trustees (Regents) 

51. Alumni and Friends of the Institution 

52. Professional Fund Raiser 

Means and standard deviations for donors on items included in this 

group are given in Table 63. Donors agreed that the fund raising process 

should be an important concern of the Board of Trustees (Regents), the 

president, the alumni office, and alumni and friends of the institution. 

That the fund raising process be an important concern of parents of stu­

dents, faculty, and the professional fund raiser was weakly agreed on by 

donors. 
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Table 63. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 45 through 
52 for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

45 5.47 2.85 
46 6.34 2.63 
47 8.19 1.33 
48 8.37 1.43 
49 6.61 2.26 
50 8.48 1.26 
51 8.16 1.40 
52 6.21 2.85 

When the mean responses for donors were ranked from high to low, the 

rankings were; 

1. Board of Trustees (Regents) 

2. President 

3. Alumni office 

4. Alumni and friends of the institution 

5. Parents of students 

6. Faculty 

7. Professional fund raiser 

8. Students 

Ranking the Board of Trustees (Regents) and the president in the first 

two places substantiated the findings of Bacon and Pride (2). The low mean 

response for students was contrary to the writings of Eldridge (30), 

Pollard (68), and Wireman (92), who emphasized the important role of stu­

dents in the fund raising process. No tests of significance were performed 

on differences in mean responses across items. 
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Intercorrelations and reliability coefficient Pearson product 

moment correlation coefficients for items in group 6 are shown in Table 64. 

A correlation coefficient of .08 was significantly different from zero at 

the .05 level with 628 degrees of freedom. The coefficient of reliability 

was ,76. 

Table 64. Intercorrelations for items related to fund raising process 
being an important concern 

Item no. 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 

45 
46 76 
47 30 34 
48 32 39 25 
49 56 53 34 30 
50 17 20 22 42 29 
51 21 23 60 16 34 26 
52 09 06 08 15 08 16 

Analyses of variance Summary of significant differences for 

main effects on items 45 through 52 are presented in Table 65. Eight sig­

nificant or highly significant differences were found. 

Table 66 gives the summary of overall mean scores and significantly 

different means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of gradu­

ation. Three significant differences between college means, four signifi­

cant differences between donor means, and two significant differences 

between era means were noted. 

Results of factorial analyses of variance on items 46, 47, 48, 49, 51, 

and 52 are presented in Tables 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, and 72, respectively. 
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Table 65, Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 45 
through 52 

Item no. 

No significant 
difference 
by college 

Hypothesis 
No significant 
difference 
by donor 

No significant 
difference 
by era 

45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

HS** 
HS** 
S* 
S* 

HS** 

HS** 

HS** 
HS** 

*Significant at .05 level, 

**Significant at .01 level, 

Table 66, Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different means 
between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation 
on items 45 through 52 

Overall Significantly Significantly Significantly 
mean different means different means different means 

Item no. scores between colleges between donors between eras 

45 5.56 
46 6.40 CO-D 

CO-IS 
47 8.12 
48 8.31 M-ND 
49 6.62 E1-E5 
50 8.48 
51 8.11 M-NC 

M-ND 
C-NC 

E1-E5 

52 6.25 CO-IS 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Tnble 67. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 46 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 32.61 4,90* 
Donors (B) 3 14.19 2.13 
Eras (E) 4 14.73 2.21 
Interactions ; 

A X B 6 14.18 2.13** 
A X E 8 5.21 <1 
B X E 12 9.13 1.37 
A X B X E 23 6.15 <1 

Error 571 6.66 

Significantly different means between 11 b colleges; CO-D 
CO-IS 

Significantly different means between donors ;^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras : 

^F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 2.13 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 2,21 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.37 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 4.90, fX.Ol. 

**F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 < 2.13, {X.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

"^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Although a highly significant difference among colleges was noted on 

item 46, there was also a significant interaction of colleges with donor 

groups which is shown graphically in Figure 5. Non-consecutive donors from 

Cornell had a significantly different mean response from Cornell's major 
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Table 68, Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 47 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 1.23 <1 
Donors (B) 3 8.14 4.01* 
Eras (E) 4 4.35 2.14 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 2.20 1.08 
A X E 8 1.19 <1 
B X E 12 1.16 <1 
A X B X E 23 1.92 <1 

Error 571 2.03 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras; 

^F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 2.14 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.08. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 <4.01, p<.01. 

^C, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NO, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

donors on whether the fund raising process should be an important function 

of the faculty. Thus, the significant difference found between Cornell and 

both Drake and Iowa State must be interpreted in the light of the interac­

tion of colleges with donors, Cornell expressed uncertainty in their mean 

responses while Drake and Iowa State showed weak agreement with the item. 
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Table 69. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 48 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 3.74 1.59 
Donors (B) 3 7,63 3.25* 
Eras (E) 4 1.28 <1 
Interactions ; 

A X B 6 4.13 1.76 
A X E 8 0.88 <1 
B X E 12 2.19 <1 
A X B X E 23 2.18 <1 

Error 571 2.35 

Significantly different means between colleges;^ 

Significantly different means between donors;'' M-ND 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1 .59 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1 .76. 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 < 3 .25, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor ; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

High standard deviations for all colleges indicated wide variation in 

responses. 

A highly significant difference among donor groups was found on item 

47. However, all donor groups agreed that the fund raising process should 

be an important function of the alumni office. No significant differences 

were noted between donor classifications. 
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Table 70. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 49 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 7.73 1.59 
Donors (B) 3 13.57 2.79* 
Eras (E) 4 21.74 4.46** 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 9.38 1.93 
A X E 8 4.86 <1 
B X E 12 8.17 1.68 
A X B X E 23 5.00 1.03 

Error 571 4.87 

Significantly different means between colleges: 

Significantly different means between donors :^ 

Significantly different means between eras:^ El -E5 

^F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.59 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.93 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.68 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.03. 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 < 2.79, p<.05. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 4.46, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

On item 48, a significant difference among donor groups was found. 

Major donors had a significantly different mean response from non-donors, 

However, all donor classifications agreed that the fund raising process 

should be an important function of the president. 
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Table 71. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 51 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 3.00 1.57 
Donors (B) 3 15.86 8.30* 
Eras (E) 4 7.37 3.86** 
Interactions 

A X B 6 1.14 <1 
A X E 8 2.63 1.38 
B X E 12 0.73 <1 
A X B X E 23 0.93 <1 

Error 571 1.91 

Significantly different means between colleges: 
b 

Significantly different means between donors;^ M-NC 
M-ND 
C-NC 

Significantly different means between eras;*^ E1-E5 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.57 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.38. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 8.30, fX.Ol. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 3.86, jX.Ol. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

Si, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

A significant difference among donor groups and a highly significant 

difference among eras were found on item 49. However, no significant dif­

ferences were noted between donor classifications. All donor groups agreed 

weakly that the fund raising process should be an important function of the 
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Table 72. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 52 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 39.05 4.86* 
Donors (B) 3 8.39 1.04 
Eras (E) 4 1.83 <1 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 6.56 <1 
A X E 8 6.66 <1 
B X E 12 4.45 <1 
A X B X E 23 5.46 <1 

Error 571 8.04 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ CO-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras:^ 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.04. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 4.86, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

parents of students. High standard deviations indicated wide variation in 

responses. The Pre-1930 era and the 1960-68 eras differed significantly. 

The Pre-1930 era agreed that the fund raising process should be an impor­

tant function of the parents of students; the 1960-68 era indicated uncer­

tainty while the other eras showed weak agreement with the item. High 

standard deviations were noted for all eras except the Pre-1930 era. 
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Figure 5. Interaction of colleges with donor classifications on item 46 
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Highly significant differences among both donor groups and eras were 

noted on item 51. Major donors differed significantly from both non-con­

secutive donors and non-donors ; consecutive donors differed significantly 

from non-consecutive donors. All donor groups agreed quite strongly that 

the fund raising process should be an important function of alumni and 

friends of the institution. Although all eras agreed with the statement, 

the Pre-1930 and the 1960-68 eras differed significantly. 

A highly significant difference among colleges was noted on item 52. 

Cornell and Iowa State differed significantly regarding the fund raising 

process being an important concern of the professional fund raiser. Cor­

nell and Drake expressed weak agreement with the item; Iowa State indicated 

uncertainty in its mean response. 

Group 2: items 56 through 63 The following items were included in 

group 7: 

Alumni prefer their gifts to be used for: 

56. Specific Projects 

57. Unrestricted Projects 

58. Current Operations 

59. Capital Needs 

60. Athletics 

61. Organized Research 

62. Student Aid 

63. Endowments 

Table 73 gives the means and standard deviations for donors on items 

56 through 63. Donors agreed that alumni prefer their gifts to be used for 

specific projects. These findings seemed to concur with the findings on 
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Table 73. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 56 through 
63 for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

56 7.27 1.98 
57 3.21 2.41 
58 4.90 2.48 
59 6.12 2.14 
60 4.78 2.39 
61 3.92 2.19 
62 6.86 1.92 
63 6.29 2.02 

item 23, that federal funding for higher education be in the form of stu­

dent aid, and item 30, that "The alumni office should propose gifts for 

specific purposes." That donors prefer their gifts be used for specific 

projects was also reflected in the approximately two-thirds of voluntary 

support for higher education in 1970-71 being designated for specific pro­

jects (87). Donors weakly agreed that gifts be used for capital needs, 

student aid, and endowments. 

When the mean responses for donors were ranked from high to low, the 

rankings were: 

1. Specific projects 

2. Student aid 

3. Endowments 

4. Capital needs 

3, Organized research 

6. Unrestricted projects 
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7. Current operations 

8. Athletics 

Specific projects and student aid were ranked one and two, respec­

tively. Current operations and athletics were ranked in the two last 

places. The low ranking of "current operations" did not concur with the 

fact that "...support for current operations has been responsible for all 

the growth in total voluntary support since 1964-1965" (88, p. 66). How­

ever, no tests of significance were performed on differences in mean 

responses across items. 

Intercorrelations and reliability coefficient Pearson product 

moment correlation coefficients for items in group 7 are shown in Table 74. 

A correlation coefficient of .08 was significantly different from zero at 

the .05 level with 628 degrees of freedom. The coefficient of reliability 

for this group was .57. 

Analyses of variance Table 75 gives the summary of signifi­

cant differences for main effects on items in group 7. Ten significant or 

highly significant differences were found. 

Table 74. Intercorrelations for items related to the use of alumni gifts 

Item no. 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 

56 
57 -24 
58 -08 22 
59 12 12 37 
60 19 -01 04 12 
61 15 07 18 10 13 
62 10 09 12 08 07 31 
63 23 12 09 23 13 24 



www.manaraa.com

127 

Table 75. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 56 
through 63 

Hypothesis 
No significant No significant No significant 
difference difference difference 

Item no. by college by donor by era 

56 
57 HS** HS** 
58 HS** S* 
59 HS** 
60 
61 S* s* 
62 HS** 
63 HS** HS*Vf 

^Significant at .05 level. 

**Significant at .01 level. 

Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different means 

between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation are shown 

in Table 76. Nine significant differences between colleges, two signifi­

cant differences between donor classifications, and four significant dif­

ferences between eras of graduation were noted. 

Tables 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, and 82 present results of factorial analy­

ses of variance on items 57, 58, 59, 61, 62, and 63, respectively. 

Highly significant differences among both donor groups and eras of 

graduation were found on item 57. Consecutive and non-donors differed sig­

nificantly that gifts be used for unrestricted projects. The Pre-1930 era 

differed significantly from both the 1940-49 and the 1950-59 eras. All 

donor groups and all eras had mean responses between 4 and 6 and high stan­

dard deviations. 
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Table 76. Summary of overall mean 
between colleges, donor 
on items 56 through 63 

scores and significantly different means 
classifications, and eras of graduation 

Overall Significantly Significantly Significantly 
mean different means different means different means 

Item no. scores between colleges between donors between eras 

56 
57 

58 

59 
60 
61 
62  

63 

7.28 
5.04 

5.01 

6 . 1 2  
4.71 
6.04 
6.84 

6.24 

CO-D 
CO-IS 
D-IS 
D-IS 

D-IS 
CO-D 
D-IS 
CO-D 
CO-IS 

C-ND 

M-ND 

E1-E3 
E1-E4 

E1-E4 
E1-E5 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Although a highly significant difference among colleges was noted on 

item 58, there was also a significant interaction of colleges with eras 

which is shown graphically in Figure 6. Cornell differed significantly 

from both Drake and Iowa State, and Drake differed significantly from Iowa 

State. All mean responses for colleges expressed uncertainty. High stan­

dard deviations indicated that respondents did not agree about whether 

gifts should be used for current operations. However, the significant dif­

ferences noted between colleges must be interpreted in the light of the 

college by era interaction. Iowa State had a highly significant difference 
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Table 77. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 57 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 16.26 2.83 
Donors (B) 3 25.41 4.43* 
Eras (E) 4 20.87 3.64** 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 7.99 1.39 
A X E 8 3.40 <1 
B X E 12 5.57 <1 
A X B X E 23 4.47 <1 

Error 571 5.74 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ 

Significantly different means between donors:^ C-ND 

H 
Significantly different means between eras:^ E1-E3 

E1-E4 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2.83 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.39. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 4.43, jX.Ol. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 3.64, fX.Ol. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

among eras. It was also of interest to note the low mean response for the 

1950-59 era for Drake. 

Although no significant differences were found between donor classifi­

cations on item 58, a significant difference was noted among donor groups. 

All mean responses for donor groups showed uncertainty. A larger percent-



www.manaraa.com

130 

Table 78. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 58 

Source of variation df MS 

14.96* 
2.89** 
1 . 8 8  

1.27 
2.20*** 
<1 
1.04 

Significantly different means between colleges: CO-D 
CO-IS 
D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras:^ 

Colleges (A) 2 85.89 
Donors (B) 3 16.60 
Eras (E) 4 10.72 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 7.27 
A X E 8 12.65 
B X E 12 4.33 
A X B X E 23 5.98 

Error 571 5.74 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.88 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.27 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.04. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 14.96, p<.01. 

**F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 < 2.89, p<.05. 

***F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 < 2,20, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Table 79. Analysis oi variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 59 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 22.05 4.84* 
Donors (B) 3 8.97 1.97 
Eras (E) 4 6.61 1.45 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 3.26 <1 
A X E 8 8.02 1.76 
B X E 12 7.16 1.57 
A X B X E 23 5.14 1.13 

Error 571 4.56 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras: 

®F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.97 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.45 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.76 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.57 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.13 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 4.48, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State, 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

jge of "5" ratings on this item indicated that donors were uncertain about 

gifts being used for current operations. 

A highly significant difference among colleges was found on item 59. 

Drake and Iowa State differed significantly. Cornell and Drake had weak 
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Table 80. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 61 

Source of variation df MS F" 

Colleges (A) 2 16.24 3.52* 
Donors (B) 3 15.18 3.29** 
Eras (E) 4 2.12 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 5.40 1.17 
A X E 8 5.15 1.11 
B X E 12 4.42 <1 
A X B X E 23 2.16 <1 

Error 571 4.62 

Significantly different means between colleges; ̂ D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ M-ND 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras; 

^F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.17 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.11. 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 < 3.52, }X.05. 

**F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 < 3.29, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State, 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NO, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

agreement that gifts should be used for capital needs while Iowa State's 

respondents indicated uncertainty. 

Significant differences among both colleges and donor classifications 

were noted on Item 61. Drake and Iowa State differed significantly, and 

major donors differed significantly from non-donors that gifts be used for 
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Table 81. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 62 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 49.22 13.71* 
Donors (B) 3 7.69 2.14 
Eras (E) 4 4.17 1.16 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 0.07 <1 
A X E 8 12.22 3.40** 
B X E 12 2.73 <1 
A X B X E 23 4.94 1.38 

Error 571 3.59 

Significantly different means between colleges;^ CO-D 
D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras:^ 

®F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 2 .14 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1 .16 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.38. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 13.71, {X.Ol. 

**F(.01) 8,571 = 2.54 < 3 .40, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

c 
M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 

ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4 , 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

organized research. Non-consecutive donors and non-donors agreed weakly 

with the item; major and consecutive donors expressed uncertainty. 

A highly significant interaction of colleges with eras was found on 

item 62 (Figure 7). A highly significant difference among colleges was 
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Table 82. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 63 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 27.12 6.76* 
Donors (B) 3 3.65 <1 
Eras (E) 4 22.42 5.59** 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 2.96 <1 
A X E 8 4.05 1.01 
B X E 12 4.16 1.04 
A X B X E 23 3.16 <1 

Error 571 4.01 

Significantly different means between college s:^ CO-D 
CO-IS 

Significantly different means between donors; 
c 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: El -E4 
El -E5 

*F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.01 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.04. 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 6.76, fX.Ol. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 5.59, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

c 
M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 

ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

also noted. Drake differed significantly from both Cornell and Iowa State 

on whether gifts should be used for student aid. Iowa State agreed with 

the item; Cornell and Drake indicated weak agreement. However, these sig­

nificant differences among colleges must be interpreted in the light of the 



www.manaraa.com

135 

6 .00  

5.00 

I 
CO 

4.00 

Cornell 

Drake 

Iowa 
State 

3.00 
Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 

ERA 

1950-59 1960-68 

Figure 6. Interaction of colleges with eras on Item 58 
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Figure 7. Interaction of colleges with eras on item 62 
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college by era interaction. A significant difference among eras for Cor­

nell and a highly significant difference among eras for Drake were also 

found. It was of interest to note that the Pre-1930 and the 1950-59 eras 

from Drake differed significantly. 

Item 63 had highly significant differences among both colleges and 

eras of graduation. Cornell differed significantly from both Drake and 

Iowa State. All colleges showed weak agreement that gifts should be used 

for endowments. The Pre-1930 era differed significantly from both the 

1950-59 and the 1960-68 eras. Weak agreement was expressed by the Pre-

1930, the 1930-39, and the 1940-49 eras; the 1950-59 and the 1960-68 eras 

showed uncertainty in their mean responses. 

Group 8:  items 64 through 66 Statements in this group were: 

Monies contributed to a college or university should be invested in: 

64. Stocks 

65. Bonds 

66. Real Estate 

Table 83 gives the means and standard deviations for donors on items 

64 through 66. Weak agreement was shown by donors on all three items. A 

Table 83. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 64 through 
66 for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

64 6 . 1 8  2.11  

65 6 . 8 1  1.91 

66 6.14 2 . 2 1  
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high percentage of uncertain responses was noted for each of the three 

items. 

When mean responses for donors were ranked from high to low, the 

results were: 

1. Bonds 

2. Stock 

3. Real estate 

It would appear that donors prefer monies contributed to a college be 

invested in bonds. However, no tests of significance were performed on 

differences in mean responses across items. 

Intercorrelations and reliability coefficient Correlation 

coefficients for item 64 through 66 are presented in Table 84. A correla­

tion coefficient of .08 was significantly different from zero at the .05 

level with 628 degrees of freedom. The coefficient of reliability was .53. 

Analyses of variance Table 85 presents the summary of signif­

icant differences for main effects on items in group 8. One significant 

difference and one highly significant difference were found. 

Table 84. Intercorrelations for items related to what monies should be 
invested in 

Item no. 64 65 66 

64 

65 35 

66 23 23 
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Tc'jble 85. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 64 
through 66 

Hypothesis 

No significant No significant No significant 
difference difference difference 

Item no. by college by donor by era 

64 HS** 

65 S* 

66 

•^Significant at .05 level. 

**Significant at .01 level. 

Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different means 

between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation are shown 

in Table 86. Two significant differences were noted between means. 

Table 86. Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different means 
between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation 
on items 64 through 66 

Item no. 

Overall 
mean 

scores 

Significantly Significantly 
different means different means 
between colleges between donors 

Significantly 
different means 
between eras 

64 6.04 M-ND 

65 6.81 D-IS 

66 6.19 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Rosults of f.'ictorial analyses of variance on items 64 and 65 are shown 

in T.il)lt's 87 and 88, respectively. 

Although a highly significant difference among donor groups was found 

on item 64, only major donors and non-donors differed significantly. Major 

donors and consecutive donors expressed weak agreement that monies con-

Table 87. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 64 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 2.10 <1 
Donors (B) 3 22.25 5.14* 
Eras (E) 4 4.64 1.07 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 7.21 1.67 
A X E 8 3.05 <1 
B X E 12 3.73 <1 
A X B X E 23 4.90 1.13 

Error 571 4.33 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ 

Significantly different means between donors:^ M-ND 

H 
Significantly different means between eras: 

^F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.07 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.67 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.13 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 5.14, ,x.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

'"M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Fre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Table 88. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 

colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 65 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 14.01 4.10* 
Donors (B) 3 1.62 <1 
Eras (E) 4 2.75 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 4.43 1.30 
A X E 8 2.79 <1 
B X E 12 5.29 1.55 
A X B X E 23 2.63 <1 

Error 571 3.42 

Significantly different means between colleges; ̂ D-IS 

Significantly different means between donors;^ 

Significantly different means between eras: 

^F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.30 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.55. 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 <4.10, p<.05. 

''cO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

"^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

tributed to a college should be invested in stocks; non-consecutive donors 

and non-donors expressed uncertainty with the statement. 

A significant difference among colleges was noted on item 65. Drake 

differed significantly from Iowa State. Drake agreed that monies contrib­

uted to a college should be invested in bonds, while Cornell and Iowa State 

were in weak agreement. 
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Group 2: items 67 through 71 Included in group 9 were the follow­

ing statements; 

Alumni prefer the following forms of giving: 

67. Life Insurances 

68. Cash Contributions 

69. Deferred Gifts (trusts, wills) 

Alumni are led by tax incentives to; 

70. Increase the size of gifts already planned 

71. Bequeath to colleges and universities 

Means and standard deviations for donors on items 67 through 71 are 

presented in Table 89. Donors agreed that alumni prefer cash contributions 

as a form of giving. Weak agreement was shown for deferred gifts as a pre­

ferred form of giving. Donors also expressed weak agreement that alumni 

are led by tax incentives to increase the size of gifts already planned and 

to bequeath to colleges. 

Table 89. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 67 through 
71 for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

67 4.81 1.85 

68 7.59 1.60 

69 6.39 1.85 

70 6.67 1.93 

71 6.72 1.86 
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Intercorrelations and reliability coefficient Pearson product 

moment correlation coefficients for group 9 are presented in Table 90, A 

correlation coefficient of .08 was significantly different from zero at the 

.05 level with 628 degrees of freedom. The coefficient of reliability for 

group 9 was .60. 

Table 90. Intercorrelations for items related to preferred forms of giving 
and tax incentives 

Item no. 67 68 69 70 71 

67 

68 -04 

69 26 16 

70 16 16 34 

71 18 07 48 55 

Analyses of variance Summary of significant differences for 

main effects on items 67 through 71 are presented in Table 91. Five sig-

nificant or highly differences were found. 

Table 92 shows the summary of overall mean scores and significantly 

different means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of gradu­

ation, Six significant differences between donor classifications and one 

significant difference between eras of graduation were noted. 

Tables 93, 94, 95, and 96 present the results of factorial analyses of 

variance on items 67, 68, 70, and 71, respectively. 
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Table 91. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 67 
through 71 

Hypothesis 
No significant 

difference 

Item no. by college 

No significant 

difference 

by donor 

No significant 

difference 

by era 

67 S* 

68 HS** 

69 

70 HS** HS** 

71 HS** 

^Significant at .05 level. 

**Significant at .01 level. 

Table 92. Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different means 
between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation 
on items 67 through 71 

Item no. 

Overall 
mean 
scores 

Significantly Significantly 
different means different means 
between colleges between donors^ 

Significantly 
different means 
between eras 

67 4.80 

68 7.49 C-ND 

69 6.40 

70 6.57 M-NC 
M-ND 

E1-E4 

71 6.62 M-C 
M-NC 
M-ND 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Table 93. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 67 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 2.01 <1 
Donors (B) 3 0.79 <1 
Eras (E) 4 10.32 3.10* 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 1.17 <1 
A X E 8 4.10 1.23 
B X E 12 3.25 <1 
A X B X E 23 3.34 1.00 

Error 571 3.33 

Significantly different means between colleges: ̂  

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: 

^F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.23 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.00. 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 < 3.10, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 

ND, non-donor. 

Si, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Although no significant differences were found between eras of gradua­

tion on item 67, a significant difference was noted among eras in response 

to alumni preferring life insurances as a form of giving. All eras 

expressed uncertainty in their mean responses. 

Item 68 showed a highly significant difference among donor classifica­

tions. Consecutive donors had a significantly different mean response from 
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Table 94. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 68 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 3.06 1.13 
Donors (B) 3 11.90 4.39* 
Eras (E) 4 0.76 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 2.47 <1 
A X E 8 2.34 <1 
B X E 12 1.31 <1 
A X B X E 23 2.05 <1 

Error 571 2.71 

Significantly different means between colleges: 
b 

Significantly different means between donors:^ C-ND 

Significantly different means between eras:^ 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.13. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 <4.39, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor, C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

non-donors. Yet, all donor groups agreed that alumni prefer cash contribu­

tions as a form of giving. 

Highly significant differences among both donor groups and eras were 

noted on item 70. Major donors and non-donors differed significantly. 

Major donors agreed that "Alumni are led by tax incentives to increase the 

size of gifts already planned." Weak agreement with the item was indicated 

by all other donor classifications. The order of agreement by donor clas-
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Table 95. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 70 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 1.38 <1 
Donors (B) 2 25.26 7.22* 
Eras (E) 4 12.37 3.47** 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 1.33 <1 
A X E 8 2.04 <1 
B X E 12 0.16 <1 
A X B X E 23 4.35 1.22 

Error 571 3.56 

Significantly different means between colleges; 
b 

Significantly different means between donors:^ M-NC 
M-ND 

Significantly different means between eras:^ E1-E4 

^F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.22. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 7.22, p<.01. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 3.47, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

sification was major, consecutive, non-consecutive, and non-donors. The 

Pre-1930 and the 1950-59 eras differed significantly. Yet, all eras indi­

cated weak agreement with the statement. 

Item 71 had a highly significant difference among donor classifica­

tions. Major donors differed significantly from all other donor groups. 
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Table 96. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 71 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 

Donors (B) 

Eras (E) 
Interactions : 

A X B 

A X E 

B X E 

A X B X E 

Error 

2 
3 
4 

6 
8 

12 
23 
571 

3.52 
26.13 
5.63 

3.89 
0.92 
1.38 
2.17 
3.40 

Significantly different means between colleges: 

Significantly different means between donors:^ M-C 
M-NC 
M-ND 

Significantly different means between eras:^ 

F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.04 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.66 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.14. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 7.69, [X.Ol. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State, 

1.04 
7 .69* 
1 . 6 6  

1.14 
<1 
<1 
<1 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor 
ND, non-donor. 

Si, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Major donors agreed that alumni are led by tax incentives to bequeath to 

colleges; weak agreement with the item was expressed by all other donor 

groups, 

Croup 10; items 72 through 78 Group 10 included the following 

i terns ; 
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Till' runci r;ilsiny, process slumld Involve the following In UlontJ ly­

ing potential sources of gifts; 

72. Students 

73. Faculty 

74. Alumni Office 

75. President 

76. Parents of Students 

77. Board of Trustees (Regents) 

78. Alumni and Friends of the Institution 

Means and standard deviations for donors on items 72 through 78 are 

given in Table 97. Donors agree that the fund raising process should 

involve the following in identifying potential sources of gifts: alumni 

and friends of the college, the alumni office, the Board of Trustees 

(Regents), and the president. Weak agreement that faculty and parents of 

students be involved in identifying potential sources of gifts in the fund 

raising process was indicated by donors. The mean responses on item 72, 

5.39, indicated that donors were uncertain about the importance of involv­

ing students in the identification of potential sources of gifts in the 

fund raising process. This finding indicated a lack of agreement between 

the thinking of donors and the writings of experts in fund raising (30, 68, 

91). 

When the mean responses for donors were ranked from high to low, the 

rankings were: 

1. Alumni and friends of the institution 

2. Alumni ofifice 

3. Board of Trustees (Regents) 
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Table 97. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 72 through 
78 for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

72 5.39 2.68 
73 6.12 2.38 

74 8.12 1.34 
75 7.68 1.92 
76 6.39 2.30 
77 7.95 1.65 
78 8.21 1.27 

4. President 

5. Parents of students 

6. Faculty 

7. Students 

Alumni and friends of the college and the alumni office were ranked in 

the first two positions. The low rankings of the faculty and the students 

did not agree with the writings of Eldridge (30), Pollard (68), and Wireman 

(92). However, no tests of significance were performed on differences in 

mean responses across items. 

Intercorrelations and reliability coefficient Pearson product 

moment correlation coefficients for items in group 10 are shown in Table 

98. A correlation coefficient of .08 was significantly different from zero 

at the .05 level with 628 degrees of freedom. The coefficient of reliabil­

ity was .80. 
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Table 98. Intercorrelations for items related to fund raising process and 
identification of potential donors 

Item no. 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 

72 
73 74 
74 21 24 
75 29 38 45 
76 57 51 31 33 
77 15 20 36 51 29 
78 16 21 61 28 38 42 

Analyses of variance Summary of significant differences for 

main effects on items 72 through 78 is given in Table 99. Three signifi­

cant differences and one highly significant difference were found. 

Table 99. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 72 
through 78 

Item no. 

No significant 
difference 
by college 

Hypothesis 
No significant 
difference 
by donor 

No significant 
difference 
by era 

72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 

S* HS** 
S* 

S* 

^Significant at .05 level, 

^^Significant at .01 level. 
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Table 100 presents the summary of overall mean scores and signifi­

cantly different means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of 

graduation. One significant difference between colleges and two signifi­

cant differences between donor classifications were noted. 

Table 100. Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different 
means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of 
graduation on items 72 through 78 

Overall Significantly Significantly Significantly 
mean different means different means different means 

Item no. scores between colleges between donors^ between eras 

72 5. 43 
73 6. 12 
74 8. .07 
75 7, ,65 
76 6 .37 
77 7 .95 CO-IS M-C 
78 8, .15 M-ND 

^CO , Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

'M. major donor ; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Tables 101, 102, and 103 present the results of factorial analyses of 

variance on items 76, 77, and 78, respectively. 

Although a significant difference among eras was noted on item 76, no 

significant differences were found between eras. Major, consecutive, and 

non-consecutive donors weakly agreed that parents of students should be 

involved in identifying potential sources of gifts in the fund raising 
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Table 101. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 76 

Source of variation df MS F" 

Colleges (A) 2 0.00 <1 
Donors (B) 3 9.37 1.75 
Eras (E) 4 14.45 2.89* 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 5.89 1.10 
A X E 8 2.59 . <1 
B X E 12 5.34 1.00 
A X B X E 23 4.92 <1 

Error 571 5.34 

Significantly different means between colleges;^ 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras : 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.75 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.10 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.00. 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 < 2.89, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

process. Non-donors expressed uncertainty. High standard deviations indi­

cated wide variation in responses. 

A significant difference among colleges and a highly significant dif­

ference among donor groups were found on item 77. Although all colleges 

ngreed that the Board of Trustees (Regents) should be involved in identify­

ing potential sources of gifts in the fund raising process, Cornell and 
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Table 102. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 77 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 9.92 3.62* 
Donors (B) 3 10.61 3.87** 
Eras (E) 4 5.92 2.16 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 5.47 2.00 
A X E 8 1.37 <1 
B X E 12 2.05 <1 
A X B X E 23 3.64 1.33 

Error 571 2.74 

Significantly different means between colleges CO-IS 

Significantly different means between donors:^ M-C 

Significantly different means between eras;^ 

^F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 2.16 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 2.00 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.33. 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 < 3.62, pC.OS. 

**F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 3.87, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC , non-consecutive donor ; 
ND, non-donor 

^^1, Pre -1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Iowa State differed significantly in mean responses. Mean responses for 

Cornell, Drake, and Iowa State were 8.26, 8.02, and 8.16, respectively. 

Major and consecutive donors differed significantly. However, no signifi­

cant differences were found between donor groups. 
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Table 103. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 78 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 2.97 1.58 
Donors (B) 3 6.17 3.28* 
Eras (E) 4 2.84 1.51 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 0.55 <1 
A X E 8 1.84 <1 
B X E 12 0.28 <1 
A X B X E 23 2.74 1.46 

Error 571 1.88 

Significantly different means between colleges;^ 

Significantly different means between donors:^ M-ND 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras; 

^F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.58 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.51 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.46. 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 <3.28, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Dr-ke; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

On item 78, a significant difference among donor classifications was 

noted. Major donors and non-donors differed significantly that alumni and 

friends of the colleges should be involved in identifying potential sources 

of gifts in the fund raising process. However, all donor classifications 

agreed with the statement. 
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Group 11: items 80 through 86 Statements included in group 11 

were : 

Alumni are discouraged from giving to their Alma Mater because of: 

80. Problematic Business Conditions 

81. An Uncertain Stock Market 

82. Contributions to the Church and Other Charitable Organizations 

83. Campus Unrest 

84. Lack of Interest 

85. Lack of Finances 

86. Lack of Contact 

Means and standard deviations for donors on items 80 through 86 are 

given in Table 104. Lack of finances, campus unrest, lack of interest, and 

problematic business conditions were weakly agreed on by donors as reasons 

why alumni are discouraged from giving to their alma mater. Donors 

expressed uncertainty in mean responses to lack of contact, contributions 

to the church and other charitable organizations, and an uncertain stock 

market as reasons why alumni are discouraged from giving to their alma 

mater. 

Table 104. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 80 through 
86 for donors 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

80 6.25 2.12 
81 5,45 2.21 
82 5.50 2.38 
83 6.79 2.33 
84 6.67 2.14 
85 6.96 2.05 
86 5.99 2.54 
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When the mean responses for donors were ranked from high to low, the 

rankings were: 

1. Lack of finances 

2. Campus unrest 

3. Lack of interest 

4. Problematic business conditions 

5. Lack of contact 

6. Contributions to the church and other charitable organizations 

7. An uncertain stock market 

Ranking at the top were lack of finances and campus unrest. Although 

not directly comparable, the high ranking for campus unrest does not concur 

with the findings of Spaeth and Greeley (83) which investigated the atti­

tudes of alumni of the sixties who were not necessarily donors. However, 

in the present study no significant differences by donor classification or 

era of graduation were found on item 83, campus unrest. Yet, no tests of 

significance were performed on differences in mean responses across items. 

Intercorrelations and reliability coefficient Pearson product 

moment correlation coefficients for items in group 11 are presented in 

Table 105. A correlation coefficient of .08 was significantly different 

from zero at the .05 level with 628 degrees of freedom. The coefficient of 

reliability was .57. 

Analyses of variance Summary of significant differences for 

main effects on items in group 11 is presented in Table 106. Five signifi­

cant differences were noted. 

Table 107 gives the summary of overall mean scores and significantly 

different means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of gradu-
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Table 105. Intercorrelations for items related to why alumni are discour­
aged from giving 

Item no. 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 

80 
81 62 
82 28 28 
83 14 15 07 
84 04 06 -03 18 
85 29 12 15 06 
86 03 12 06 10 

Table 106. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 80 
through 86 

Hypothesis 
No significant No significant No significant 
difference difference difference 

Item no. by college by donor by era 

80 
81 S* 
82 S* S* 
83 
84 HS** 
85 
86 HS** 

*Significant at .05 level, 

**Significant at .01 level. 

ation. Five significant differences between colleges and one significant 

difference between eras were found. 

Results of factorial analyses of variance on items 81, 82, 84, and 86 

arc shown in Tables 108, 109, 110, and 111, respectively. 
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Table 107. Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different 
means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of 
graduation on items 80 through 86 

Overall Significantly Significantly Significantly 
mean different means different means different means 

Item no. scores between colleges between donors^ between eras 

80 6. ,27 
81 5. ,40 
82 5. ,65 M-ND E1-E5 
83 6, ,80 
84 6. ,64 M-NC 
85 7. .07 
86 5 .94 M-C 

M-NC 
M-ND 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Although a significant difference among eras was noted on item 81, no 

significant differences between eras were found. All eras expressed uncer­

tainty in mean responses about whether "Alumni are discouraged from giving 

to their alma mater because of an uncertain stock market." High standard 

deviations indicated wide variation in responses. 

Significant differences among both donor groups and eras were noted on 

item 82. Major donors differed significantly from non-donors in mean 

responses. Only non-donors agreed weakly that "Alumni are discouraged from 

giving to their alma mater because of contributions to the church and other 

charitable organizations." All other donor groups expressed uncertainty. 

The Pre-1930 and the 1960-68 eras differed significantly. Only the Pre-
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Table 108. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 81 

Source of variation df MS F" 

Colleges (A) 2 11.81 2.43 
Donors (B) 3 5.53 1.16 
Eras (E) 4 13.91 2.92* 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 4.94 1.04 
A X E 8 4.38 <1 
B X E 12 2.65 <1 
A X B X E 23 5.13 1.08 

Error 571 4.76 

Significantly different means between colleges 

Significantly different means between donors: ̂ 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras; 

F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2.43 
F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.16 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.04 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.08. 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 < 2.92, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

c 
M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 

ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

1930 era expressed weak agreement with the item; all other eras indicated 

uncertainty in their mean responses. High standard deviations were noted 

for all donor groups and all eras. 

Highly significant differences among donor groups were found on items 

84 and 86. Major donors differed significantly from non-consecutive 
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Table 109. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 82 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 4.39 <1 
Donors (B) 3 19.52 3.64* 
Eras (E) 4 15.21 2.83** 
Interactions ; 

A X B 6 0.96 <1 
A X E 8 3.79 <1 
B X E 12 5.89 1.10 
A X B X E 23 6.11 1.14 

Error 571 5.37 

Significantly different means between colleges 
b 

Significantly different means between donors:^ M-ND 

Significantly different means between eras:^ E1-E5 

^F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.10 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.14. 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 < 3 .64, p<.05. 

**F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 < 2 .83, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC , non-consecutive donor ; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

donors to lack of interest being a reason why alumni are discouraged from 

giving to their alma mater, item 84. Agreement with the item was expressed 

by major donors while the other donor classifications showed weak agree­

ment . 
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Table 110. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 84 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 5.17 1.16 
Donors (B) 3 23.36 5.25* 
Eras (E) 4 6.94 1.56 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 2.24 <1 
A X E 8 10.91 2.45** 
B X E 12 7.74 1.74 
A X B X E 23 4.65 1.04 

Error 571 4.45 

Significantly different means between colleges: 
b 

Significantly different means between donors :^ M-NC 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras; 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.16 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.56 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.74 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.04. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 5.25, {X.Ol. 

**F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 < 2.45, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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I'able 111. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 86 

Source of variation df MS 

Colleges (A) 2 3.25 <1 
Donors (B) 3 73.59 12.27* 
Eras (E) 4 7.07 1.18 
Interactions ; 

A X B 6 7.86 1.31 
A X E 8 12.49 2.08** 
B X E 12 9.92 1.65 
A X B X E 23 6.88 1.15 

Error 571 6.00 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ 

Significantly different means between donors:^ M-C 
M-NC 
M-ND 

Significantly different means between eras:^ 

^F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.18 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.31 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.65 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.15. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 12.27, EX.OI. 

**F(.01) 8,571 = 1.96 < 2.08, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Major donors differed from all other donor groups that lack of contact 

was a reason why alumni are discouraged from giving to their alma mater, 

item 86. Major donors agreed with the item; all other donor groups indi­

cated uncertainty. High standard deviations indicated wide variation in 

responses. 

Group 12: items 87 through 92 Items included in group 12 were: 

Alumni give to their alma mater because of: 

87. Loyalty 

88. Tax Considerations 

89. An Altruistic Impulse 

90. Confidence in its Strength 

91. Past Accomplishments of Gifts 

92. Belief in its Work 

Means and standard deviations for donors on items in this group are 

given in Table 112. Donors agreed that loyalty and belief in the work of 

their alma mater were reasons why alumni give to their alma mater. These 

findings closely agree with the findings of Spaeth and Greeley (83) who 

limited their study to alumni of the sixties who were not necessarily 

donors. 

Confidence in the strength of their alma mater, tax considerations, 

and past accomplishments of gifts were given weak agreement as reasons why 

alumni give to their alma mater. Donors expressed uncertainty that alumni 

give to their alma mater because of an altruistic impulse. 

When mean responses for donors on items 87 through 92 were ranked from 

high to low, the rankings were: 
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Table 112. Means and standard 
92 for donors 

devia tions of responses on items 87 through 

Donors 
Item no. Mean S.D. 

87 8.09 1.37 

88 6.44 2.01 

89 5.93 2.07 

90 6.75 1.87 

91 6.44 1.94 

92 8.06 1.31 

1. Loyalty 

2. Belief in its work 

3. Confidence in its strength 

4. Tax considerations 

5. Past accomplishments of gifts 

6. An altruistic impulse 

Loyalty and belief in the work of the college were ranked in the first 

two positions. However, no tests of significance were performed on differ­

ences in mean responses across items. 

Intercorrelations and reliability coefficient Pearson product 

moment correlation coefficients for items in group 12 are shown in Table 

113. A correlation coefficient of .08 was significantly different from 

zero at the .05 level with 628 degrees of freedom. The coefficient of 

reliability for this group was .64. 
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'I'iibii' 11:). InLiTCorrt'luLions for i Lcms related to why alumni givi' 

Item no. 87 88 89 90 91 92 

87 

88 13 

89 16 14 

90 26 06 24 

91 23 10 21 46 

92 43 01 23 42 34 

Analyses of variance Summary of significant differences for 

main effects on items 87 through 92 is given in Table 114. Eleven signifi­

cant or highly significant differences were found. 

Table 114. Summary of significant differences for main effects on items 87 
through 92 

Hypothesis 

Item no. 

No significant 
difference 
by college 

No significant 
difference 
by donor 

No significant 
difference 

by era 

87 s* HS** 

88 HS** 

89 HS** s* 

90 HS** HS** 

91 HS** HS** 

92 HS** HS** 

^Significant at .05 level. 

**Significant at .01 level. 
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Table 115 presents the summary of overall mean scores and signifi­

cantly different means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of 

graduation. Ten significant differences between means were noted. 

Table 115. Summary of overall mean scores and significantly different 
means between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of 
graduation on items 87 through 92 

Item no. 

Overall 
mean 
scores 

Significantly Significantly 
different means different means 
between colleges^ between donors^ 

Significantly 
different means 
between eras 

87 8.02 M-ND E1-E5 

88 6.51 

89 5.77 C-ND E1-E3 

90 6.69 CO-D E1-E3 

91 6.34 C-ND E1-E5 

92 7.97 C-ND E1-E5 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State, 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

'^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

Results of factorial analyses of variance on items 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 

;md 92 iiro shown in Tables 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, and 121, respectively. 

A significant difference among donor groups and a highly significant 

difference nmong eras were noted on item 87. Major donors differed signif­

icantly from non-donors, and the Pre-1930 era differed significantly from 
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Table 116. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 87 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 1.76 <1 
Donors (B) 3 7.32 3.64* 
Eras (E) 4 7.43 3.70** 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 1.61 <1 
A X E 8 2.02 1.00 
B X E 12 1.53 <1 
A X B X E 23 1.23 <1 

Error 571 2.01 

Significantly different means between college 
b 

s; 

Significantly different means between donors : M-ND 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras; E1-E5 

^F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.00. 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 < 3.64, p<.05. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 3.70, p<.05. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68, 

the 1960-68 era. However, all donor groups and all eras agreed that loy­

alty was a reason why alumni give to their alma mater. 

Although no significant differences were found between donor groups on 

item 88, a highly significant difference among donor groups was found. All 

donor groups weakly agreed that "Alumni give to their alma mater because of 

tax considerations." 
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Table 117. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 88 

Source of variation df MS F 

Colleges (A) 2 2.41 <1 
Donors (B) 3 16.01 4.06* 
Eras (E) 4 0.87 <1 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 2.79 <1 
A X E 8 2.32 <1 
B X E 12 3.47 <1 
A X B X E 23 2.09 <1 

Error 571 3.94 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between 
c 

eras : 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 4 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; 

h 

.06, p<.01. 

IS, Iowa State. 

M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

A highly significant difference among donor groups and a significant 

difference among eras were found on item 89. However, these significant 

differences were not interpretable without consideration of the highly sig­

nificant interaction of donor classsifications with eras (Figure 8). Con­

secutive donors and non-donors differed significantly on whether alumni 

give to their alma mater because of an altruistic impulse. Consecutive 

donors were in weak agreement with the statement; all other donor groups 

indicated uncertainty. The Pre-1930 and the 1940-49 eras differed signifi-
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Table 118. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 89 

Source of variation df MS F" 

Colleges (A) 2 8,75 2.03 
Donors (B) 3 21,33 4.94* 
Eras (E) 4 13.90 3.22** 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 6.59 1.53 
A X E 8 4,70 1.09 
B X E 12 10.43 2.41*** 
A X B X E 23 1.25 <1 

Error 571 4.32 

Significantly different means between colleges 

Significantly different means between donors;*" C-ND 

Significantly different me ans between eras;^ E1-E3 

^F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2.03 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.53 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.09. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 4.94, p<.01. 

**F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 < 3.22, pC.OS. 

***F(.01) 12,571 = 2.22 < 2.41, jX.Ol. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Table 119. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 90 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 20.18 5.42** 
Donors (B) 3 7.28 i.96 
Eras (E) 4 13.05 3.51** 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 1.59 <1 
A X E 8 4.69 1.26 
B X E 12 5.33 1.43 
A X B X E 23 1.79 <1 

Error 571 3.72 

Significantly different means between colleges:^ CO-D 

Significantly different means between donors:^ 

Significantly different means between eras:^ E1-E3 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.96 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.26 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.43 

*F(.01) 2,571 = 4.65 < 5.42, p<.01. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 3.51, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^^1, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

cantly. Only the Pre-1930 era showed weak agreement with the item; all 

other eras indicated uncertainty. It was of interest to note the high mean 

response for major donors from the 1960-68 era. 

Highly significant differences among both colleges and eras were found 

on item 90. Cornell and Drake differed significantly on whether alumni 
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Table 120. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 91 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 4.72 1.23 
Donors (B) 3 18.83 4.89* 
Eras (E) 4 13.15 3.42** 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 0.72 <1 
A X E 8 2.07 <1 
B X E 12 3.78 <1 
A X B X E 2 2.63 <1 

Error 57 3.85 

Significantly different means between colleges 
b 

Significantly different means between donors:^ C-ND 

Significantly different means between 
d 

eras: E1-E5 

^F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.23. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 4.89, p<.01. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 3.42, p<.01. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

^M, major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC, non-consecutive donor; 
ND, non-donor. 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 

give to their alma mater because of confidence in its strength. Cornell 

agreed with the item while Drake and Iowa State showed weak agreement. The 

Pre-1930 era differed significantly from the 1940-49 era. The Pre-1930 era 

agreed with the statement; all other eras indicated weak agreement. 

Highly significant differences among both donor groups and eras were 

noted on item 91. Consecutive donors differed significantly from non-
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Table 121. Analysis of variance and significantly different means between 
colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation on 
item 92 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 
Donors (B) 3 
Eras (E) 4 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 
A X E 8 
B X E 12 
A X B X E 23 

Error 571 

4.89 
9.69 
7.96 

1.77 
1.99 
2.37 
2.64 
1.93 

2.53 
5.02* 
,4.12** 

<1 
1.03 
1.23 
1.37 

Significantly different means between colleges 
b 

Significantly different means between donors:^ C-ND 

Significantly different means between eras:^ E1-E5 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2.53 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.03 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.23 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.37. 

*F(.01) 3,571 = 3.82 < 5.02, [X.Ol. 

**F(.01) 4,571 = 3.35 < 4.12, (X.Ol. 

^CO, Cornell; D, Drake; IS, Iowa State. 

major donor; C, consecutive donor; NC 
ND, non-donor. 

!, non-consecutive donor; 

^El, Pre-1930; E2, 1930-39; E3, 1940-49; E4, 1950-59; E5, 1960-68. 
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Figure 8. Interaction of donor classifications with eras on item 89 
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donors. Non-donors expressed uncertainty that alumni give to their alma 

mater because of past accomplishments of gifts; all other donor groups 

indicated weak agreement with the item. The Pre-1930 and the 1960-68 eras 

differed significantly. The 1960-68 era expressed uncertainty; all other 

eras indicated weak agreement with the statement. 

On item 92, "Alumni give to their alma mater because of belief in its 

work," highly significant differences among both donor groups and eras were 

found. Consecutive donors and non-donors differed significantly, as did 

the Pre-1930 and the 1960-68 eras. However, all donor classifications and 

all eras agreed with the statement. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary of the Purpose, Method, and Findings 

The purpose of this study was an investigation of the attitudes of 

donors at selected institutions of higher education. The investigation was 

carried out in one phase using a survey instrument. 

The study was limited to Cornell College, Drake University, and Iowa 

State University. A stratified systematic sample was obtained from the 

three selected institutions of higher education. Stratification was by 

donor classification: major, consecutive, non-consecutive, and non-donor, 

and by era of graduation: Pre-1930, 1930-39. 1940-49, 1950-59, and 1960-68. 

Data needed to determine attitudes and test the hypotheses formulated 

were obtained from responses of 630 alumni to the survey instrument. Data 

were analyzed by various statistical techniques to determine attitudes of 

donors and to analyze attitudes of donors by type of college, donor classi­

fication, and era of graduation. 

Relationships between variables were estimated by calculating Pearson 

product moment correlation coefficients and factor analyses of items 1 

through 92. Factor analyses by the principal components technique and var-

imax rotation were performed on the items to determine common factors. 

Thirteen factors were extracted by the principal components technique and 

varimax rotation for items 1 through 42. Factor analyses of items 43 

through 92 by the principal components technique and varimax rotation 

yielded 16 factors. Because of the large number of factors extracted, it 

was decided to analyze the data by groupings as indicated by Pearson prod-
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uct moment correlation coefficients, factor analyses, and organization of 

the instrument. 

The items were analyzed as 12 groups with eight statements analyzed 

separately from the groups. A coefficient of reliability was calculated 

for each of the groups except group 5 which included the items for which 

responses were recorded in percentages rather than a nine-point rating 

scale. Factor analyses by the principal components technique and varimax 

rotation on both items 1 through 8 and items 27 through 42 were performed 

to determine common factors for these two groups of items. 

A factorial analysis of variance using three factors (colleges, donor 

classifications, and eras of graduation) was performed on each item to 

analyze the variation of the data by type of college, donor classification, 

and era of graduation, and the interaction effects of these factors. 

Scheffe's test was used for testing hypotheses regarding differences 

between means when compared on a paired basis. 

Thirty-one significant differences and 59 highly significant differ­

ences were found for main effects. The numbers of significant differences 

found among colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation were 

32, 28, and 30, respectively. The numbers of significant differences noted 

between colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation were 45, 

36, and 35, respectively. Eight significant interaction effects which had 

a corresponding significant main effect were found. 

The highest number of significant differences between colleges, 20, 

was between Cornell and Iowa State. Drake differed significantly from Iowa 

State on 14 statements, and Cornell and Drake differed significantly on 11 

statements. 



www.manaraa.com

178a 

Major donors and non-donors differed significantly on 15 items. Major 

donors differed significantly from consecutive donors and non-consecutive 

donors on five and seven items, respectively. Only one significant differ­

ence was found between consecutive donors and non-consecutive donors. Con­

secutive donors and non-donors differed significantly on eight statements, 

and no significant differences were found between non-consecutive donors 

and non-donors. 

The highest number of significant differences between eras was between 

the Pre-1930 and the 1960-68 eras. These two eras differed significantly 

on 14 statements. The Pre-1930 era did not differ from the 1930-39 era on 

any statements; the Pre-1930 era differed significantly from the 1940-49 

and the 1950-59 eras on nine and seven items, respectively. The 1930-39 

era differed significantly from the 1940-49 era on only one item and from 

the 1950-59 era on only one item. The 1940-49 and the 1960-68 eras dif­

fered significantly on two statements. No significant differences were 

noted between the 1940-49 era and either the 1950-59 or the 1960-68 eras. 

One significant difference was found between the 1950-59 and the 1960-68 

eras. 

Significant differences among colleges were noted on the following 

items which are numbered as in the instrument: 

3. Colleges and universities should be responsive to students' goals. 

4. Colleges and universities should be centers of independent think­

ing. 

8. Private colleges and universities should be retained in the Ameri­

can system of higher education. 
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9- Private colleges and universities should receive public assistance 

equivalent to public institutions of higher education. 

10. Colleges and universities are not really underfinanced. 

11. One of the major problems in financing higher education is the 

inefficient use of existing resources. 

The following should be effective forces in shaping or changing the 

financial planning of colleges and universities: 

15. Taxpayers 

18. State Legislature 

20. Agencies supplying funds for contract grants 

21. Sources of large private grants or endowments 

Increased Federal Funding for higher education should come from the 

following alternatives; 

23. Aid to Students (scholarships, fellowships and loans) 

28. The Alumni Office should provide opportunities for alumni reunions 

and area meetings. 

32. The Alumni Office should have matching gift programs with business 

and industry. 

33. The Alumni Office should ask for money the college or university 

needs, 

The Alumni Office should provide information on what is happening 

regarding the following: ^ 

42. Travel Opportunities 

43. In fund raising, a volunteer should have a better chance of get­

ting money than a professional fund raiser. 
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The fund raising process should be an important concern of each of 

the following: 

46. Faculty 

52. Professional Fund Raiser 

Monies contributed to a college or university should be invested BY: 

53. Committee of Trustees 

55. Small Investment House 

Alumni prefer their gifts to be used for: 

58. Current Operations 

59. Capital Needs 

61. Organized Research 

62. Student Aid 

63. Endowments 

Monies contributed to a college or university should be invested IN: 

65. Bonds 

The fund raising process should involve the following in identifying 

potential sources of gifts: 

77. Board of Trustees (Regents) 

Alumni give to their Alma Mater because of: 

90. Confidence in its Strength 

The present approximate percentages of total income to public higher 

education by sources are presented below; 

93. State - 39% 

97. Alumni and Friends - 4% 
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98. Foundations - 3% 

99. Business Corporations - 2% 

Significant differences among donor classifications were noted on the 

following items which are numbered as in the instrument: 

The following should be effective forces in shaping or changing the 

financial planning of colleges and universities: 

20. Agencies supply funds for contract grants 

27. The Alumni Office should have consistent communication with its 

alumni. 

28. The Alumni Office should provide opportunities for alumni reunions 

and area meetings. 

32. The Alumni Office should have matching gift programs with business 

and industry. 

33. The Alumni Office should ask for money the college or university 

needs. 

The fund raising process should be an important concern of each of 

the following: 

47. Alumni Office 

48. President 

49. Parents of Students 

51. Alumni and Friends of the Institution 

Monies contributed to a college or university should be invested BY: 

55. Small Investment House 
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Alumni prefer their gifts to be used for: 

57. Unrestricted Projects 

58. Current Operations 

61. Organized Research 

Monies contributed to a college or university should be invested IN: 

64. Stocks 

Alumni prefer the following forms of giving: 

68. Cash Contributions 

Alumni are led by tax incentives to: 

70. Increase the size of gifts already planned 

71. Bequeath to colleges and universities 

The fund raising process should involve the following in identifying 

potential sources of gifts: 

77. Board of Trustees (Regents) 

78. Alumni and Friends of the Institution 

Alumni are discouraged from giving to their Alma Mater because of: 

82. Contributions to the Church and Other Charitable Organizations 

84. Lack of Interest 

86. Lack of Contact 

Alumni give to their Alma Mater because of: 

87. Loyalty 

88. Tax Considerations 

89. An Altruistic Impulse 

91. Past Accomplishments of Gifts 

92. Belief in its Work 
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The present approximate percentages of total income to public higher 

education by sources are presented below: 

97. Alumni and Friends - 4% 

Significant differences among eras of graduation were noted on the 

following items which are numbered as in the instrument: 

3. Colleges and universities should be responsive to students' goals. 

The following should be effective forces in shaping or changing the 

financial planning of colleges and universities: 

12 .  Students 

13. Faculty 

17. Board of Trustees (Regents) 

18. State Legislature 

27. The Alumni Office should have consistent communication with its 

alumni. 

28. The Alumni Office should provide opportunities for alumni reunions 

and area meetings. 

30. The Alumni Office should propose gifts for specific purposes. 

34. The Alumni Office should ask for money it thinks it can get. 

The Alumni Office should provide information on what is happening 

regarding the following: 

37. Cultural Events 

42. Travel Opportunities 

43. In fund raising, a volunteer should have a better chance of get­

ting money than a professional fund raiser. 
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Academic excellence should attract financial support to a college 

or university. 

The fund raising process should be an important concern of each of 

the following: 

49. Parents of Students 

51. Alumni and Friends of the Institution 

Monies contributed to a college or university should be invested BY; 

53. Committee of Trustees 

55. Small Investment House 

Alumni prefer their gifts to be used for: 

57. Unrestricted Projects 

63. Endowments 

Alumni prefer the following forms of giving: 

67. Life Insurance 

Alumni are led by tax incentives to; 

70. Increase the size of gifts already planned 

The fund raising process should involve the following in identifying 

potential sources of gifts; 

76. Parents of Students 

Alumni are discouraged from giving to their Alma Mater because of: 

81. An Uncertain Stock Market 

82. Contributions to the Church and Other Charitable Organizations 

Alumni give to their Alma Mater because of: 

87. Loyalty 

89. An Altruistic Impulse 

90.. Confidence in its Strength 
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91. Past Accomplishments of Gifts 

92. Belief in its Work 

The present approximate percentages of total income to public higher 

education by sources are presented below; 

99. Business Corporations - 2% 

Conclusions 

Before drawing conclusions from this study, the following limitations 

should be considered; 

1. This study was specific to three colleges, four donor classifica­

tions, and five eras of graduation. Because of this limitation, 

conclusions cannot be generalized beyond the colleges, donor clas­

sifications, or eras of graduation involved in this particular 

study, 

2. Care must be observed in making inferences from the non-donor sam­

ple to the population of non-donors because of two factors: 

a. The percentage of non-donors among the alumni sampled was much 

greater than the percentage of donors in the population. Yet 

the same number of non-donors was selected for the sample as 

for both the consecutive and non-consecutive donor classifica­

tions . 

b. Of the four donor classifications, the percentage of non-donor 

respondents was the lowest. 

Within these limitations, the following conclusions are presented. 

There was evidence that: 
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Donors believed clarity, internal consistency, and relevance to today 

today's society were important aspects of the philosophy and objectives of 

colleges. Specifically, donors believed that colleges should be responsive 

to students' goals, be centers of independent thinking, and should evolve 

with society. Substantial agreement among colleges, donor classifications, 

and eras of graduation existed on items pertaining to the philosophy and 

objectives of colleges. 

Colleges should have consistent communication with their alumni. 

Older donors felt more strongly than other age groups about consistent com­

munication. Donors were most interested in finding out information about 

the plans of the colleges and changes in the philosophy and objectives of 

the college. Interest was also shown in obtaining information on continu­

ing education programs, curricular developments, cultural events, and ath­

letics . 

In regard to the functioning of the alumni office, donors believed 

that the alumni office should: (1) propose gifts for specific purposes, 

(2) show the uses to be made of gifts received, (3) inform alumni of the 

possible financial benefits to donors from giving, (4) have matching gift 

programs with business and industry, (5) ask for money the college needs, 

and (6) have an ongoing evaluation of its program. In general, non-donors 

did not feel as strongly as donors about the need for matching gift pro­

grams with business and industry, colleges asking for money they need, or 

colleges having consistent communication with their alumni. 

Donors did not agree about the inefficient use of existing resources. 

Yet, experts (6, 19, 20, 37, 44, 79, 89) claimed that colleges do not make 

use of existing resources. 
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Donors believed that the president and the Board of Trustees (Regents) 

should be effective forces in shaping or changing the financial planning of 

colleges. Alumni and faculty were also considered to be important. Accord­

ing to donors, sources of large private grants or endowments, agencies 

supplying funds for contract grants, students, and the Federal Government 

should not be effective forces in shaping or changing the financial plan­

ning of colleges. Differences by type of college were noted as to the role 

of taxpayers, state legislature, and sources of large private grants or 

endowments. 

Donors thought that increased federal funding for higher education 

should be in the form of aid to students. As to alternate forms increased 

federal funding for higher education should take, substantial agreement 

among colleges, donor classifications, and eras of graduation existed. 

The Federal Government, alumni and friends of the college, founda­

tions, and business corporations were the sources that donors thought 

should be contributing more to public higher education than they did in 

1971. Donors believed that the state, students, and the local tax district 

should be contributing less to public higher education. The percentage 

contributed to public higher education by alumni and friends, suggested by 

major donors, was greater than that suggested by other donor groups. 

All colleges agreed that alumni and friends of the college and founda­

tions should be contributing more to public higher education than they did 

in 1971. However, the private colleges, Cornell and Drake, suggested sig­

nificantly higher percentages than Iowa State, a public college. 

Donors believed that alumni and friends of the college, the alumni 

office, the Board of Trustees (Regents), and the president should be 
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involved in identifying potential sources of gifts in the fund raising proc­

ess. Donors also thought that the fund raising process should be an impor­

tant concern of each individual or group named above. The Pre-1930 era was 

the only era to agree that the fund raising process should be an important 

concern of parents of students. All colleges, donor classifications, and 

eras of graduation were in substantial agreement on who should be involved 

in identifying potential sources of gifts in the fund raising process. 

Donors did not think that faculty and students were important in the 

fund raising process. However, experts (30, 68, 92) emphasized that the 

involvement of faculty and students in the fund raising process and in the 

identification of potential donors was necessary. 

Donors preferred their gifts to be used for specific projects. The 

specific projects preferred by donors were student aid, endowments, and 

capital needs. Colleges differed markedly as to the use of gifts received. 

Cash contributions were the preferred form of giving. Most donors 

preferred that monies contributed to a college be invested in bonds. How­

ever, some tend to think that stocks and real estate would be satisfactory 

investments. 

Donors believed that alumni were discouraged from giving to their alma 

mater because of lack of finances, campus unrest, lack of interest, and 

problematic business conditions. Among the motives for contributing to 

their alma mater, donors thought loyalty and belief in its work to be the 

most important. Substantial agreement existed among colleges as to why 

alumni give to their alma mater. In regard to incentives for giving, major 

donors believed that alumni are led by tax incentives to increase the size 

of gifts already planned and to bequeath to colleges. The Pre-1930 era 
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felt the most strongly in regard to alumni giving from motives of loyalty, 

belief in the work of their alma mater, and confidence in the strength of 

their alma mater. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

A review of the literature and the results of this study suggest a 

need for: 

1. A similar study or studies which would incorporate the following 

changes; 

a. Revision of the instrument so that it would be more amenable 

to factor analyses 

b. Validation of the instrument 

c. Larger selection of colleges - by type of college 

- by geographic location 

d. Larger sample 

e. Study of the attitudes of donors within colleges or divisions 

within the colleges studied. 

2. An investigation of the attitudes of donors within a particular 

institution of higher education. 

3. An investigation of differences in mean responses across items for 

each group which had items with the same covering statement, using 

the multiple analysis of variance technique for repeated measure­

ments (91) . 

Attitudes of donors from a national sample are relatively unexplored. 

There is a need for more research into the development of valid, reliable 

instruments for evaluating the attitudes of donors. Colleges then can bet­

ter utilize all the constituents of the college community in the pursuit of 

excellence in higher education. 
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This Instrument Is designed to give you an opportunity to react to topical areas which 
are important to higher education. These areas pertain to the philosophy and objectives 
of colleges and universities, the role of the Alumni office in the overall functioning 
of the college or university, and issues concerned with financing and fund raising. 
You are asked to respond as follows: 195 

Read the statements and respond to the statements In terms of your agreement. 
Ybur response to each statement should be a number from 1 to 9. If you agree 
completely with the statement or aspect, put 9 In the space provided. If you 
disagree completely, put 1. If you neither agree nor disagree, put 5. Use the 
Intervening numbers to indicate the extent of your agreement. The distinctions 
you make on the number scale should be as fine as you feel you can make. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

1 I r 
DISAGREE neither AGREE 
completely AGREE nor DISAGREE completely 

PLEASE RESPOND TO EVERY STATEMENT AND EACH ASPECT 

Item Extent of 
No. agreement 

1. Colleges and universities should have a philosophy and objectives relevant 
to today's society. 

2. Colleges and universities should have clarity and internal consistency in 
their philosophy and objectives. 

3. Colleges and universities should be responsive to students' goals. 

4. Colleges and universities should be centers of independent thinking. 

5. Colleges and universities should evolve with society. 

6. Colleges and universities should have extracurricular activities related 
to the objectives of the school. 

7. Colleges and universities should be mediums for social change. 

8. Private colleges and universities should be retained in the American system 
of higher education. 

9. Private colleges and universities should receive public assistance 
equivalent to public institutions of higjher education. 

10. Colleges and universities are not really underfinanced. 

11. One of the major problems in financing higher education Is the inefficient 
use of existing resources. 

The following should be effective forces In shaping or 
changing the financial planning of colleges and universities : 

12. Students 

13. Faculty 

14. Alumni 

15. Taxpayers 

16. ' Administrators 

17. Board of Trustees (Regents) 

18. State Legislature 

19. Federal Government 

20. Agencies supplying funds for contract grants 
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- 2 -  1 I r 

DISAGREE neither AGREE 
completely AGREE nor DISAGREE completely 

196 

Item Extent of 
No, agreement 

Increased Federal Funding for higher education 
should come from the following alternatives; 

22. _______ Categorical Aid (aid for specific purposes) 

23. Aid to Students (scholarships, fellowships and loans) 

24. Institutional Grants 

25. Tax Relief 

26. Revenue Sharing and Aid to States 

27. The Alumni Office should have consistent communication with its alumni. 

28. The Alumni Office should provide opportunities for alumni reunions and 
area meetings. 

29. The Alumni Office should show the uses to be made of gifts received in 
fund raising programs. 

30. The Alumni Office should propose gifts for specific purposes. 

31. The Alumni Office should Inform alumni of the possible financial benefits 
to donors from giving. 

32. The Alumni Office should have matching gift programs with business and 
Industry. 

33. _______ The Alumni Office should ask for money the college or university needs. 

34. The Alumni Office should ask for money it thinks It can get. 

35. The Alumni Office should have an ongoing evaluation of its program. 

The Alumni Office should provide information on 
what is happening regarding the following; 

36. ________ Athletics 

37. ______ Cultural Events 

38. _________ Continuing Education Programs 

39. _______ Currlcular Developments 

40. ______ The Plans of the College or University 

41. Changes in the Philosophy and Objectives of the Institution 

42. _______ Travel Opportunities 

43. In fund raising, a volunteer should have a better chance of getting money 
than a professional fund raiser. 

44. ________ Academic excellence should attract financial support to a college or 
university. 

PLEASE RESPOND TO EVERY STATEMENT AND EACH ASPECT 
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DISAGREE neither AGREE 
completely AGREE nor DISAGREE completely 

ol97 

'-3'-

Item Extent of 
NO' agreement 

The fund raising process should be an Important 
concern of each of the following : 

45. Students 

46. Faculty 

47. Alumni Office 

48. President 

49. Parents of Students 

50- Board of Trustees (Regents) 

Alumni and Friends of the Institution 
52. Professional Fund Raiser 

Monies contributed to a college or university 
should be invested BY: 

53. Committee of Trustees 

54. Large Bank or Investment House 

5"^' Small Investment House 

Alumni prefer their gifts to be used for: 

56. Specific Projects 

57. Unrestricted Projects 

58. Current Operations 

59. Capital Needs 

60. Athletics 

61. Organized Research 

62. Student Aid 

63. Endowments 

Monies contributed to a college or university 
should be invested IN; 

Stocks 

Bonds 

Real Estate 

Alumni prefer the following forms of giving; 

Life Insurances 

Cash Contributions 

Deferred Gifts (trusts, wills) 

Alumni are led by tax incentives to: 

70. 

71. 
Increase the size of gifts already planned 

Bequeath to colleges and universities 
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DISAGREE neither Â6BEE 
completely AGR^nor DISAGREE completely 

Item Extent of 
No. agreement 

The fund raising process should Involve the following 
in identifying potential sources of gifts; 

72. ________ Students 

73. ______ Faculty 

74. Alumni Office 

75. _______ President 

76. _______ Parents of Students 

77. ________ Board of Trustees (Regents) 

78. Alumni and Friends of the Institution 

Alumni are discouraged from giving to their 
Alma Mater because of ; 

80. _______ Problematic Business Conditions 

81. An IMcertain Stock Market 

82. Contributions to the Church and Other Charitable Organizations 

83. Campus IMrest 

84. Lack of Interest 

85. Lack of Finances 

86. Lack of Contact 

Aliimnt give to their Alma Mater because oft 

87. Loyalty 

88. Tax Considerations 

89. An Altruistic Impulse 

90. Confidence in its Strength 

91. ______ Past Accomplishments of Gifts 

92. Belief in its Work 

The present approximate percentages of total income to public 
higher education by sources are presented below. Please write 
in the percentages which In your opinion the Identified sources 
should be contributing to public higher education. 

Presently Should Be 

93. State 39% 
94. Federal Government 20% 
95. Students 20% 
96. Local Tax District 4% 
97 . Alumni and Friends 4% 
98. Foundations 3% 
99. Business Corporations 2% 
100. Other (Community Groups, 8% 

Endowment Earnings, etc.) 
100% 

COMMENTS : 
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IOWA STATE 

College of Education 
Professional Studies 

201 Curtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50010 

UNIVERSITY Telephone: 515-294-4143 

May 29, 1972 

Higher education In the seventies is faced with many challenging 
issues. These issues call for continuous dialogue within the 

whole of the college or university community. You as an alumnus 

of Cornell are part of this college or university community and 

will be interested in its meeting the challenges of the latter 
part of the twentieth century. 

A graduate student in the doctoral program at Iowa State is 

attempting to determine the attitudes of alumni toward certain 

topical areas important in higher education. Your responses to 

the enclosed instrument will provide him with the information 

needed at this time. 

The project is being carried out in cooperation with Cornell 
College, Drake University and Iowa State University. You have 

been selected as one of three-hundred altimni from Cornell. Your 

response is important for the completion of the study and it will 

make a significant contribution to your Alma Mater. Pretesting 

of the instrument showed that it will take about ten minutes to 

complete. 

Please complete and return the enclosed instrument at your earliest 

possible convenience as we hope to be ready for analysis on June 

12th. A stamped, self-addressed envelope is provided for this 

purpose. Although it is necessary to identify each respondent by 

a code number for follow-up purposes, the information you provide 

will be held in strict confidence. 

If you wish to receive a summary report of the completed analysis 

you may have it upon request. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Charles R. Maclsaac 
Graduate Student 

Iton D. Brown 

Associate Professor 

CM/MB ; be 
Enclosure 
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IOWA STATE 

College of Education 
Professional Studies 

201 Curtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50010 

UNIVERSITY Telephone; 515-294-4143 

May 29, 1972 

Higher education in the seventies is faced with many challenging 

issues. These issues call for continuous dialogue within the 

whole of the college or university community. You as an alumnus 

of Drake are part of this college or university community and 

will be interested in its meeting the challenges of the latter 

part of the twentieth century. 

A graduate student in the doctoral program at Iowa State is 

attempting to determine the attitudes of alumni toward certain 

topical areas important in higher education. Your responses to 

the enclosed instrument will provide him with the information 

needed at this time. 

The project is being carried out in cooperation with Cornell 

College, Drake University and Iowa State University. You have 

been selected as one of three-hundred alumni from Drake. Your 

response is important for the completion of the study and it will 

make a significant contribution to your Alma Mater. Pretesting 

of the instrument showed that it will take about ten minutes to 

complete. 

Please complete and return the enclosed instrument at your earliest 

possible convenience as we hope to be ready for analysis on June 

12th. A stamped, self-addressed envelope is provided for this 

purpose. Although it is necessary to identify each respondent by 

a code number for follow-up purposes, the information you provide 

will be held in strict confidence. 

If you wish to receive a summary report of the completed analysis 

you may have it upon request. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Charles R. Maclsaac 
Graduate Student 

Iton D. Brown 
Associate Professor 

CM/MB;be 
Enclosure 
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IOWA STATE 

College of Education 
Professional Studies 

201 Curtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50010 

UNIVERSITY Telephone: 515-294-4143 

May 29, 1972 

Higher education In the seventies Is faced with many challenging 

Issues. These Issues call for continuous dialogue within the 

whole of the college or university community. You as an alumnus 

of Iowa State are part of this college or university community 

and will be Interested In Its meeting the challenges of the 

latter part of the twentieth century. 

A graduate student In the doctoral program at Iowa State is 

attempting to determine the attitudes of alumni toward certain 

topical areas Important in higher education. Your responses to 

the enclosed Instrument will provide him with the information 
needed at this time. 

The project Is being carried out in cooperation with Cornell 

College, Drake University and Iowa State University. You have 

been selected as one of three-hundred alumni from Iowa State. 

Your response is important for the completion of the study and 

it will make a significant contribution to your Alma Mater. 

Pretesting of the instrument showed that it will take about ten 

minutes to complete. 

Please complete and return the enclosed Instrument at your earliest 

possible convenience as we hope to be ready for analysis on June 

12th. A stamped, self-addressed envelope is provided for this 

purpose. Although it is necessary to identify each respondent by 

a code number for follow-up purposes, the information you provide 

will be held in strict confidence. 

If you wish to receive a summary report of the completed analysis 

you may have it upon request. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Charles R. Maclsaac 
Graduate Student 

Iton D. Brown 
Associate Professor 

CM/MB :bc 
Enclosure 
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IOWA STATE 

College of Education 
Professional Studies 

201 Curtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50010 

UNIVERSITY Telephone; 515-294-4143 

Several weeks ago you were sent a survey instrument 
concerning the attitudes of alumni toward certain 
topical areas important in higher education. If your 
response is already in the mail, please disregard 
the remainder of this letter. 

In order to carry out the statistical analysis your response 
as one of the three-hundred alumni selected from your 
Alma Mater and representative of your era of graduation 
is important and necessary for the completion of the 
study. 

Could you please find time in the next few days to 
complete the instrument? We realize that this may be 
a busy time for you but your cooperation will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Milton D. Brown 

Sincerely 

Charles R. Maclsaac 
Graduate Student Associate Professor 
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IOWA STATE 

College of Education 
Professional Studies 

201 Curtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 51H)10 

UNIVERSITY Telephone: 515-294-4143 

June 28, 1972 

Recently a questionnaire concerning the attitudes of 
alumni on topical areas important in higher education 
was sent to you. Response has been good and we are 
are pleased that so many have found time in their busy 
schedules to complete and return the questionnaire. 
No comparable studies of alumni attitudes in these 
areas have been completed. 

In case the questionnaire did not reach you or you have 
misplaced it we are sending another copy so that you 
can express your opinions and have them represented 
in the study. If you have already mailed your questionnaire, 
we are grateful. If not, we would appreciate if you 
would find time within the next week to complete and 
return the questionnaire. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Charles R» Maclsaac 
Graduate Student 

ilxon D. Brown 
Associate Professor 
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Table 122. IntercorrolaCions for items 1 through 92 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

1 
2 
3 

22 
41 12 

4 34 01 38 
5 48 11 42 36 
6 21 29 22 05 24 
7 
8 

35 
06 

-01 
11 

31 
08 

41 
07 

36 
07 

14 
16 05 

9 -02 07 06 07 01 00 06 07 
10 -13 05 -11 -19 -14 01 -17 00 -02 
11 -12 04 -06 -07 -08 -01 -06 -03 -06 39 
12 27 -01 30 24 25 07 33 -06 11 -06 -02 
13 15 -03 16 15 14 08 24 02 00 -04 -01 54 
14 06 08 09 02 08 17 04 07 10 -01 -01 20 27 
15 02 19 04 -04 04 12 -02 04 11 08 06 08 02 29 
16 14 10 15 11 14 12 05 06 -08 -03 -06 -01 21 18 07 
17 11 15 06 01 06 15 -05 06 -07 05 -09 -13 -07 19 21 40 
18 08 12 10 -02 05 07 -02 •06 05 04 01 03 -04 12 46 13 29 
19 12 10 17 11 13 05 12 -10 17 -05 -06 18 07 11 30 03 10 57 
20 08 15 12 00 09 10 13 05 12 -02 00 14 08 22 24 09 12 26 49 
21 03 10 10 -04 02 17 06 04 10 03 02 10 06 29 21 05 13 23 43 76 
22 14 16 18 10 14 15 16 12 07 -04 •04 13 17 11 13 12 08 10 17 25 17 
23 22 03 20 18 17 09 20 01 06 -11 02 20 18 14 -04 11 -•04 03 14 08 07 26 
24 09 09 14 15 16 07 20 03 20 -13 -08 21 11 05 08 10 03 12 24 20 18 33 34 
25 09 15 01 -02 04 04 02 01 09 -01 -02 09 06 07 13 01 . 11 06 09 10 11 08 12 12 
26 12 10 14 07 09 07 14 00 10 -08 -03 16 10 00 18 -02 • •03 24 28 16 10 10 16 26 26 
27 12 19 09 08 09 13 06 13 04 -06 •04 03 -02 26 07 04 10 03 02 04 10 06 07 07 11 06 
28 07 15 07 00 11 18 05 09 02 •07 -07 03 00 25 07 04 15 08 08 15 19 06 02 06 02 09 65 
29 11 15 09 -01 09 18 -01 08 02 -02 00 06 01 16 09 02 10 05 01 13 10 03 -04 05 01 09 36 38 
30 03 12 03 -01 11 18 00 07 02 -02 -04 01 -06 21 06 01 18 09 05 16 15 18 08 12 04 04 23 31 46 
31 14 13 10 04 16 20 07 14 01 •08 -08 02 06 12 04 13 17 03 03 13 15 13 10 10 04 08 35 35 37 41 
32 10 05 00 11 07 07 06 07 07 -11 -02 07 02 16 05 01 04 -04 02 10 11 02 11 01 07 05 24 24 24 24 
33 14 •04 10 15 11 07 12 09 04 -17 -11 09 09 21 -01 09 05 -05 01 04 09 00 20 07 09 04 21 12 16 25 
34 15 01 00 00 01 07 12 04 09 -07 -04 03 01 10 06 10 06 09 14 13 16 07 07 13 -02 09 12 17 09 19 
35 16 05 08 08 13 17 11 14 -02 -03 -07 08 08 20 05 16 12 00 -04 14 16 14 12 10 11 06 26 24 29 25 
36 12 20 10 00 11 21 07 10 -01 -03 -07 05 -02 22 20 15 20 16 09 13 15 14 06 11 05 11 41 38 23 22 
37 13 14 10 08 15 21 12 11 01 -07 -06 02 02 23 17 12 12 11 06 03 06 06 11 10 00 12 37 35 27 19 
38 16 19 12 14 21 13 13 03 -03 •05 -06 13 05 24 18 11 10 13 11 07 08 10 09 15 06 12 32 28 29 20 
39 12 13 08 12 15 09 15 03 -05 -03 00 10 06 19 13 07 01 04 05 04 07 07 04 12 04 00 28 19 23 19 
40 11 11 07 07 18 12 09 10 03 -02 -05 08 06 28 16 04 10 07 09 06 09 07 03 08 04 08 29 27 36 27 
41 16 15 04 10 19 18 02 08 -02 -02 -04 06 01 22 16 05 05 05 05 01 04 05 05 05 06 05 26 19 23 17 
42 08 12 16 08 09 13 13 07 08 -06 -03 15 10 12 09 07 03 07 16 21 21 13 08 17 11 18 21 31 15 17 
43 -01 04 -04 01 00 09 10 07 08 08 06 06 03 07 06 -01 02 03 -01 00 04 03 -02 04 04 00 06 05 05 03 
44 03 14 06 11 06 14 10 14 01 -02 -01 04 06 19 07 10 11 -01 00 09 10 14 02 13 03 -02 23 20 21 15 
45 07 09 16 02 08 15 13 10 20 -04 00 27 23 22 23 06 • -01 13 16 16 13 11 04 14 03 12 13 15 16 10 
46 07 08 09 -02 04 10 09 08 13 00 02 17 26 21 19 07 01 14 12 11 10 11 06 12 04 12 14 14 15 10 
47 06 06 02 02 07 11 06 10 -01 -11 -04 03 07 25 07 06 04 03 02 04 05 07 05 09 02 03 32 25 26 22 
48 04 -01 01 -02 02 09 09 08 06 -02 -10 04 10 21 19 19 24 08 05 08 09 06 -03 06 03 03 15 23 17 18 
49 00 08 01 -03 02 14 06 10 11 -06 03 11 16 25 23 05 08 10 05 10 07 06 -02 10 04 08 16 18 22 18 
50 11 07 09 04 10 18 00 09 03 -02 -07 03 01 19 15 14 20 09 09 08 08 13 07 09 -02 03 11 17 15 14 
51 04 06 01 04 05 15 -02 17 04 -12 -04 02 00 23 02 09 07 -03 -06 01 04 09 08 08 01 -01 41 28 24 25 
52 01 07 07 05 05 05 05 09 07 -16 -08 07 04 11 10 07 08 10 16 11 12 04 -03 13 00 09 03 09 09 08 
53 03 09 03 •02 04 04 07 02 02 -02 -14 04 03 04 02 01 12 09 10 04 06 08 02 11 -03 06 13 15 11 11 
54 02 04 04 17 06 04 08 07 05 02 06 00 02 06 06 04 04 05 04 12 04 04 09 06 07 09 00 02 -04 02 
55 -04 -03 01 07 01 -02 04 -02 04 -04 02 05 -02 07 05 01 •06 -03 04 06 05 04 09 04 06 02 02 -06 -07 -02 
56 04 11 16 03 13 12 07 12 01 -07 -05 09 01 08 09 -03 02 08 06 06 06 22 08 11 03 06 17 11 18 33 
57 03 -08 -05 15 06 01 13 -07 -05 -07 -08 03 09 05 -06 09 06 04 04 -08 -04 -05 04 03 00 01 14 08 -04 -07 
58 -01 -05 06 •01 02 02 08 -01 02 -09 00 09 14 13 01 07 -02 02 11 11 11 05 13 09 04 00 03 03 -01 -06 
59 -01 -08 04 04 07 01 04 10 01 -10 -06 02 10 18 01 11 05 01 00 02 07 03 08 08 01 -01 13 14 02 06 
60 00 09 05 03 04 09 03 04 01 -01 -04 06 -02 09 11 06 07 08 09 10 11 10 -02 04 -04 11 17 15 06 13 
61 06 06 14 11 12 14 13 -05 -01 00 -02 09 06 10 12 10 11 14 10 18 09 20 11 16 09 20 07 04 05 14 
62 19 01 17 25 17 10 17 •05 -01 00 00 10 10 10 01 05 05 05 00 00 02 08 30 12 09 12 09 07 07 13 
63 09 02 19 18 10 06 15 06 02 -04 -01 08 02 14 00 08 10 06 07 12 19 10 14 14 08 13 22 22 06 19 
64 09 -03 06 18 03 11 09 16 00 -03 08 00 -04 05 -04 08 08 00 00 -02 -02 05 13 -01 -03 03 03 -01 01 08 
65 00 -03 04 -02 -01 02 •03 08 03 01 09 06 02 08 08 11 07 08 04 00 03 03 04 05 07 07 05 03 01 05 
66 03 03 08 06 03 05 03 09 -02 •04 07 02 03 03 02 03 04 04 01 01 00 06 09 04 09 12 04 01 01 03 
67 -01 -07 03 07 02 00 14 -02 06 -04 -06 11 04 03 01 -01 05 05 11 02 01 11 06 08 06 06 08 05 -04 06 
68 12 06 13 07 07 08 03 -02 -03 •06 -07 -01 01 15 05 07 15 07 07 07 07 10 06 03 01 10 24 19 14 09 
69 01 04 06 04 00 00 06 -01 01 01 •01 04 00 12 05 03 02 09 06 00 00 10 05 15 04 18 19 19 13 16 
70 04 00 01 00 03 06 01 09 00 -02 01 01 -01 13 04 -03 04 03 -03 01 07 05 08 05 04 08 13 18 15 14 
71 03 01 02 -02 02 05 01 09 03 02 00 01 00 16 04 05 07 06 00 05 11 06 01 08 01 03 16 18 15 21 
72 09 04 13 08 14 13 13 08 11 •07 -01 28 20 17 19 09 10 03 17 14 12 16 03 15 01 03 07 11 08 15 
73 08 08 10 02 12 15 09 08 05 -05 -04 18 25 18 16 14 10 16 14 06 07 11 03 11 04 06 09 10 10 15 
74 16 08 02 04 11 14 05 08 -09 -11 -10 00 00 19 08 13 23 02 01 01 03 05 06 07 03 02 24 20 19 18 
75 10 02 03 05 08 09 06 09 01 -02 -10 06 05 14 12 23 30 08 08 07 07 05 -01 10 09 -03 10 10 06 17 
76 05 04 03 04 09 13 09 12 05 -02 02 15 15 16 18 11 18 11 09 10 08 09 00 13 04 03 12 16 14 22 
77 09 07 04 07 13 13 02 03 -04 -05 -04 11 05 19 10 16 26 10 13 14 11 10 11 15 05 00 09 12 09 19 
78 16 11 03 06 13 21 05 11 -03 -11 -08 08 05 17 09 15 25 02 -02 06 06 13 08 12 04 02 29 26 20 25 
80 06 11 06 09 05 09 14 06 06 00 02 04 -01 11 02 05 00 06 08 08 12 11 12 08 11 09 05 01 04 01 
81 04 07 04 15 06 07 20 05 04 -01 10 04 53 12 -01 04 -04 00 04 06 08 09 11 07 10 05 07 03 01 06 
82 -02 09 -01 -06 01 07 05 00 01 08 02 00 03 07 10 02 06 18 13 15 09 12 07 06 02 10 -01 03 10 15 
83 -U 08 -10 -17 •07 10 -23 09 -03 05 11 -17 -13 03 10 07 12 05 -11 03 01 06 -15 -07 05 -09 09 13 13 13 
84 03 •03 -01 -01 03 02 -03 03 -03 00 04 03 -03 -05 -03 06 05 01 02 -05 -05 -01 -06 -07 04 00 -02 •02 -03 -01 
85 10 03 15 13 10 14 09 -02 -05 -05 -04 07 01 06 06 08 04 01 03 12 11 11 10 09 03 09 01 06 02 06 
86 •06 -04 -03 03 -03 -01 02 03 05 00 06 -01 -02 08 -01 03 02 -05 -07 -04 -06 04 00 -03 03 03 12 13 03 06 
87 05 08 06 08 07 11 00 08 08 -08 -09 -03 02 19 05 15 18 -03 02 12 11 15 00 09 -05 -04 27 29 12 21 
88 05 05 06 05 -02 06 01 08 -02 05 08 09 03 12 05 12 00 01 -01 03 06 06 08 09 00 07 10 09 11 05 
89 06 -02 06 10 07 06 19 02 04 -01 01 15 12 03 -06 07 04 -06 -05 00 -02 01 02 -07 03 -07 04 05 -02 10 
90 05 09 11 05 11 16 18 03 08 -03 -06 07 08 18 12 07 09 13 13 13 15 12 09 15 05 09 26 21 11 15 
91 -03 06 05 01 55 13 10 01 09 02 03 09 05 17 10 03 09 12 10 07 09 11 01 11 02 05 16 17 20 25 
92 12 06 04 07 10 21 09 02 00 •02 -04 02 10 11 01 11 09 05 05 06 10 09 07 09 04 -01 19 22 10 17 



www.manaraa.com

' M V j 

gE:c;èsssgèè§sgt:c; G o S t:c:gscsgs 

?SSSSSSS?gSoP?g?SSgSg??SS5 

èssssèssssssgg§ssggssg£o§;  

i?gg?S 

> o  o  o  é  o  c 
) \0 «6 N W 00 

• § § 2^ LJ S 

î g S S § 3  

)0\Via^O\sO*'^LnLnO\000'-'C 

> »— 0> Ni "«J O »• 

) O ̂  O O »- e- fO f 
3  \ 0  O  ^  t o  t >  W f -  -

O P O O P  O OO h 
N f W N f" W Wf" t-

W CO N  Ui  O  h 

5 0 0 0 0 » - 0 0 0 C  
N\0-"'4 

JWr^9«K>0«000^ 

)0000000000»-'00>-

-OOOWOO^ 
*  N  I— 00 V I  f -  C 

-  h -  ^  o  o  o  o  o  < 
jrofo^vo^uioaj 

J  W N> » -  to  NÎ  I  

>N>fOfs»Oh-MW«* 
J^(^V009>£**sjON 

3 vO to VI V/1 J 

)  N  to  SO U i  h )  W j  

itosoroovvioo^tovTor 
> o »-• o o •— < 

SEPSSSgggSSSgSPSCESCCPSgSJ 

SKÎ J  so  (O U1 to  ^  

>OtN>0s*«JM*0-h-fl>JO>-t0OOOe-OOO»0^h-l-»l0OOO»-> 
OfOOOlO»-?s--- _ - ̂   ̂ .. ..s .n .« 

»—»-'iooi-*N»ooôi-*oi^i-'ro^ii^H«Mopf-^t-|^f^oç 

IWNI- 'OO»— 0»0^^  

• o o o o »-• « 
« h- -»i Vl ro C 

5  P  O O O O » 

•fs>wi*«jrot-'V"OViviio0*h-0*0e-

tO>OUJK«-^fOUJ*^03^^tOCT'h-'a3"~JOC^UJ»~"^tO-P"-P~r-J-f>4 

;  t»  s s 0\  4 

U1 "«J to w f 
)  O  O O O O lO I -

W ^  FO O 00 C 

>0^^-01-0  
h-NWt-^WWOOWf-

- o v t s - a ^ - ^ o ^ o  

5 0 0 h - 0 0 0 C  
C03N}0*OUltOC 

J*^>^£>sCvOU)C 

> o o o o w ro 
> O C» O h- M 

-OOOOr-r-t 

pooesqspsHsrsRKSsssssEr;:;: • >— M f— O • 



www.manaraa.com

08i^'^'^^*'OOS>UJO>".o^N»*^<ôNOfoLnro»*>CT<w"^œi*'«JO>u>i»* 

t-Ol-OO^OOOOOOON)^->-h-N>OOOl 

o*v©rs>i-JU»M^woj-JOoOuiC'OD<»rs>oe-^o>o. 

^Ot-^-OOOpOt-0^-000>-'00»-^-t-00000000000 
^OfOfoœos^'~J^KiOv>vois3»—u>oo*'W»o'ô>-*'^wroo3H-ujrowC' 

^ror - r - 'O ' - 'OOp '  O O »— O  O O i  
SUlt'WQOLmODOOWOB-^LnsOf"»^' 

-t-OOOO^OOOOi. jo>-vjL^^roO\oaacao4^ 

SSKSSSSSSSSCoSESgCggCgSKSgSg! 

Jt-KJO^roOoÔr-Oï-t-Ui^MOf^rO» 
-oo--Jroroujfo^-'0--iJ>'0-^hoN5^N)w-

-»--00f-*0f-00 

EEKSgBSSSSSSSEgSSCBKPgSSSgPSSgg 

_i^e'^h'i-*P-'OOOr-*e'l-'>~'' 

I—ooooh-ooopooi—rof'h-roh-t-oooooooj^oooo 
f'VOaWODtDl— O\'-'&V*'^Oh-«O00NC»V100O\UlO\V'Vl 

» O \0 N f» ! 'sece^ps! 

fOOOf- — 0»-00^00lsj0r-0r 
tv>««ju>w0*^0j>wu'0«>tnws0i->0l 

;°2°2gg§sgss5:K^::S§§ = SG: ur-wwt-'w'i-'v 
o\ o "j 9» \o m ; 

-0»or - *00^-0^-

) i» C* CD CT* ' 

>rooooo-t>o«(. 

O O O O O O O O O r  > o o o w ro 

so so hJ ro V) V 

-^^-0^-OOOOh-OOOOOOh-< 

3g2gs:sgsc;gssgsc2gssgsss: 

Or-OOOr-OOi-OOOOi-p 

cscpèggsgggégKSgscgsggs 

êgSgSSgggggESSESSSSgS^KZEgKysCSS 

gSSSSSS22SèsS8S8SSB8SB2SgEg5g5SS 

''0\f'«eCO"^OOf"t-'WOVi\CI 

ggZC;èg2S8SSS2SS8SS8gg28 = Ee8gESS2: 

g2css§g?ss§s?gKSgggggggg§?sssf:s?i 
-OfOMO^-i— 
3U<N09LÉ>COOM 

:5ES82:82SSKSg2RK2gSS=K OOOr-f0H-»-'OOr0l 
0^00*«J0DOvi05œ^^ '  

P-00»-»OOOH-OOe-OOr-0» -0000h- f -0>-05-« .  
Jts»ON><0>-'^CON>U>Or 

c:GSCE!:g?gggK?£t:s;:sigsssGc;g5: 

gSgS25S?Sg?GSSg5gSgg5EEGgKS 

ggSggSggSSBgSEgGEgPSKEBSèB 

ggSSCgSgègSSgSSGSSgSgSGES 

gsgGEgrîSSSspngssESKssssè 

:SS88ygg2888gggSg5S8SgS: 

8S5:ggi::2gss: m03f"0»00*0000t -

'h-Oh-Ot-fMOh-Ot-t-OW» 
lOC^WVLnOWk/iNsOVOO^Vi 

îovni»NOOro-si-»JOviuiuiMi-*'«J»soo*ODU) 

o — H-i-'Ot-'l-'OOOl-'H't— -o-^x»roNOwO'-no3W»-'woo>o>"»J'ot-'^ 



www.manaraa.com

g 2 C S S g g ? S g g S § g ï: S g S S 

j\oroo«%otooov 

* «O 00 u> o t 

:EBg; ».C>{><»WvON}(»C 

"O^>WLn»^0)O00Wf 

OOOQOOOOOf ̂ 
Nf-OD^m-JWOOBOj 

oopcf-;opoooooopo»^pogooj;j^^p 
I 00 !-• O f» 00 - O* O» Ln tvj "• 

•<0<*'NtOCOK9\CiVOU>tJt£^h ) f- C» 00 o< c* 

sOLnf-sOf-N-^-^^OWLnLr» 
• oi—t-'rsjO'-'Of j (a \o o\ 00 w 



www.manaraa.com

207 

APPENDIX D 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

265 
143 
002 
089 
155 
051 
051 
047 
210 
355 
067 
097 
141 
005 
227 
214 
047 
051 
057 
083 
,037 
,024 
,001 
,107 
.135 
,342 
.276 
.104 
.039 
.043 
.078 
.322 
.118 
.108 
.074 
.025 
.061 
.096 
.177 
.108 
.122  

123. Results of principal components factor analysis, items 1 
through 42 on 13 factors 

Factor 
I II III IV V VI 

-.361 .305 .352 .013 .281 -.014 
-.291 .023 -. 120 -.041 .205 -.059 
-.321 .376 .274 -.006 .204 -.020 
-.237 .300 .424 -.023 .112 .078 
-.375 .284 .357 -.030 .234 -.011 
-.349 .064 .009 .085 .209 -.153 
-.283 .361 .367 -.006 -.016 .053 
-.163 -.049 .040 .136 .081 -.060 
-.093 .166 -.078 .033 -.145 .130 
.131 -.116 -.232 -.135 -.004 -.352 
.118 -.051 -.149 -.133 -.127 -.410 
-.270 .441 .292 -.080 -.278 -.210 
-.188 .361 .277 -.016 -.228 -.429 
-.427 .030 -.122 .044 -.074 -.305 
-.292 .127 -.373 -.237 .097 -.086 
-.228 .106 .011 .040 .369 -.219 
-.247 -.023 -.257 .083 .540 -.145 
-.261 .280 -.497 -.283 .279 .118 
-.305 .491 -.393 -.196 -.031 .219 
-.360 .441 -.495 .115 -.174 -.055 
-.368 .344 -.531 .147 -.223 -.110 
-.283 .283 -.027 .051 .014 -.026 
-.244 .298 .182 .079 -.084 .045 
-.306 .350 .015 -.005 -.132 .220 
-.149 .130 -.046 -.003 -.155 .061 
-.242 .262 -.071 -.077 -.096 .210 
-.557 -.306 -.007 .258 -.024 .094 
-.531 -.237 -.127 .284 -.013 .076 
-.461 -.246 -.063 .215 -.032 -.072 
.435 -.162 -.127 .313 -.021 -.015 
-.514 -.173 .003 .343 .028 -.002 
-.322 -.101 .034 .301 -.116 .017 
-.365 -.056 .178 .301 -.109 .036 
-.259 .022 -.089 .179 -.054 .112 
-.402 -.070 .055 .254 -.004 -.123 
-. 603 -.236 -.095 -.096 .096 .091 
-.650 -.319 .047 -.239 .042 .145 
-.655 -.255 .101 -.396 -.058 .034 
-.564 -.293 .142 -.404 -.154 -.035 
-.630 -.329 .077 -.270 -.141 -.079 
-.521 -.284 .108 -.283 -.057 -.061 
-.433 .015 -.042 1 o
 

-.125 .104 
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Factor 
VIII IX X XI XII XIII 

.183 .000 -.062 .001 .102 -.091 .402 

.066 .065 .144 .209 .104 -.102 .238 

.098 -.070 -.040 -.043 -.028 -.007 .356 

.121 -.047 -.060 -.147 .045 .151 .339 

.223 -.032 -.036 -.017 -.019 -.018 .390 

.059 -.018 .123 .087 .011 -.192 .250 

.054 -.115 -.002 -.140 -.027 .021 .352 

.010 -.038 .135 .067 .087 -.053 .111 
-.018 .081 ,007 .043 .053 -.004 .140 
.035 ,092 .091 -.122 -.003 .023 .229 
.079 .171 .159 -.411 .040 .105 .207 
-.121 .034 -.229 .024 -.137 -.072 .460 
-.343 -.010 -.149 -.109 -.114 -.067 .430 
-.151 -.009 -.130 .064 .135 .042 .366 
-.059 .182 -.117 .046 .100 -.081 .348 
-.238 -.047 .111 .007 .038 .091 .313 
-.093 -.015 .005 .001 -.049 .124 .351 
-.054 .259 -.243 -.110 -.054 .031 .493 
.077 .048 -.181 -.092 -.036 .052 .541 
.204 -.281 .073 .024 .008 -.010 .651 
.190 -.340 .070 -.022 .109 -.000 .631 
-.072 .056 .295 .137 -.094 .116 .253 
-.133 .168 .222 -.083 .086 .122 .272 
-.144 .157 .336 .094 -.109 .228 .307 
-.047 .209 .060 .186 .265 -.171 .178 
-.084 .222 -.005 .036 .017 -.133 .243 
-.167 -.057 -.232 .053 .210 .292 .532 
-.123 -.139 -.221 .033 -.068 .130 .531 
.163 .135 -.118 .067 -.260 -.045 .394 
.148 .200 .070 .006 -.288 -.009 .390 
.047 .106 .047 -.056 -.105 -.087 .414 
.088 .136 -.078 -.110 .080 -.053 .271 
.005 .159 -.027 -.223 .224 -.073 .308 
-.094 .024 .045 -.213 -.019 -.078 .181 
.049 .090 .058 .036 .071 .024 .284 
-.238 -.140 .093 -.091 -.008 -.149 .537 
-.253 -.165 .109 -.212 -.018 -.198 .642 
.027 -.041 .033 .020 -.033 .067 .660 
.117 -.070 .070 .019 -.018 .140 .599 
.204 .079 -.033 .094 -.020 .051 .627 
.186 .080 .001 .111 .122 .009 .508 
-.129 -.157 .088 -.037 -.082 -.102 .300 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

124. Results of varimax rotation of principal components factor 
analysis, items 1 through 42 on 13 factors 

Factor 
I II III IV V VI 

.068 .638 -.020 .036 .048 .064 

.107 .095 .050 .104 -.072 .066 

.003 .591 .057 .045 .102 .065 

.080 .596 -.035 -.072 .029 .020 

.133 .639 .007 .100 .038 .058 

.055 .215 .084 .192 .045 .138 

.038 .550 .072 -.031 .143 -.062 

.031 .054 .037 . 066 -.026 .086 
-.034 .012 .093 -.007 .032 -.154 
.002 -.184 .016 .009 .012 .045 
-.026 -.048 .003 -.026 -.004 -.077 
.047 .368 .058 .035 .611 -.176 
.009 .172 .022 -.031 .775 .078 
.233 -.030 .204 .047 .341 .226 
.161 -.065 .127 -.001 .089 .119 
.029 .110 .005 -.043 .119 .565 
.019 .015 .065 .150 -.106 .653 
.033 .032 .105 .048 -.061 .211 
.026 .172 .390 -.004 .002 -.044 
-.013 .066 .802 .107 .055 .022 
.026 -.010 .850 .055 .049 .039 
.026 .131 .148 .112 .084 .128 
.002 .228 -.010 -.055 .109 .018 
.061 .125 .088 .053 .033 -.011 
.042 -.038 .016 -.090 .087 -.203 
-.007 .103 .004 .033 .075 -.207 
.222 .055 -.013 .165 -.020 .013 
.123 .026 .114 .357 .023 .036 
.225 .025 .028 .592 .039 -.018 
.138 -.025 .081 .613 -.045 .068 
.142 .076 .045 .465 -.012 .103 
.085 .054 .049 .248 .013 -.056 
.135 .115 .000 .089 .050 .042 
-.021 .007 .106 .129 -.015 .044 
.174 .079 .077 .238 .070 .141 
.328 .016 .036 .124 -.016 .160 
.474 .074 -.057 .060 -.019 .101 
.736 .131 -.006 .094 .028 .050 
.780 .098 .029 .061 .023 .007 
.778 .048 .030 .237 .055 .012 
.682 .078 -.022 .090 .002 .004 
.196 .085 .159 .093 .084 -.067 
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Factor 
VII VIII IX X XI XII XIII 

.009 .068 .004 .082 .239 -.003 -.079 

.090 .134 .074 -.104 .466 .060 .066 

.033 .071 .092 -.025 .108 .059 -.027 

.044 -.027 .122 .098 -.105 -.031 -.063 
-.010 .032 .043 .014 .133 .004 -.060 
.010 .018 .005 .018 .387 .140 .048 
-.001 -.043 .164 .074 -.061 .111 -.053 
.057 -.118 .038 .084 .225 .055 -.005 
.045 .133 .174 .064 .042 .000 -.057 
-.032 .033 -.093 -.133 .079 -.043 .481 
-.008 .001 -.002 -.014 -.021 -.012 .773 
.003 .104 .130 .008 -.056 .023 .004 
-.034 -.037 .125 .033 -.013 .014 -.002 
.189 .122 .008 .222 .119 .017 .033 
.021 .516 .006 .004 .192 .046 .091 
-.006 .026 .102 .082 .098 .067 -.032 
.061 .199 -.040 .026 .082 .029 -.034 
.008 .799 .045 -.053 -.043 .054 .041 
.000 .628 .179 -.016 -.121 .048 -.065 
.003 .222 .153 .033 .086 .052 -.006 
.061 .159 .088 .118 .090 .068 .041 
-.013 .033 .444 -.046 .156 .038 -.002 
.001 .015 .447 .228 .032 .034 .030 
.007 .109 .676 .004 .003 .071 -.088 
.048 .161 .186 .137 .322 -.045 -.040 
.007 .345 .248 .054 .142 .130 -.063 
.808 .003 .039 .189 .146 .148 -.016 
.617 .035 -.022 .081 .076 .259 -.059 
.192 .041 -.056 .107 .105 .067 .014 
.062 .030 .125 .211 .060 .060 .000 
.134 -.030 .062 .348 .138 .179 -.050 
.131 -.003 -. 006 .427 .044 .018 -.029 
.024 -.039 .043 .667 -.016 .045 -.105 
.020 .080 .101 .304 -.060 .236 -.037 
.113 -.072 .093 .323 .163 -.018 -.026 
.201 .105 .035 .103 .180 .573 -.030 
.131 .063 .007 .145 .086 .705 -.023 
.110 .095 .076 .018 .030 .281 -.025 
.074 -.029 .066 .011 -.032 .173 .032 
.056 .058 -.012 .146 .053 .058 -.028 
.046 .053 -.033 .130 .162 .031 -.016 
.118 .057 .146 .001 .077 .409 -.034 
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no. 

43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
80 
81 
82 
83 

125. Results of principal components factor analysis, items 43 
through 92 on 16 factors 

Factor 
I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

-.185 .071 -.057 .280 -.013 -.087 .294 -.218 
-.304 -.129 .104 .184 .094 -.047 -.032 -,059 
-.510 .530 -.179 .072 -.028 -.209 -.102 .073 
-.526 .575 -.146 .049 -.065 -.228 -.125 -.007 
-.536 -.001 .154 .178 -.113 -.229 -.058 -.297 
-.434 .211 .174 -.130 .056 -.004 -.365 -.001 
-.566 .382 -.095 .056 -.003 -.171 -.048 -.108 
-.377 .061 .280 -.206 .062 -.045 -.341 -.189 
-.545 -.117 .178 .192 -.151 -.187 -.079 -.274 
-.212 -.045 .060 -.250 .060 .108 -.368 .281 
-.135 -.142 .177 .419 .148 .138 .045 .241 
-.179 -.154 -.176 -.405 -.019 -.165 -.034 -.051 
-.057 -.101 -.055 -.275 .156 -.105 .149 -.020 
-.312 -.182 -.097 .078 -.184 .079 .001 .191 
-.123 -.110 .091 -.178 .273 -.221 .056 -.081 
-.155 -.075 .046 -.237 .307 -.295 -.063 -.007 
-.276 -.180 -.015 -.151 .021 -.181 -.022 -.065 
-.270 -.068 -.076 -.124 -.037 .048 -.127 .149 
-.239 -.299 -.115 -.023 .183 -.150 .115 .173 
-.177 -.286 -.034 -.151 ,130 -.142 .214 .081 
-.319 -.383 -.072 -.122 .022 -.145 .097 .052̂  
-.202 -.203 -.132 -.261 -.111 -.125 .025 -.038 
-.253 -.159 -.081 -.163 -.151 -.195 .079 -.010 
-.196 -.144 -.130 -.142 -.050 -.101 .085 .072 
-.234 -.041 -.244 -.155 .014 .065 .009 .165 
-.265 -.273 .160 .060 -.075 -.170 .141 .060 
-.358 -.282 -.246 -.070 -.292 -.040 .027 .097 
-.396 -.247 -.247 .065 -.338 .059 -.063 .028 
-.443 -.197 -.308 .090 -.421 .097 -.081 -.008 
-.520 .505 -.098 -.073 .051 .087 .347 .187 
-.559 .474 -.039 -.074 .011 .092 .245 ,089 
-.490 -.167 .431 -.020 -.119 .214 .250 -.102 
-.475 .080 ,315 -.329 .068 .334 .035 ,122 
-.605 .265 .047 -.089 .029 .083 .299 .053 
-.401 -.040 .390 -.340 .045 .213 -.037 -.088 
-.554 -.224 .411 .086 -.159 .149 .139 -.100 
-.288 -.146 -.390 .048 .402 .273 -.028 -.308 
-.318 -.118 -.426 .016 .339 .237 .020 -.384 
-.189 -.016 -.203 .055 .217 .097 .004 -.045 
-.201 -.039 -.069 .137 -.039 .174 -.129 -.120 
-.117 .038 -.059 -.069 -.028 .327 -.096 -.003 
-.156 -.144 -.118 -.019 .151 .233 -.066 .042 
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Factor 
IX X XI XII XIII XIV XV XVI 

-.324 -.009 -.208 .091 -.103 -.035 .039 .004 .299 
.057 -.022 -.145 -.018 -.002 .104 -.012 .127 .246 
.022 .083 .056 .060 -.077 -.121 .063 .051 .692 
-.028 .073 -.003 .104 -.089 -.192 .011 .051 .694 
.109 -.035 .244 -.009 -.028 -.143 -.131 -.098 .526 
-.105 .045 -.226 .000 -.101 -.144 .018 -.073 .483 
.078 .083 .052 .080 .091 .183 .213 -.105 .603 
.027 .180 -.130 -.011 .009 .108 .139 .065 .459 
.081 -.118 .187 .068 .114 -.018 -.035 -.051 .522 
.261 -.110 .326 -.073 .184 -.021 .002 .084 .312 
-.173 .478 .069 .018 .305 -.157 .066 -.020 .308 
.106 -.217 -.117 -.012 -.058 .062 -.040 .014 .302 
-.035 -.137 .096 -.041 .030 -.105 -.056 -.124 .181 
.217 .071 -.095 .253 -.089 -.004 -.119 -.130 .299 
-.298 -.133 .182 -.213 .152 -.167 .142 .104 .258 
-.292 .159 .196 .123 -.026 .196 -.241 .125 .264 
-.229 .172 .081 .096 -.010 .172 -.145 -.092 .265 
.029 .095 .028 .050 -.023 -.136 -.071 -.123 .219 
.075 .107 .043 .129 -.126 .003 .050 .158 .272 
.089 .008 .068 .154 -.245 -.036 .207 .009 .260 
.021 .073 .017 -.013 -.131 -. 046 .058 -.145 .306 
.044 -.137 -.259 .087 .263 -.103 .078 -.041 .249 
-.010 .074 -.328 .024 .302 -. 068 -.165 .081 .281 
.070 .018 -.077 .114 .177 -.071 .058 .048 .176 
-.149 .035 .145 -.030 -.087 -.109 .011 -.075 .244 
.086 -.047 -.058 .063 .037 -.093 .042 .153 .267 
-.050 .192 .030 -.141 -.025 .038 -.076 .017 .398 
-.103 .017 .057 -.116 -.025 -.001 .111 .030 .404 
-.196 .017 .065 -.277 -.080 .134 .036 .113 .472 
.087 -.091 .025 -.091 .019 .033 -.112 .138 .693 
-.002 -.055 -.010 -.101 -.012 -.008 -.124 .073 .675 
.063 -.001 .173 -.026 -. 068 -.149 -.086 .026 .570 
-.175 .039 -.207 -.103 -.089 -.144 -.065 -.119 .585 
.115 .005 .018 .003 .184 .271 .130 -.087 .621 
-.032 .150 -.098 -.027 -.062 .170 .076 .000 .524 
.084 -.036 .107 .075 .012 .071 .002 .009 .597 
.180 .137 -.025 -.039 .018 -.101 -.050 .100 .494 
.093 -.005 .007 -.090 .041 -.050 -.047 -.132 .495 
.142 .140 .021 .025 -.013 .052 -.021 .027 .186 
-.108 -.081 -.123 .078 .046 .073 -.167 .111 .189 
-.294 -.316 .166 .323 .074 -.011 .030 .074 .262 
.050 .059 -.013 .195 -.079 -.012 .057 .181 .208 
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Table 125. (Continued) 

Item Factor 
no. I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

86 -.227 -.005 -.167 .014 -.050 .175 -.014 .047 
87 -.446 -.142 .120 .177 .010 .016 -.179 .047 
88 -.303 -.088 -.267 -.006 -.183 .147 -.092 -.020 

89 -.263 -.088 -.073 .085 .252 .040 .035 .044 
90 -.389 -.153 .000 .274 .276 -.214 -.067 .255 

91 -.402 -.071 -.060 .289 .188 -.021 -.151 .272 
92 -.374 -.198 .202 .309 .218 -.040 -.040 .096 
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Factor 
IX X XI XII XIII XIV XV XVI 

-.252 -.155 .055 .224 .075 .015 .053 -.084 .225 
.008 -.175 -.133 -.037 -.075 -.097 .014 .146 .362 
-.029 .013 .016 - .044 .004 .038 .096 -.018 .239 
-.130 -.132 -.032 -.049 .033 .038 .158 -.090 .223 
-.015 -.131 -.113 -.200 -.010 .089 -.035 -.070 .399 
-.008 -.177 -.032 .029 .044 .125 -.155 -.144 .348 
.009 -.221 -.114 -.034 -.092 .022 .044 .007 .389 
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no. 

43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 

126. Results of varimax rotation of principal components factor 
analysis, Items 43 through 92 on 16 factors 

Factor 
I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

.096 .092 .055 .029 -.021 .107 .109 .065 

.030 .174 .042 .111 .114 .016 .319 .018 

.357 .076 .112 .046 -.003 .723 .078 .017 

.326 .119 .079 .030 .044 .789 .040 -.015 

.056 .682 .122 .078 .029 .292 .143 -.029 
-.034 .038 ,021 .009 .480 .464 .203 -.041 
.314 .193 .111 .121 .091 .512 .107 -.007 
-.093 .146 .013 .072 .517 .282 .064 -. 046 
.013 .673 .148 .035 .038 .178 .211 -.015 
.061 .078 .066 .027 .096 . 066 .092 -.020 
-.029 .047 .037 .061 .051 -.024 .169 .830 
.015 -.019 .106 .058 .074 .006 .029 -.459 
.064 .031 -.066 .054 -.002 -.081 -.017 -.159 
.037 .135 .174 .051 .033 .045 .134 .040 
-.003 .078 -.020 -.007 .048 .005 .098 .013 
.023 -.003 -.078 .029 .063 .066 .049 -.022 
-.032 .114 .164 .022 .120 .029 .040 -.004 
.004 .035 .158 . 066 .133 .150 .049 .050 
.033 .009 .085 .133 -.043 -.001 .171 .049 
-.009 .060 .026 .047 .039 -.033 .050 -.094 
-.068 .136 .234 .079 .098 -.040 .146 -.043 
-.046 .029 .089 .023 .065 .009 .027 -.152 
.066 .049 .124 .002 .069 .019 .041 .003 
.060 .027 .088 .044 -.018 .035 .000 .014 
.104 -. 088 .267 .088 .031 .110 .006 .014 
.025 .272 .059 -.096 .036 -.045 .180 .056 
.063 .079 .567 .042 .029 -.006 .023 .033 
-.005 .142 .615 .038 .017 .058 .093 .016 
.086 .112 .796 .039 .031 .036 .110 -.049 
.815 .031 .042 .080 .092 .253 .089 -.040 
.690 .091 .084 .076 .198 .299 .089 -.038 
.237 .584 .095 -.006 .392 -.143 .037 .119 
.251 .021 .050 -.004 .718 .046 .117 .044 
.614 .175 .077 .090 .251 .110 .121 .034 
.112 .141 .037 .028 .689 -.040 .006 -.028 
.166 .594 .141 -.033 .354 -.128 .176 .099 
.026 .030 .082 .799 .031 .026 .071 .016 
.043 .087 .131 .744 .008 -.001 .090 -.104 
.099 -.018 .036 .371 -.009 .060 .071 .053 
.004 .081 .124 .158 .066 .006 .149 -.019 
.037 .033 .033 .009 .046 -.004 -.023 -.045 
-.018 -.059 .047 .269 .102 .000 .047 .053 
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Factor 
IX X XI XII XIII XIV XV XVI 

.103 -.605 .021 .026 .019 .058 -.036 -.008 
-.051 -.068 .053 .076 .042 -.025 -.205 -.017 
.019 .002 .015 -.010 .028 -.022 .001 .035 
.047 -.071 -.041 .031 .039 -.026 .014 -.028 
-.068 -.018 -.020 .003 .101 .020 .086 .013 
.051 .042 -.101 .061 .036 -.010 .061 -.058 
.028 -.023 -.007 .054 .082 -.021 -.100 .419 
-.076 .127 -.027 .084 .148 .064 -.220 .131 
.059 .008 -.016 .119 .087 .020 -.051 .115 
.096 .724 .028 .029 .007 .055 .026 -.009 
-.018 -.016 .034 .012 .047 .002 .003 .008 
-.007 .103 .135 .291 .101 .035 .074 .006 
.020 .041 .117 .128 .104 .193 .294 .010 
.068 .049 .188 .165 -.016 -.483 .089 -.018 
.037 .023 .099 .090 .146 .628 .115 -.018 
.032 .048 .130 .000 .691 .177 -.002 -.058 
.034 -.064 .082 .103 .480 -.004 .087 .086 
.055 .163 .079 .107 .058 -.134 .217 -.050 
-.033 .042 .479 .113 .170 -.023 -.028 -.066 
-.006 -.031 .573 .055 .046 .023 .090 .057 
-.085 -.018 .361 .164 .124 -.010 .222 .063 
.078 .008 .059 .563 -.053 .038 .067 .078 
-.087 -.077 -.047 .602 .130 -.039 -.017 -.087 
.041 .055 .173 .368 .019 -.009 .018 .035 
.144 .075 .151 ,002 .087 .050 .266 -.037 
-.049 -.026 .272 .251 -.020 .017 -.091 -.093 
-.083 .023 .122 .196 .152 -.102 .078 -. 044 
.105 -.004 .085 .116 -.040 -.026 .001 .017 
.072 -.048 -.038 .023 .027 .003 -.080 -.024 
.052 -.001 .016 .029 -.034 -.002 .040 -.040 
.062 -.056 -.056 .020 -.003 .006 .074 -.051 
.049 -.004 .170 -.017 -.051 -.001 .087 -.137 
.121 .002 -.001 .070 -.013 ,010 .261 -.131 
.069 .008 .070 .134 .027 -.036 -.028 .385 
.016 .071 .083 .028 .135 ,008 -.074 .103 
.107 .003 .151 .045 .001 -.098 -.087 .054 
.021 .001 . 068 .052 -.010 .033 -.010 -.068 
.078 -.081 -.040 .050 -.005 .073 .165 .094 
-.025 .040 . 092 -.016 .059 -.079 -.027 .043 
.212 -.085 -.183 .056 .059 -.110 -.149 -.124 
.672 .053 -.043 -.039 .008 .045 -.011 -. 046 
.205 .084 .227 .00« .001 -.099 -.123 -.102 
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Table 126. (Continued) 

Item Factor 
no. I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

86 .061 .005 .156 .039 .007 .059 .072 .029 
87 -.010 .226 .154 .040 .188 .145 .426 -.017 
88 .033 .032 .414 .157 .049 .086 .029 -.031 
89 .061 -.023 .057 .155 .065 .008 .324 .034 
90 .086 .029 .093 .045 -.016 .075 .676 .051 
91 .114 .065 .074 .080 -. 048 .091 .598 .067 
92 .005 .212 -.013 .034 .119 .001 .595 .033 
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Factor 
IX X XI XII XIII XIV XV XVI 

457 -.060 .000 .059 .035 -.032 .088 .082 
089 .027 .070 .077 -.095 .003 -.113 -.172 
139 .033 .009 .076 -.052 - .064 .003 .080 
145 -. 066 .099 .015 -.009 .159 .081 .148 
122 .018 .081 .042 .093 .056 .063 .036 
,136 .098 -.032 .011 .115 -.165 .092 .046 
,042 -.056 .144 -.028 -.055 .021 -.053 -.024 
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APPENDIX E 
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Table 127. Analysis of variance on item 1 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 2.94 1.02 
Donors (B) 3 3.00 1.05 
Eras (E) 4 0.72 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 2.76 <1 
A X E 8 1.85 <1 
B X E 12 1.88 <1 
A X 6 X E 23 3.58 1.25 

Error 571 2.87 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3. 01 > 1.02 
F(.05) 3,571 = 2. 62 > 1.05 
F(.05) 23,571 = = 1 .55 > 1.25. 

Table 128. Analysis of variance on item 2 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 0.22 <1 
Donors (B) 3 3.04 1.09 
Eras (E) 4 5.19 1.86 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 4.54 1.63 
A X E 8 1.15 <1 
B X E 12 2.74 <1 
A X B X E 23 2.21 <1 

Error 571 2.79 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.09 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.86 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.63. 
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Table 129. Analysis of variance on item 5 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 8.65 2,51 
Donors (B) 3 2.13 <1 
Eras (E) 4 5.43 1.58 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 2.84 <1 
A X E 8 1.24 <1 
B X E 12 2.93 <1 
A X B X E 23 5.04 1.47 

Error 571 3.44 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3. 01 > 2.51 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2. 39 > 1.58 
F(.05) 23,571 : = 1 .55 > 1.47. 

Table 130. Analysis of variance on item 6 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 1.90 <1 
Donors (B) 3 4.40 1.33 
Eras (E) 4 1.34 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 1.20 <1 
A X E 8 0.92 <1 
B X E 12 3.85 1.17 
A X B X E 23 3.66 1.11 

Error 571 3.30 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 
F(.05) 12,571 ' 
F(,05) 23,571 ̂ 

 ̂ 2.62 > .133 
= 1.77 > 1.17 
= 1.55 > 1.11. 
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Table 131. Analysis of variance on item 7 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 15.40 2.46 
Donors (B) 3 3.80 <1 
Eras (E) 4 3.15 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 7.49 1.20 
A X E 8 7.35 1.17 
B X E 12 2.77 <1 
A X B X E 23 7.75 1.24 

Error 571 6.26 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2.46 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.20 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.17 
F(.05) 23,571 = = 1.55 > 1.24. . 

Table 132. Analysis of variance on item 14 

Source of variation df MS F̂  

Colleges (A) 2 3.09 <1 
Donors (B) 3 1.52 <1 
Eras (E) 4 4.65 1.19 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 6.56 1.68 
A X E 8 6.38 1.64 
B X E 12 2.05 <1 
A X B X E 23 5.77 1.48 

Error 571 3.90 

F̂(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.19 
F(,05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.68 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.64 
F(.05) 23,571 ( = 1.55 > 1.48. 
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Table 133. Analysis of variance on item 16 

Source of variance df MS pS 

Colleges (A) 2 3.84 1.81 
Donors (B) 3 0.41 <1 
Eras (E) 4 0.85 <1 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 2.84 1.34 
A X E 8 1.27 <l 
B X E 12 2.57 1.21 
A X B X E 23 2.08 <1 

Error 571 2.12 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3. 01 > 1.81 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2. 11 > 1.34 
F(.05) 12,571 = = 1 .77 > 1.21. 

Table 134. Analysis of variance on item 19 

Source of variance df MS F̂  

Colleges (A) 2 0.45 <1 
Donors (B) 3 5.57 <1 
Eras (E) 4 9.19 1.31 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 2.41 <1 
A X E 8 7.34 1.05 
B X E 12 9.09 1.30 
A X B X E 23 7.43 1.06 

Error 571 7.00 

F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.31 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.05 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.30 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.06. 
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Table 135. Analysis of variance on item 22 

Source of variation df MS F 

Colleges ) 2 0.12 <1 
Donors (B) 3 2.28 <1 
Eras (E) 4 3.06 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 1.92 <1 
A X E 8 1.85 <1 
B X E 12 3.69 <1 
A X B X E 23 5.40 <1 

Error 571 5.73 

Table 136. Analysis of variance on item 24 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 6.72 1,53 
Donors (B) 3 2.47 <1 
Eras (E) 4 7.06 1.60 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 5.76 1.31 
A X E 8 3.65 <1 
B X E 12 4.73 1.08 
A X B X E 23 6.97 1.58* 

Error 571 4.40 

(̂.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.53 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.60 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.31 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.08. 

*F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 < 1.58, p<.05. 
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Table 137. Analysis of variance on item 25 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 8.53 1.35 
Donors (B) 3 9.74 1.54 
Eras (E) 4 7.96 1.26 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 5.50 <1 
A X E 8 6.22 <1 
B X E 12 4.89 <1 
A X B X E 23 5.65 <1 

Error 571 6,32 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.35 
F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.54 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.26. 

Table 138. Analysis of variance on item 26 

Source of variation df MS F̂  

Colleges (A) 2 1.83 <1 
Donors (B)) 3 6.10 <1 
Eras (E) 4 5.25 <1 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 5.50 <1 
A X E 8 3.83 <1 
B X E 12 9.95 1.41 
A X B X E 2 4.89 <1 

Error 57 7.08 

*F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.41. 
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Table 139. Analysis of variance on item 29 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 1.16 <1 
Donors (B) 3 2.54 1.14 
Eras (E) _ 4 3.86 1.74 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 2.33 1.05 
A X E 8 1.43 <1 
B X E 12 2.27 1.02 
A X B X E 23 1.83 <1 

Error 571 2.22 

F̂(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.14 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.74 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.05 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.02, 

Table 140. Analysis of variance on item 31 

Colleges (A) 2 2.90 1.12 
Donors (B) 3 3.98 1.54 
Eras (E) 4 0,70 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 3.22 1.25 
A X E 8 3.32 1.29 
B X E 12 3.36 1.30 
A X B X E 23 1.93 <1 

Error 571 2.58 

F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.12 
F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.54 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.25 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.29 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.30 
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Table 141. Analysis of variance on item 35 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 1.82 <1 
Donors (B) 3 2.46 1.31 
Eras (E) 4 1.15 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 1.55 <1 
A X E 8 1.49 <1 
B X E 12 1.33 <1 
A X B X E 23 1.42 <1 

Error 571 1.88 

F̂(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.31. 

Table 142. Analysis of variance on item 36 

Source of variation df MS F̂  

Colleges (A) 2 3.18 <1 

Donors (B) 3 3.55 <1 

Eras (E) 4 6.46 1.40 

Interactions: 
A X B 6 6.22 1.35 

A X E 8 8.25 1.79 

B X E 12 7.47 1.62 

A X B X E 23 3.85 <1 

Error 571 4.60 

F̂(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.40 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.35 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1,79 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.62. 
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Table 143. Analysis of variance on item 38 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 4.98 2,02 
Donors (B) 3 0.95 <1 
Eras (E) 4 2.28 <1 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 2.32 <1 
A X E 8 3.07 1.25 
B X E 12 2.69 1.09 
A X B X E 23 2.41 <1 

Error 571 2.46 

F̂(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2 .02 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1 .25 
F(.05) 12,571 = = 1.77 > 1.09. 

Table 144. Analysis of variance on item 39 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 2.92 1.01 
Donors (B) 3 1.79 <1 
Eras (E) 4 4.60 1.60 
Interactions ; 

A X B 6 2.58 <1 
A X E 8 2.88 1.00 
B X E 12 1.55 <1 
A X B X E 23 2.87 <1 

Error 571 2.88 

F̂(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.01 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.60 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.00. 
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Table 145. Analysis of variance on item 40 

Source of variation df MS F̂  

Colleges (A) 2 0.33 <1 
Donors (B) 3 0.68 <1 
Eras (E) 4 1.39 <1 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 0.68 <1 
A X E 8 1.82 <1 
B X E 12 1.28 <1 
A X B X E 23 2.26 1.22 

Error 571 1.85 

V̂(.05) 23,571 = 1. 55 > 1.22. 

Table 146. Analysis of variance on item 41 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 4.46 2.15 
Donors (B) 3 2.00 <1 
Eras (E) 4 3.14 1.52 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 1.11 <1 
A X E 8 3.45 1.67 
B X E 12 1.53 <1 
A X B X E 23 2.55 1.23 

Error 571 2.07 

®F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2.15 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.52 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.67 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.23 



www.manaraa.com

231 

Table 147. Analysis of variance on item 45 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 21.30 2.72 
Donors (B) 3 12.08 1.54 
Eras (E) 4 10.52 1,34 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 8.78 1.12 
A X E 8 8,15 1.04 
B X E 12 9.31 1.19 
A X B X E 23 9.59 1.22 

Error 571 7.83 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2.72 
F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.54 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.34 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.12 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.04 
F(.05) 12,571 : = 1.77 > 1.19 
F(.05) 23,571 ' = 1.55 > 1.22. 

Table 148. Analysis of variance on item 50 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 0.37 <1 
Donors (B) 3 2.80 1.85 
Eras (E) 4 3,12 2.07 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 1,58 1.05 
A X E 8 1.67 1.11 
B X E 12 1,39 <1 
A X B X E 23 0.96 <1 

Error 571 1,51 

F(,05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1,85 
F(,05) 4,571 = 2,39 > 2,07 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.05 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.11. 
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Table 149, Analysis of variance on item 54 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 11.76 1.98 
Donors (B) 3 5.02 <1 
Eras (E) 4 10.76 1.81 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 3.10 <1 
A X E 8 7.24 1.22 
B X E 12 5.02 <1 
A X B X E 23 5.81 <1 

Error 571 5.94 

F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.98 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.81 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.22. 

Table 150. Analysis of variance on item 56 

Source of variation df MS F" 

Colleges (A) 2 2.28 <1 
Donors (B) 3 1.53 <1 
Eras (E) 4 1.79 <1 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 5.78 1.41 
A X E 8 3.99 <1 
B X E 12 1.43 <1 
A X B X E 23 2.35 <1 

Error 571 4.10 

F̂(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.41. 
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Table 151. Analysis of variance on item 60 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 7.77 1.37 
Donors (B) 3 8.11 1.43 
Eras (E) 4 2.52 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 6.46 1.14 
A X E 8 7.18 1.27 
B X E 12 9.24 1.63 
A X 6 X £ 23 4.29 <1 

Error 571 5.67 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 1.37 
F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.43 
F(.05) 6.571 = 2.11 > 1.1 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.27 
F(.05) 12,571 = = 1.77 > 1.63. 

Table 152. Analysis of variance on item 66 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 1.41 <1 
Donors (B) 3 7.44 1.55 
Eras (E) 4 8.36 1.74 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 2.85 <1 
A X E 8 3.34 <1 
B X E 12 4.26 <1 
A X B X E 23 4.78 <1 

Error 571 4.80 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 1.55 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.74. 
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Table 153. Analysis of variance on item 69 

Source of variation df MS F̂  

Colleges (A) 2 0.14 <1 
Donors (B) 3 2.18 <1 
Eras (E) 4 7.31 2.19 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 2.20 <1 
A X E 8 1.53 <1 
B X E 12 3.82 1.14 
A X B X E 23 3.22 <1 

Error 571 3.34 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 2.19 
F(.05) 12,571 = : 1.77 > 1.14. 

Table 154. Analysis of variance on item 72 

Source of variation df MS F® 

Colleges (A) 2 3.87 <1 
Donors (B) 3 3.53 <1 
Eras (E) 4 7.32 1.02 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 7.87 1.09 
A X E 8 6.06 <1 
B X E 12 3.80 <1 
A X B X E 23 7.60 1.05 

Error 571 7.21 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.02 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.09 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.05. 
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Table 155. Analysis of variance on item 73 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 12.86 2.20 
Donors (B) 3 3.67 <1 
Eras (E) 4 4.03 <1 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 10.91 1.87 
A X E 8 4.83 <1 
B X E 12 4.87 <1 
A X B X E 23 3.00 <1 

Error 571 5.84 

*F(.05) 2,571 = 3.01 > 2.20 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.87. 

Table 156. Analysis of variance on item 74 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 0.70 <1 
Donors (B) 3 4.36 2.07 
Eras (E) 4 2.70 1.28 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 0.85 <1 
A X E 8 0.69 <1 
B X E 12 0.69 <1 
A X B X E 23 1.93 <1 

Error 571 2.11 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 2.07 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.28. 
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Table 157. Analysis of variance on item 75 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 1.41 <1 
Donors (B) 3 8.56 2.22 
Eras (E) 4 4.55 1.18 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 3.55 <1 
A X E 8 1.41 <1 
B X E 12 2.10 <1 
A X B X E 23 5.66 1.47 

Error 571 3.85 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 2. 22 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1. 18 
F(.05) 23,571 = : 1.55 > 1 .47. 

Table 158. Analysis of variance on item 80 

Source of variation df MS F^ 

Colleges (A) 2 2.22 <1 
Donors (B) 3 0.84 <1 
Eras (E) 4 6.44 1.41 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 5.71 1.25 
A X E 8 1.55 <1 
B X E 12 2.56 <1 
A X B X E 23 5.06 1.11 

Error 571 4.57 

®F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.41 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.11 > 1.25 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.11 
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Table 159. Analysis of variance on item 83 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 0.03 <1 
Donors (B) 3 11.91 2.26 
Eras (E) 4 3.92 <1 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 1.60 <1 
A X E 8 7.25 1.37 
B X E 12 6.28 1.19 
A X B X E 23 3.48 <1 

Error 571 5.28 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2. 62 > 2.26 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1. 96 > 1.37 
F(.05) 12,571 : = 1 .77 > 1.19 

Table 160. Analysis of variance on item 85 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 0.07 <1 
Donors (B) 3 8.34 2,07 
Eras (E) 4 2.23 <1 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 3.23 <1 
A X E 8 6.42 1.60 
B X E 12 6.59 1.64 
A X B X E 23 3.71 <1 

Error 571 4.02 

*F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 2.07 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.60 
F(.05) 12,571 = 1.77 > 1.64. 
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Table 161. Analysis of variance on item 94 

Source of variation df MS F* 

Colleges (A) 2 31.37 <1 
Donors (B) 3 105.21 1.32 
Eras (E) 4 98.68 1.24 
Interactions : 

A X B 6 28.50 <1 
A X E 8 78.56 <1 
B X E 12 100.10 1.26 
A X B X E 23 66.46 <1 

Error 490 79.61 

F̂(.05) 3,571 = 2. 62 > 1.32 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2. 39 > 1.24 
F(.05) 12,571 = = 1 .78 > 1.26. 

Table 162. Analysis of variance on item 95 

Source of variation df MS F̂  

Colleges (A) 2 173.33 2.94 
Donors (B) 3 118.38 2.01 
Eras (E) 4 75.52 1.28 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 51.42 <1 
A X E 8 63.77 1.08 
B X E 12 115.81 1.96* 
A X B X E 23 84.80 1.43 

Error 490 58.97 

^F(.05) 2,571 = 3.02 > 2.94 
F(.05) 3,571 = 2.62 > 2.01 
F(.05) 4,571 = 2.39 > 1.28 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.08 
F(.05) 23,571 = 1.55 > 1.43. 

*F(.05) 12,571 = 1.78 < 1.96, p<.05. 
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Table 163. Analysis of variance on item 96 

Source of variation df MS F 

Colleges (A) 2 2.64 <1 
Donors (B) 3 0.25 <1 
Eras (E) 4 4.41 <1 
Interactions; 

A X B 6 3.89 <1 
A X E 8 3.24 <1 
B X E 12 4.27 <1 
A X B X E 23 4.91 <1 

Error 490 

Table 164. Analysis of variance on item 100 

Source of variation df MS F" 

Colleges (A) 2 2.56 <1 
Donors (B) 3 6.62 <1 
Eras (E) 4 18.19 2.14 
Interactions: 

A X B 6 10.59 1.24 
A X E 8 8.99 1.06 
B X E 12 19.97 2.35* 
A X B X E 23 5.79 <1 

Error 490 8.51 

*F(.05) 4,571 = 2-39 > 2.14 
F(.05) 6,571 = 2.12 > 1.24 
F(.05) 8,571 = 1.96 > 1.06. 

*F(.01) 12,571 = 2.23 < 2.35, p<.01. 
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APPENDIX F 
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Table 165. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 1 through 8 
by college 

College 

Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 

no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

1 7.85 1.62 7.63 1.76 7.67 1.68 
2 7.94 1.82 8.00 1.62 8.00 1.57 
3 7.35 1.85 7.10 1.82 6.77 1.85 
4 7.53 1.85 7.02 2.14 7.00 2.18 
5 7.37 1.80 7.04 1.82 7.00 1.95 
6 7.55 1.75 7.36 1.94 7.40 1.74 
7 5.80 2.47 5.58 2.52 5.27 2.50 
8 8.68 1.09 8.82 0.66 8.43 1.28 

Table 166. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 1 through 8 
by donor classification 

Donor classification 
Item Major Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-donor 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

1 7.49 2.00 7.83 1.40 7.71 1.63 7.75 1.81 
2 7.78 1.65 8.07 1.60 7.92 1.82 8.10 1.55 
3 6.77 1.99 7.09 1.60 7.13 1.87 7.20 2.01 
4 7.30 1.98 7.45 1.85 6.92 2.20 7.05 2.24 
5 6.99 2.04 7.27 1.63 7.08 1.85 7.15 2.02 
6 7.32 1.71 7.58 1.72 7.26 1.94 7.56 1.80 
7 5.50 2.55 5.68 2.39 5.60 2.52 5.32 2.61 
8 8.73 1.01 8.70 0.84 8.55 1.29 8.57 1.06 
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Table 167. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 1 through 8 
by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

1 7. 61 1. 82 7. 69 1. 49 7. 78 1. 59 7. 78 1.71 7. 75 1. 83 
2 8. 00 1, .63 8. 26 1. 36 7. 95 1, 79 7. 97 1.67 7. 67 1. 84 
3 6. 61 1. .96 7. .04 1. ,77 7. 20 2. 00 7. 13 1.74 7. 45 1. 64 
4 7, 30 1, .92 7. 18 2. 16 7. 20 1. 91 6. 78 2.31 7, .41 2. 09 
5 6. 86 2, .04 7, .13 1, .78 7. .11 1, .92 7. 22 1.88 7. .43 1, .61 
6 7. .59 1 .61 7, .37 1, .91 7. .44 1 .85 7. .41 1.87 7 .34 1 .83 
7 5. .74 2 .44 5, .57 2. .53 5, .32 2, .49 5. .48 2.63 5 .57 2 .46 
8 8, .66 1 .04 8 .49 1 .33 8 .71 1 .03 8. .75 0.72 8 .57 1 .09 

Table 168. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 9 through 
11 by college 

College 

Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 

no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

9 4.57 2.73 4.64 2.88 3.75 2.58 

10 3.95 2.26 4.32 2.33 4.54 2.43 

11 5.41 2.21 6.00 2.11 5.52 2.29 
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Table 169. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 9 through 
11 by donor classification 

Donor classification 
Item Ma jor Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-donor 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

9 4. 79 2. ,89 4. ,20 2. ,62 4. ,10 2.65 4.25 2. 90 

10 3. 99 2, ,49 4, ,11 2. .44 4, .41 2.23 4.58 2. 27 

11 5, ,50 2 ,31 5, .49 2 .20 5 .77 2.20 5.79 2. ,19 

Table 170. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 9 through 
11 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

9 4, ,68 2. ,85 4, ,39 2.88 4, 28 2. 65 4, 01 2. 85 4.01 2, .47 

10 4, ,64 2. ,48 4, ,33 2.37 4, ,17 2. 31 3, ,97 2. 26 4.21 2 .32 

11 5 .75 2, .20 5 .62 2.33 5. ,74 2. 21 5, .56 2. 30 5.48 2 .06 
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Table 171. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 12 through 
21 by college 

College 
;tem 
no. 

Cornell Drake Iowa State ;tem 
no. Mean S. D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

12 4. ,75 2. ,67 4. ,77 2.69 4.33 2.62 
13 6, .09 2, .36 6. .37 2.27 6.41 2.28 
14 6. .59 1, 92 6. .36 1.99 6.52 2.08 
15 5. ,70 2. .45 5, .41 2.59 6.44 2.32 
16 7, ,90 1, ,53 7, .79 1.54 8.06 1.29 
17 7, ,93 1, ,58 7, ,96 1.67 8.10 1.45 
18 5. ,37 2. .76 5 ,80 2.70 6.77 2.23 
19 4, ,45 2 .62 4, .39 2.75 4.48 2.58 
20 5, ,28 2, ,52 5. .08 2.72 4.48 2.47 
21 6 .01 2 .49 5 .71 2.74 4.76 2.53 

Table 172. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 12 through 
21 by donor classification 

Donor classification 
tern 
no. 

Mai or Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-•donor tern 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

12 4.35 2.82 4.50 2.63 4.75 2.59 4.78 2.67 
13 5.86 2.53 6.20 2.26 6.48 2.19 6.53 2.27 
14 6.64 2.07 6.47 1.92 6.49 2.05 6.38 1.97 
15 5.59 2.73 5.90 2.40 5.93 2.46 6.00 2.41 
16 7.98 1.58 7.96 1.32 7.87 1.46 7.89 1.52 
17 8.24 1.36 7.98 1.49 7.99 1.56 7.84 1.78 
18 5.83 2.64 6.10 2.60 5.97 2.65 6.08 2.63 
19 4.14 2.70 4.61 2.60 4.50 2.73 4.40 2.56 
20 4.28 2.68 4.97 2.61 5.13 2.52 5.17 2.50 
21 5.04 2.66 5.41 2.59 5.71 2.69 5.58 2.60 
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Table 173. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 12 through 
21 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

12 4. 61 2. ,71 4. ,17 2.37 4. ,41 2. 80 4. ,70 2.68 5. ,21 2.66 
13 6. 13 2. ,32 5. ,99 2.33 6. ,09 2. .31 6. 46 2.36 6. 90 2.09 
14 6. 72 1. ,99 6. ,35 2.03 6. .35 2. 01 6. ,34 2.08 6. ,65 1.86 
15 5. 99 2. ,59 5. ,91 2.50 5, ,85 2. ,37 6. ,12 2.43 5, ,45 2.50 
16 7, 81 1, ,60 7, ,93 1.35 7. .92 1. ,49 8. ,03 1.49 7, .97 1.30 
17 8. 12 1. ,42 8. ,07 1.49 8, .23 1, 32 7, ,96 1.67 7, ,55 1.86 
18 6. 20 2. .47 6, .32 2.57 5, .87 2. .85 6. ,28 2.52 5, .27 2.61 
19 4. 83 2, .69 4, .28 2.64 4, .26 2, ,68 4. ,56 2.67 4 .21 2.52 
20 5, ,24 2. .61 4, .88 2.51 4, .68 2, .65 4 .62 2.56 5 .19 2.58 
21 5. .81 2 .64 5. .48 2.51 5 .45 2, ,75 5 .13 2.62 5 .37 2.66 

Table 174. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 22 through 
26 by college 

College 
Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

22 6.21 2.32 6.26 2.41 6.24 2.35 

23 7.45 2.02 7.18 2.17 6.87 2.21 

24 6.70 2.15 6.53 2.18 6.34 2.06 

25 6.23 2.49 5.82 2.48 6.04 2.54 

26 5.60 2.48 5.73 2.66 5.78 2.76 
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Table 175. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 22 through 
26 by donor classification 

Donor classification 
Item Major Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-donor 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

22 6. 33 2.39 6. 11 2. 44 6. 21 2.39 6.37 2.18 

23 6. .76 2.29 7, .16 2. .12 7. ,27 2.03 7.33 2.19 

24 6 .40 2.38 6, .48 2, .03 6. .47 2.11 6.71 2.05 

25 5 .62 2.67 6 .03 2 ,33 6 ,25 2.47 6.10 2.64 

26 5, .38 2.62 5 ,72 2 ,63 5 ,76 2.65 5.89 2.66 

Table 176. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 22 through 
26 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

22 6. 39 2.19 6. 16 2.54 6.19 2. 43 6. 39 2. 23 6. 03 2.39 

23 7. .05 2.14 7. 00 2.32 7.35 2. .03 7. 16 2, .03 7. .25 2.22 

24 6, .81 1.99 6, .19 2.28 6.40 2, .25 6. 58 1, .92 6, .57 2.15 

25 5. .74 2.43 5, .93 2.53 6.13 2, .64 6. 03 2 ,49 6 .42 2.44 

26 5 ,82 2.65 5 ,77 2.53 5.36 2 .71 5. 88 2 .65 5 .70 2.65 
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Table 177. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 27 through 
42 by college 

College 

Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 

no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S,D. 

27 8.15 1.64 7. 36 1.76 7.88 1.63 
28 7.73 1.79 7.29 1.93 7.42 1.96 
29 8.15 1.41 8.02 1.63 8.14 1.42 
30 7.37 1.85 7.13 2.14 7.12 1.93 
31 7.87 1.64 7.83 1.80 8.05 1.39 
32 7.55 1.89 6.92 2.26 7.24 2.13 
33 7.52 1.93 6.84 2.35 6.39 2.40 
34 5.69 2.62 5.68 2.61 5.16 2.71 
35 8.41 1.30 8.30 1.37 8.23 1.39 
36 7.16 2.10 6.95 2.25 7.17 2.15 
37 7.70 1.72 7.46 1.89 7.78 1.50 
38 8.04 1.65 7.88 1.74 8.18 1.31 
39 7.99 1.66 7.76 1.78 7.80 1.64 
40 8.29 1.39 8.27 1.55 8.35 1.12 
41 8.37 1.34 8.08 1.70 8.27 1.28 
42 6.31 2.41 5.63 2.63 5.84 2.67 

Table 178. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 27 through 
42 by donor classification 

Donor classification 

Item 
no. 

Ma ior Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-•donor Item 
no. Mean S. D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

27 8.35 1. 41 8.16 1.54 7.79 1.81 7.59 1.80 
28 7.89 1. 63 7.59 1.84 7.32 2.08 7.19 1.92 
29 8.14 1. 44 8.16 1.42 7.93 1.69 8.21 1.34 
30 7.31 1. .96 7.44 1.89 7.16 2.00 6.88 2.04 
31 8.11 1. 54 8.02 1.50 7.74 1.80 7.87 1.53 
32 7.48 2. .11 7.55 1.88 7.10 2.26 6.82 2.14 
33 7.15 2. .30 7.36 1.99 6.72 2.33 6.32 2.45 
34 5.95 2 .66 5.37 2.80 5.46 2.52 5.32 2.62 
35 8.26 1 .52 8.48 1.09 8.22 1.43 8.25 1.43 
36 7.32 2, .10 7.06 2.01 7.13 2.31 6.93 2.23 
37 7.85 - 1 .61 7.69 1.53 7.57 1.84 7.54 1.81 
38 8.08 1 .63 8.08 1.43 7.93 1.72 8.08 1.51 
39 7.86 1 .79 7.93 1.57 7.89 1.64 7.69 1.83 
40 8.36 1 .30 8.36 1.30 8.24 1.44 8.27 1.37 
41 8.14 1 .46 8.36 1.32 8.27 1.41 8.12 1.63 
42 5.80 2 .58 5.88 2.48 5.99 2.61 5.96 2.71 
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Table 179. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 27 through 
42 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

27 8.39 1, ,31 8. 25 1. 39 7.71 1.87 7. 73 1.84 7.59 1.85 
28 8.15 1. ,45 7. 89 1. 72 7.12 1.98 6. 99 2.09 7.06 2.02 
29 8.15 1, ,51 8. 32 1. ,30 7.98 1.53 8. 18 1.45 7.87 1.61 
30 7.49 I, ,86 7. 12 2. ,08 7.25 1.93 7. 41 1.89 6.68 2.06 
31 7.94 1. ,59 7. ,98 1, ,54 7.80 1.64 7. 92 1.72 7.97 1.57 
32 7.25 2, .14 7. ,01 2, .26 7.31 2.00 7. 43 2.12 7.20 2.03 
33 7.11 2 .27 6. .56 2 .45 7.00 2.21 6. 87 2.36 6.89 2.14 
34 6.15 2 .57 5, .63 2 .57 4.80 2.73 5. ,65 2.73 5.15 2.50 
35 8.17 1 .61 8, .42 1 .26 8.36 1.20 8, .32 1.41 8.31 1.22 
36 7.40 2 .07 7 .15 2 .17 6.81 2.29 7, .09 2.16 6.99 2.14 
37 7.99 1 .58 7 .69 1 .72 7.32 1.81 7, .64 1.72 7.58 1.65 
38 8.26 1 .41 7 .98 1 .73 7.95 1.61 8 .02 1.53 7.96 1.57 
39 7.95 1 .70 7 .60 1 .85 7.88 1.59 8, .10 1.43 7.72 1.83 
40 8.25 1 .43 8 .17 1 .57 8.36 1.24 8 .30 1.44 8.45 0.99 
41 8.27 1 .38 7 .98 1 .81 8.25 1.35 8 .34 1.52 8.39 1.05 
42 6.58 2 .40 5 .83 2 .62 5.57 2.50 5 .65 2.77 5.82 2.56 

Table 180. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 43, 44, 53, 
54, and 55 by college 

College 

Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

43 4.97 2.45 5.64 2.55 5.14 2.55 

44 8.13 1.33 7.98 1.46 8.10 1.29 

53 6.10 2.44 6.23 2.87 6.80 2.53 

54 6.53 2.17 6.44 2.58 6.09 2.53 

55 4.84 1.98 4.05 2.38 3.97 2.09 
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Table 181. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 43, 44, 53, 
54, and 55 by donor classification 

Donor classification 
Item Major Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-donor 

no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

43 5.50 2.60 5.47 2.42 5.04 2.48 4.99 2.64 

44 8.15 1.17 8.20 1.22 7.91 1.55 8.03 1.41 

53 6.37 2.76 6.73 2.39 6.10 2.76 6.35 2.64 

54 6.33 2.52 6.52 2.26 6.12 2.54 6.40 2.48 

55 3.83 2.26 4.56 2.16 4.26 2.10 4.29 2.21 

Table 182. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 43, 44, 53, 
54, and 55 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 

Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

43 5.90 2.45 5.31 2.55 5.10 2.56 4.89 2.52 4.85 2.45 

44 8.43 1.03 8,17 1.17 8.01 1.25 7.74 1.85 7.91 1.37 

53 7.04 2.57 6.54 2.73 5.91 2.65 6.35 2.71 6.00 2.34 

54 6.44 2.42 6.02 2.53 6.52 2.32 6.03 2.80 6.69 2.03 

55 3.99 2.20 4.38 2.26 4.14 2.12 4.08 2.30 4.88 1.94 
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Table 183. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 45 through 
52 by college 

College 
Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

45 5.25 2.93 5.90 2.74 5.55 2.80 
46 5.94 2.78 6.69 2.58 6.56 2.49 
47 8.14 1.40 8.19 1.40 8.04 1.48 
48 8.18 1.46 8.46 1.54 8.30 1.59 
49 6.40 2.27 6.79 2.30 6.66 2.23 
50 8.51 1.05 8.43 1.38 8.48 1.23 
51 8.18 1.31 8.19 1.39 7.98 1.49 
52 6.74 2.58 6.13 2.91 5.91 2.87 

Table 184. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 45 through 
52 by donor classification 

Donor classification 
Item Mai or Consecutive Non -consecutive Non-donor 
no. Mean S. D. Mean S.D. Mean S. D. Mean S.D, 

45 5.69 2. 90 5.56 2.80 5. 22 2. 86 5.88 2.77 
46 6.79 2. 51 6.27 2.61 6. 11 2. 70 6.61 2.64 
47 8.37 1. 07 8.29 1.22 7. 97 1. 56 7.89 1.69 
48 8.69 1. 15 8.27 1.37 8.26 1. 61 8.12 1.85 
49 6.96 2.03 6.74 2.10 6.25 2.52 6.64 2.30 
50 8.71 0.95 8.40 1.26 8.40 1.42 8.47 1.12 
51 8.53 0.80 8.27 1.16 7.79 1.80 7.97 1.40 
52 6.56 2.72 6.04 2.92 6.15 2.85 6.40 2.70 
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Table 185. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 45 through 
52 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

45 5.78 2 .81 5.65 2.89 5.50 2.86 5.76 2.92 5. 05 2.65 
46 6.68 2 .48 6.29 2.75 6.52 2.61 6.61 2.57 5. 81 2.70 
47 8.33 1 .14 8.09 1.43 7.91 1.77 8.28 1.28 7. 98 1.43 
48 8.42 1 .57 8.28 1.45 8.17 1.75 8.39 1.44 8. 29 1.44 
49 7.09 1 .85 6.43 2.29 6.67 2.40 6.80 2.30 5. 98 2.40 
50 8.69 1 .08 8.39 1.25 8.52 1.28 8.44 1.11 8. 27 1.40 
51 8.37 1 .08 8.13 1.38 8.02 1.51 8.25 1.26 7. 73 1.69 
52 6.10 2 .87 6.24 2.75 6.20 3.04 6.37 2.86 6. 39 2.51 

Table 186. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 56 through 
63 by college 

College 
item 
no. 

Cornell Drake Iowa State item 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

56 7.17 1.99 7.38 2.00 7.30 1.99 
57 5.30 2.55 4.74 2.43 5.07 2.30 
58 5.66 2.26 5.04 2.50 4.39 2.52 
59 6.18 2.04 6.43 2.21 5.80 2.24 
60 4.63 2.31 4.57 2.49 4.92 2.37 
61 6.08 2.20 5.73 2.22 6.27 2.01 
62 7.28 1.75 6.30 2.03 6.91 1.99 
63 6.67 1.95 6.05 2.05 6.03 2.06 



www.manaraa.com

252 

Table 187. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 56 through 
63 by donor classification 

Donor classification 
Item Ma jor Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-donor 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

56 7.43 1.93 7.21 1.94 7.22 2.06 7.33 2.03 
57 5.05 2.42 5.43 2.42 5.10 2.38 4.47 2.43 
58 4.56 2.47 5.15 2.50 4.87 2.45 5.37 2.47 
59 6.45 2.16 6.18 2.06 5.84 2.19 6.14 2.31 
60 5.05 2.38 4.60 2.39 4.79 2.38 4.49 2.40 
61 5.61 2.35 5.98 2.16 6.05 2.11 6.44 1.95 
62 6.49 2.05 7.02 1.86 6.94 1.88 6.77 2.11 
63 6.30 2.05 6.41 1.87 6.16 2.14 6.08 2.11 

Table 188. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 56 through 
63 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

56 7.35 2.01 7.18 2.01 7.20 1.94 7.22 2.16 7.47 1.85 
57 5.52 2.58 5.18 2.22 4.62 2.26 4.60 2.42 5.18 2.54 
58 5.06 2.49 4.78 2.49 4.74 2.44 5.01 2.50 5.50 2.47 
59 6.34 2,31 5.88 2.26 5.94 2.15 6.38 1.87 6.07 2.23 
60 4.71 2.29 4.57 2.26 4.60 2.39 4.91 2.45 4.81 2.60 
61 6.18 2.07 5.87 2.24 6.02 2.10 5.95 2.15 6.14 2.22 
62 6.88 1.90 6.76 1.93 6.96 1.91 6.54 2.21 7.02 1.89 
63 6.79 1.93 6.40 1.95 6.22 2.06 5.80 2.09 5.82 2.05 
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Table 189. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 64 through 
66 by college 

College 
Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

64 6.10 1.95 6.10 2.24 5.93 2.12 

65 6.70 1.77 7.12 1.85 6.65 1.92 

66 6.19 2.00 6.27 2.42 6.11 2.13 

Table 190. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 64 through 
66 by donor classification 

Donor classification 
Item Ma ior Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-donor 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

64 6.57 2.05 6. 16 2.09 5.94 2.16 5.60 2.02 

65 6.72 2.08 6. .75 1.87 6.94 1.83 6.81 1.70 

66 5.84 2.29 6. .33 2,04 6.13 2.31 6.34 2.11 
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Table 191. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 64 through 
66 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

64 6.06 2.14 5.83 2.20 6.33 2.01 6.05 2.12 5.92 2.03 

65 6.95 1.92 6.89 1.81 6.66 1.98 6.64 1.94 6.91 1.60 

66 5.99 2.27 5.99 2.21 6.09 2.35 6.34 2.02 6.60 1.97 

Table 192. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 67 through 
71 by college 

College 
Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

67 4.76 1.71 4.73 2.11 4.91 1.66 

68 7.55 1.60 7.56 1.53 7.34 1.79 

69 6.37 1.68 6.43 2.01 6.40 1.78 

70 6.48 1.70 6.65 2.15 6.58 1.87 

71 6.49 1.76 6.61 1.88 6.76 1.89 
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Table 193. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 67 through 
71 by donor classification 

Donor classification 
Item Ma jor Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-donor 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

67 4.87 2.12 4.86 1.73 4.72 1.79 4.79 1.77 

68 7.34 1.64 7.76 1.55 7.58 1.60 7.14 1.74 

69 6.58 2.04 6.35 1.78 6.30 1.79 6.45 1.73 

70 7.22 1.87 6.63 1.76 6.33 2.08 6.25 1.79 

71 7.31 1.77 6.60 1.76 6.46 1.93 6.28 1.78 

Table 194. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 67 through 
71 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

67 5.21 1.90 4.90 1.65 4.67 1.91 4.59 1.84 4.54 1.75 

68 7.53 1.69 7.54 1.56 7.52 1.67 7.35 1.80 7.49 1.45 

69 6.75 1.91 6.36 1.74 6.25 1.88 6.15 1.82 6.46 1.70 

70 6.97 1.92 6.68 1.87 6.46 1.75 6.13 2.18 6.51 1.72 

71 6.88 1.91 6.75 1.83 6.47 1.80 6.36 1.91 6.58 1.74 
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Table 195. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 72 through 
78 by college. 

College 
Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

72 5.29 2.67 5.57 2.63 5.44 2.71 
73 5.83 2.50 6.26 2.33 6.26 2.36 
74 8.06 1.32 8.01 1.62 8.12 1.36 
75 7.67 1.86 7.73 1.99 7.57 2.04 
76 6.37 2.27 6.36 2.38 6.37 2.30 
77 8.18 1.24 7.94 1.78 7.75 1.92 
78 8.26 1.23 8.02 1.58 8.16 1.31 

Table 196. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 72 through 
78 by donor classification 

Donor classification 
Item Major Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-donor 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

72 5.31 2.64 5.55 2.73 5.29 2.68 5.56 2.62 
73 6.35 2.35 6.12 2.30 5.96 2.49 6.13 2.45 
74 8.31 1.17 8.12 1.29 7.99 1.48 7.89 1.70 
75 8.04 1.80 7.66 1.84 7.46 2.06 7.58 2.12 
76 6.78 2.03 6.36 2.26 6.17 2.49 6.29 2.36 
77 8.31 1.25 7.66 1.82 8.02 1.66 7.94 1.80 
78 8.44 0.98 8.21 1.22 8.07 1.45 7.93 1.69 
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Table 197. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 72 through 
78 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

72 5.58 2.59 5.04 2.63 5.51 2.60 5.65 2.91 5.37 2.63 
73 6.21 2.41 5.88 2.40 6.09 2.42 6.37 2.42 6.06 2.35 
74 8.07 1.42 7.91 1.51 7.97 1.52 8.30 1.36 8.11 1.32 
75 7.79 2.00 7.50 1.80 7.41 2.12 7.83 1.89 7.75 1.99 
76 6.70 2.01 6.25 2.22 6.35 2.45 6.63 2.39 5.83 2.47 
77 8.27 1.25 7.99 1.60 7.74 1.84 7.88 1.70 7.80 2.01 
78 8.33 1.09 8.12 1.38 8.07 1.45 8.24 1.42 7.95 1.56 

Table 198. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 80 through 
86 by college 

College 
Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

80 6.32 2.11 6.15 2.05 6.34 2.20 
81 5.36 2.23 5.66 2.20 5.20 2.14 
82 5.67 2.29 5.49 2.51 5.78 2.22 
83 6.79 2.26 6.80 2.33 6.81 2.28 
84 6.52 2.17 6.82 2.13 6.58 2.19 
85 7.09 1.97 7.07 2.08 7.06 2.01 
86 5.83 2.56 6.08 2.61 5.91 2.51 
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Table 199. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 80 through 
86 by donor classification 

Donor classification 
tem 
no. 

Mai or Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-•donor tem 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

80 6.26 2.31 6.30 2.04 6.18 2.09 6.36 2.14 
81 5.38 2.44 5.63 2.09 5.31 2.18 5.22 2.13 
82 5.24 2.53 5.59 2.22 5.58 2.44 6.15 2.12 
83 6.95 2.19 7.02 2.27 6.44 2.44 6.84 2.14 
84 7.21 1.79 6.74 2.05 6.25 2.37 6.53 2.25 
85 6.97 1.85 6.93 2.02 7.01 2.23 7.43 1.86 
86 7.06 2.14 5.95 2.60 5.33 2.51 5.75 2.59 

Table 200. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 80 through 
86 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

80 6. 53 2.07 6. 45 1.89 6, .02 2.27 6. 20 2.19 6. 10 2.20 
81 5. 75 2.21 5. 70 2.21 5, .26 2.25 5. 05 2.13 5. 11 2.09 
82 6. 09 2.34 5. 74 2.20 5 .54 2.46 5. 63 2.44 5. 13 2.17 
83 7. 02 2.13 6. 85 2.42 6 .81 2.25 6. 68 2.44 6. 56 2.21 
84 6. 35 2.10 6. 50 2.16 6 .76 2.00 6. 74 2.42 6. 93 2.16 
85 7. 18 1.77 6. 97 1.85 7 .12 2.09 6. 89 2.34 7. 20 2.08 
86 6. 08 2.48 6. 10 2.41 5 .67 2.68 5. 67 2.67 6. 14 2.54 
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Table 201. Means and standard 
92 by college 

deviations of responses on items 87 through 

College 
Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

87 8.12 1.40 7.94 1.52 8.00 1.37 

88 6.43 1.98 6.65 2.22 6.55 1.70 

89 5.95 2.13 5.54 2.04 5.81 2.18 

90 7.04 1.77 6.43 2.08 6.60 1.95 

91 6.25 1.78 6.24 2.13 6.50 1.98 

92 7.99 1.40 7.80 1.56 8.10 1.32 

Table 202. Means and standard deviations 
92 by donor classification 

of responses on items 87 through 

Donor classification 
Item Mai or Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-donor 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

87 8. 30 1.20 8, ,11 1.34 7.94 1.49 7.76 1.58 

88 6. 85 1.80 6. 28 1.90 6.34 2.22 6.88 1.78 

89 5. 87 2.30 6. .11 1.81 5.77 2.15 5.24 2.23 

90 6. 61 1.87 6, .96 1.77 6.62 1.96 6.48 2.18 

91 6. 63 2.03 6 .65 1.79 6.10 1.98 5.99 2.05 

92 7. 98 1.37 8.24 1.03 7.92 1.50 7.65 1.74 
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Table 203. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 87 through 
92 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 

Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

87 8.38 1.13 8.02 1.28 7.93 1.55 7.91 1.65 7.74 1.46 

88 6.59 1.82 6.54 1.76 6.40 2.11 6.57 2.10 6.61 2.08 

89 6.19 2.05 5.89 1.94 5.40 2.22 5.79 2.14 5.48 2.21 

90 7.15 1.79 6.81 1.94 6.40 2.10 6.46 1.98 6.53 1.86 

91 6.78 1.85 6.46 1.98 6.12 1.94 6.25 2.09 5.97 1.95 

92 8.30 1.24 8.11 1.24 7.84 1.48 7.78 1.65 7.72 1.50 

Table 204. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 93 through 
100 by college 

College 

Item Cornell Drake Iowa State 

no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

93 35.19 10.42 33.89 11.87 39.05 8.40 
94 21.37 10.11 20.61 10.82 20.28 8.75 
95 18.67 8.45 20.45 9.04 18.97 7.80 
96 3.48 2.51 3.07 2.89 3.06 2.53 
97 6.61 4.09 6.69 5.19 5.11 2.99 
98 4.92 3.35 4.66 3.59 3.74 2.70 
99 4.44 3.62 5.26 5.69 3.63 3.29 
100 6.60 3.59 6.48 3.65 6.59 3.35 
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Table 205. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 93 through 
100 by donor classification 

Donor classification 
Item Major Consecutive Non-consecutive Non-donor 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D, Mean S.D. 

93 35. 50 9. 61 35. 52 9. 35 36.78 11. 86 37. 02 10. 71 
94 20. 00 9. 67 21. 21 10. ,46 20.05 9. 37 21. 46 9. 81 
95 20. 38 8. ,47 19. ,52 8. ,59 19.25 8. 37 18. ,45 8. ,26 
96 2. 89 2. , 66 3, ,30 2, ,87 3.17 2. ,41 3. ,33 2. ,59 
97 7. . 1 2  5, .39 5, .75 3. .26 5.97 4. ,49 5, .31 3. ,44 
98 4, ,37 3 .42 4, .28 3 .26 4.27 2, .55 4 .71 3 .79 
99 4, ,29 4, .21 4 .11 3. .19 4.58 4, .30 4 .64 5 .58 
100 6, .50 3, .76 6 .56 3, .23 6.75 3 .77 6 .39 3 .38 

Table 206. Means and standard deviations of responses on items 93 through 
100 by era of graduation 

Era of graduation 
Item Pre-1930 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-68 
no. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

93 37.32 9.74 35.81 9.34 36. 82 9.34 35.92 11 .41 35.09 12.40 
94 20.62 8.24 20.06 9.62 20. 05 9.24 21.18 10 .31 21.84 11.85 
95 20.04 8.15 19.95 8.58 18. 98 8.04 20.19 9 .36 17.44 7.77 
96 3.25 2.91 2,95 2.29 3. 33 2.51 3.25 2 .48 3.21 3.01 
97 6.06 4.39 5.94 4.47 5. 86 3.32 6,03 4 .35 6.55 4.37 
98 4.11 2.54 4.49 3.22 4. 66 3.38 3.89 2 .71 4.87 4.18 
99 3.47 2.64 4.11 3.55 4. 84 5.94 4.31 3 .76 5.37 4.93 
100 6.93 3.13 6.98 3.71 6. 68 3.63 6.17 3 .39 5.94 3.64 
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