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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

General Overview

Assurance of adequate financial resources for higher education has
been a concern to Teaders in higher education throughout itg history in the
United States. Standard definitions of adequate funding have been avoided
because of the diversity in the missions of institutions of higher
education. Nevertheless, educational institutions not unlike private
businesses must be able over time to balance revenues with expenditures and
remain financially solvent to survive. This continual battle for financial
survival has resulted in educators seeking new and better ways to ensure
financial security. One of the ways institutions have sought to alleviate
this concern has been through fund-raising efforts. Despite the growth in
fund-raising, the increased level of sophistication among professionals in
the fund-raising profession, and the dollar volume produced by fund-raising
activities, adequate funding for higher education continues to require
considerable attention from chief executive officers of institutions of
higher education.

Several factors have been identified as contributing to adequate
funding and institutional stability. They are: (1) the ability to
maintain or increase enroliments as a means of providing revenue through
student fees; (2) the ability to continue involvement with federal and
state governments providing direct revenues through contracts and grants
and indirect revenues in the form of student financial aid; and (3) the
ability to attract financial contributions from the private sector. As

enrollments decline and the shortfall of student financial aid continues,



more and more emphasis has been placed upon institutional advancement,
development, and fund-raising programs designed to attract contributions
from private foundations, the corporate sector, and from individual friends
and alumni of institutions of higher education.

Curti and Nash (1965) noted the importance of private sector support

in their expose entitled Philanthropy and the Shaping of Higher Education.

They pointed out that appeals to private individuals for funds were present
in the early attempts to found colleges. While several methods of
fund-raising were employed during the early days of fund-raising, the most
popular method was the direct mail solicitation letter sent to potential
donors. Wright (1954) in his research on philanthropic giving discussed
one of the first mail solicitation letters. In a letter written in
approximately 1633, John Eliot, a missionary to the Indians, solicited
funds for a school from a wealthy Englishman, Sir Simonds D'Ewes. Wright
regarded Eliot's letter as a masterpiece of philanthropic appeal. Eliot
reminded D'Ewes of their meeting and appealed to him on a personal note.
Following are excerpts from Eliot's letter written in the 01d English
style:

if we noiirish not Larning both church and common wealth will

sinke. . . . God hath bestowed upon you a bounty full blessing;

now if you should please, to imploy but one mite of that greate

welth which God hath given, to erect a school of larning, a

college among us; you should due a more glorious work, acceptable

to God and man; and the commemeration of the first founder of the

means of Larning, would be a perpetuating of your name and honour

among us {p. 274).

Indeed many of the solicitation letters sent out by colleges and

universities today employ similar strategies. That is, the potential donor

is reminded of the relationship between the donor and the institution and



appeals are made which will allow the donor to contribute while respecting
the individual's desire to remain anonymous or to recognize the
contribution in some way.

While active solicitation was evident in the early history of higher
education in the United States, the beginning of fund-raising actually
pegan after the founding of Harvard College in 1636 (Sailor 1932). Efforts
to secure funds for higher education in the United States have continued
persistently to the present time. Sailor found that the annual reports of
presidents of institutions were used for the purpose of raising money.
Prior to 1890, practically all fund-raising activities were undertaken by
college presidents directly. Sailor also discovered that with the
establishment of the Yale Alumni Fund in 1890 came a new idea related to
fund-raising. The Fund recognized a widespread sentiment among Yale
graduates who favored a systematic way to increase the resources of the
University. The initiation of the Yale Alumni Fund provided a means by
which graduates could channel their funds to serve the institution.

Sailor also noted that fifteen years after the Yale Alumni Fund was
founded, other institutions followed their lead - most notably Princeton,
Amherst, Dartmouth, and Cornell. The next most significant event in
fund-raising took place during 1904-05 at Harvard University when President
Eliot outlined in his annual report the need for a $2.5 million endowment
fund. To meet this challenge, a committee of alumni was formed and a
campaign was initiated to raise capital funds for the university. It was
regarded as the most successful fund-raising attempt prior to that time.
Other colleges followed suit as Princeton's Committee of Fifty was tailored

after the Harvard campaign to raise money for endowment and current



expenses. The first time a major public institution established a capital
campaign was during 1914-15 when the University of Michigan sought $1
million for a new student union building.

Organized alumni support gained momentum after 1918 (Curti & Nash,
1965) as practicaily all colleges and universities faced tremendous
financial obstacles following Worid War I. As a result, the period from
1919 forward became known as the era of the intensive campaign for
permanent endowment. Sailor (1932) described the era after 1919 as being
ideal for campaign drives based upon the following reasons:

1. The need for funds was imperative.

2. The country was in a period of unprecedented prosperity.

3. The American people were still in the habit and spirit of giving
to worthwhile causes.

4. A highly developed technique had been utilized for nationwide
intensive campaigns as a result of the war service drive.

Despite the fact that campaigns fdr permanent endowments began to
inténsify in the decade of 1920, Reichley in Rowland (1977) pointed out
that as late as 1936, fewer than half of the institutions surveyed by the
American College Public Relations Association (ACPRA) reported that they
had an alumni fund. By 1952, there were thirteen institutional
representatives listed on the ACPRA roster with the title of director of
development indicating an emergence of the position and an implied
ascendancy of the profession. The concepts of the contemporary
organization of college and university relations were formed at the
Greenbrier Conference financed by the Ford Foundation. The meeting
included representatives of ACPRA and the American Alumni Council. Those

attending felt that since fund-raising, alumni relations, and public



relations were all parts of the institution's program to gain understanding
and support, they should be related in a unified organizational framework.
They also suggested the unit report directly to the president through a
coordinating officer. Most institutions adopted this organizational
pattern which has served as the basis for the modern era of development and
fund-raising for higher education.

Even though fund-raising began as a slow, individualized movement
primarily on the part of the presidents of institutions in early 1600, it
has evolved into intensive campaigns designed to raise funds for a variety
of institutional causes. The work of fund raisers has been important in
the assurance of the financial futures of institutions of higher education.
Equally important to the efforts of fund-raisers has been their desire to
find new and more effective ways of raising funds. The direct mail
solicitation has continued to be a popular method employed in philanthropic
appeals as well as the personal visit to a prospective donor by an
institutional official. Other current methods of fund-raising include the
use of telethons, challenge campaigns, and appeals surrounding a particular
theme or need. However, one of the more recent ideas utilized by
fund-raisers to become more effective in their efforts has been to employ
research methods in identifying and analyzing characteristics of donors and
potential donors. The patterns of giving and the characteristics of donors
and potential donors must be identified, analyzed, and understood to insure
the most cost effective fund-raising program. Once the donor profile has
been developed, then solicitations can be targeted allowing for a
potentially more successful campaign guaranteeing more contributors at less

administrative cost. Several research methods differing in Tevels of



statistical sophistication have been used to analyze giving patterns. The
application of research methods to fund-raising has been a fairly recent
phenomenon and institutional interest in prospect research has increased
despite an earlier awareness of the impact research could have upon
fund-raising.

The need for more research in the fund-raising field was identified as
early as 1961 by Hanson. He indicated:

While notable exceptions exist, it may be observed that methods

of research have not as yet been used extensively in

fund-raising. Accordingly, the criteria presented are derived

largeiy from recognized successful practice. It is hoped that

with the passage of time and fellowing examples already set, the

1ights of research will be cast on fund-raising with an emphasis

which will be comparable to that used for many years in other

phases of administration . . . (p. 1). From professional

experience over the past forty years much has been learned about

the theory and practice of fund-raising. The methods of research

and scholarship have rarely been used. The method of trial and

error has been the teacher (p. 27).

Eighteen years later, Leslie in Heemann (1979) indicated most colleges
conduct very 1little market research and rely a great deal on intuition and
only rudimentary prospect research to base most of their solicitation. He
confirmed the suspicions many fund-raisers had regarding their only mode of
operation.

Fisher (1980) supported the idea that there needed to be more research
regarding fund-raising. He pointed out two major factors in all successful
support-building attempts. First, he noted that "the influence hierarchy
affecting the institution should be identified as completely as possible,
making sure to draw up an 'Order of Battle' on all persons who do or can

influence the condition of the institution” (p. 88). He encouraged

fund-raisers to know as much about the prospective donor as possible so



effective cultivation could occur. Second, Fisher called for "setting
about the business of systematic and assiduous cultivation of these
individuals and, where appropriate, the organizations they represent" (p.
89).

In order to pfovide for the "systematic and assiduous cultivation of
individuals" as described, empirical research techniques and statistical
methods can be used in determining those individuals most 1ikely to
contribute. If relationships between giving and donor characteristics can
be determined, the potential donors may be able to be identified. If so,
development staff would be able to focus more of their time and energy on
cultivating these target populations. This targeting may become the most
cost effective way for development offices to administer their overall

program.

Purpose of the Study

The financial futures of many institutions of higher education will
depend upon their ability to attract funds from the private sector -
particularly alumni and friends of the institution. To the extent that
alumni and development offices are successful in attracting these funds
will depend to a Targe degree upon their ability to determine which
potential donors will be most 1ikely to contribute under what conditions.
Knowing this information will allow development offices to target their
efforts toward more cost effective solicitations potentially attracting
more dollars at a lower administrative cost. The key to providing this
information is prospect research, which emphasizes analyzing

characteristics about donors and non-donors.
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This study was designed (1) to idenfify donors and non-donors from two
selacted graduation classes - the class of 1974 and the class of 1979; (2)
to analyze the characteristics of the donors and non-donors from these two
classes; (3) to develop a profile of donors of the two classes; (4) to
apply a statistical procedure to determine if the donors and non-donors
were significantly different; and, (5) to summarize the results of the
findings and make recommendations for future studies.

The intent of the study was to provide information to the Development
Office at Iowa State University for utilization in their fund-raising
efforts. Although the study pertained only to graduates of Iowa State
University, it was also the investigator's aspiration that the research
model would be helpful in stimulating others to conduct similar research

and perhaps serve as a useful research model.

Hypotheses
Specifically, this study will target the following hypotheses:

1. There is no significant difference in giving to the athletic
program, the academic program or total giving by sex combined with
marital status.

2. There is no significant difference in giving to the athletic
program, the academic program, or total giving by the
characteristic of sex.

3. There is no significant difference in'giving to the athletic
program, the academic program, or total giving by the
characteristic of marital status.

4., There is no significant difference in giving to the athletic
program, the academic program, or total giving by the
characteristic of first degree achieved.

5. There is no significant difference in giving to the athletic
program, the academic program, or total giving by the
characteristic of college in which the first degree was granted.



6. There is no significant difference in giving to the athletic
program, the academic program, or total giving by the
characteristic of being a scholarship or loan recipient.

7. There is no significant difference in giving to the athletic
program, the academic program, or total giving by the
characteristic of affiliation with an organization while in
college.

8. There is no significant difference in giving to the athletic
program, the academic program, or total giving by the
characteristic of wealth rating.

9. There is no significant difference in giving to the athletic
program, the academic program, or total giving by the
characteristic of occupation upon graduation.

10. There is no significant difference in giving to the athletic
program, the academic program, or total giving by the
characteristic of anticipated salary range upon graduation.

11. There is no significant difference in giving to the athletic
program, the academic program, or total giving by the
characteristic of affiliation with a student honorary organization
while in college.

12. There is no significant difference in giving to the athletic
program, the academic program, or total giving by the
characteristic of place of residence while in college.

Limitations of the Study

This study dealt primarily with undergraduate students who had
responded to a survey instrument which had been distributed prior to
graduation. Other data on file in the Development Office on the
respondents were taken from communication that office had with the
respondents. Therefore, in some cases, the information base was larger
than the data gathered from the respondent through the graduation
questionnaire, though the occurrence of this was infrequent. The
respondents were then categorized as either donors or non-donors depending

upon whether they had ever made a contribution to the University. Based
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upon this information, the 1imitations of this study were determined as
follows:
1. Only class years 1974 and 1979 were examined.

2. Only respondents to the graduation questionnaire or to other
Development Office correspondence were analyzed.

3. Only undergraduate students were studied eliminating graduate and
professional students from the pool of respondents.

4. Only donors and non-donors were studied without reference made to
the amount given.

5. Only twelve variables of the donors and non-donors were studied.

6. Only the above described population of Iowa State University were
studied.

7. Only three levels of contributions were ana]yzed - giving to
athletics, the academic program, and total giving.

While there may be other limitations to this study, the above reflect

some of the more obvious limitations.

Definition of Terms

The 1literature regarding the role of private sector support in tﬁe
financing of higher education produced a variety of terms to describe the
various types of support and the ways in which institutions attempt to
garner that support. The terms institutional advancement, development, and
fund-raising were used interchangeably which preempted the subtle, but
important differences between those terms. In order to provide clarity of
definition, several author's works were reviewed to determine if unanimity
existed. While no commonality existed between definitions offered by the
various writers, the following definitions represented the closest to

unanimity and were used for the purpose of this study.
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1. Institutionai Advancement: Al1 those programs and activities
under-taken by a college or university to develop understanding
and support from all its publics for its goals (Rowland, 1977).

2. Development: Those promotional activities which are necessary for
the continued growth of the institution (Bohlen in Knowles, 1970).

The following terms and their definitions were provided by Tenbrunsel
(1982) and add to the glossary of terms used in the fund-raising field.

3. Fund-raising: The process of obtaining funds for non-profit
organizations from individuals, corporations, foundations, and
government. Fund-raising includes grantsmanship as well.

4. Grantsmanship: The skill of raising money for nonprofit
organizations by identifying and cultivating funding agencies and
writing proposals.

5. Bequest: A gift effective upon a person's demise.

6. Donor: One who gives cash or goods or services to a non-profit
organization.

7. Philanthropy: The giving of gifts to non-profit organizations.

8. Foundation: A legal organizaticn which exists to receive money
and make grants.

9. Prospect list: A list containing names and addresses of potential
donors based upon demographic or special interests. It is used
for the initial mailing in a direct mail campaign.

10. 01d Boys Network: Both in grantsmanship and fund-raising what
still counts most is who knows whom. The old boys network tends
to exclude newcomers to the grantsmanship process (p. 8-90).

In addition to the above terms, Bohlen in Knowles (1970) further
delineated specialized programs within the field of fund-raising. These
programs were alumni annual giving, capital appeals, deferred giving,
corporate support, and foundation development. Each of these programs were

targeted to a specific population of potential donors and served to allow

for donor participation in unique though not necessarily mutually exclusive
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To gain insight into these programs, the following definitions

should be examined.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

Alumni annual giving: A continuous program designed for total
involvement and participation by all alumni and friends. Some
major institutions depend for any capital effort upon as much as
85% on support from their alumni.

Capital appeals: A program that includes both immediate and long
range objectives of the institution and the requirements for
endowed chairs and professorships, financial aid, award funds,
scholarships, laboratories, classrooms, faculty offices, named
buildings, etc.

Deferred giving: A new program in the fund-raising field
associated with estate planning, bequests, and 1ife income plans
and annuities. It is one of the best long range investments an
institution can make but does not provide for today's operating
expenses or capital funds.

Foundation development: A program that necessitates close contact
with private foundations which receive funding requests and grant
funds.

Corporate Support: A program similar to the foundation
development program but the source of funding is from private,
profit-making organizations (p. 108-110).

The previous descriptions of programs and terms were provided to

promote a better understanding of the terminology used when discussing this

study and the role of private support in the financing of higher education.
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

In order to gain more insight into the fields of institutional
advancement, development, and fund-raising for higher education, and more
specifically into the area of prospect research, a review of the literature
was conducted.

The literature review came from a variety of sources including a
number of unpublished dissertations. Several sources reviewed were
somewhat dated (1961 to 1981) indicating a need for additional and more
current research in the field. Some of the more numerous and important
contributions were made between 1970 and 1975. There was great reliance
upon dissertations and other related resources due to the absence of a
scholarly research journal in the field of fund-raising.

This l1iterature review provides information relating five areas
included in the study: (1) a discussion of the evolution of the terms used
in fund-raising and comments about the importance of philanthropy to higher
education; (2) a definition of the annual campaign, its history and
relative importance to the entire fund-raising effort; (3) the future of
the annual campaign; (4) the importance of the use of prospecting and
research tools in fund-raising activities; and (5) a review of the findings
of other investigators and writers aon the topic of analyzing donor

characteristics.
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Evolution of Terms and the Importance of Philanthropy to Higher Education

Early in this century, Pierce (1932) recognized the need for building
on-going programs for the sole purpose of raising funds for specific
causes. He stated:

Most agencies meet their financial difficulties as emergencies.

What is needed in most instances is a continuous and cumulative

program for the purpose of building sufficient capital to meet

expanding needs and to safequard programs at times of special

peril (p. 218).

It was in search of a way of building on-going financial support that
institutions sought descriptive terms to identify new and diversified
functions within their organizational framework. By building this
framework, these institutions took on the task of building the very
programs to which Pierce referred. As a result, new terminology was
promulgated and words such as institutional advancement, development, and
fund-raising came into existence in the vocabulary of higher education.

Development was a relatively new term as suggested by Bohlen in
Knowles (1970) and has been used interchangeably with fund-raising. Bohlen
made a distinction between development and fund-raising defining
development as an all inclusive term used to describe, "those promotional
activities which are necessary for the continued growth of the institution”
(p. 102) and fund-raising as a collection of "specialized programs-alumni
annual giving, capital development, deferred giving, corporate support, and
foundation assistance" (p.. 102).

An even broader definition was given to institutional advancement when
Rowland (1977) described it as essentially any activity or program which an

institution undertakes to further support and understanding of its goals

among it publics. The function of institutional advancement in American
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institutions of higher education was viewed by Rabbino in Fisher (1980) as
one which "enables each individual college or university to do well in a
competitive environment and to assist the whole sector of higher education
to compete effectively for available resources" (p. 32). Sweet in Fisher
(1980) saw the primary function of an institutional advancement office as
being able to "help the president secure resources enabling the college to
fulfill its educational mission (p. 40). In addition, Sweet postulated:
an effective program for institutional advancement and support is
based upor: several presuppositions: that the college knows its
business, its customers, and their wants and needs before it

designs specific activities for institutional advancement. The

college must understand that the mission of instituticnal

advancement and support is acquiring resources needed to achieve

central educational purposes (p. 43).

It appears that all three terms - development, fund-raising, and
institutional advancement - had similar but distinct meanings and fell into
the general rubric which described the act or the art of securing resources
for a particular cause. Adams (1924) summed up the relationship between
education and funding most succinctly when he wrote, "the whole problem of
education is one of its cost in money" (p. 302).

Even though he recognized the cost probiem, Andrews (1950) wrote that
"education has long been a favored form of philanthropy” (p. 188). In
addition, Andrews quoting Andrew Carnegie also noted that contributions
toward education were important in that "it places within reach ladders
upon which the aspiring can rise" (p. 188). Andrews stated, "Where giving
to relieve physical want has sometimes had the disastrous effect of

destroying initiative, educational aid has usually spurred the individual

to greater activity and higher achievement" (p. 188).
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Jenkins in Andrews (1953) speaking on philanthropy once called it "our
finest enterprise . . . supported by gifts and free to choose its own
directions without severe governmental control" (p. 123). It has been a
primary goal of many educational fund-raisers to make sure that
philanthropic efforts be directed toward higher education. This statement
was supported by Pollard (1958) when he remarked, "like mercy, philanthropy
blesses both the giver and the receiver” (pg. xvi). He warns that
"American philanthropy for higher education in the foreseeable future is
likely to fall chiefly where there has been the most careful seeding" (pg.
- xvi). He continues with some sage advice for fund-raisers:

One comprehensive and cardinal principle lies at the root of the
most notable fund-raising achievements: no appeal for support
can be made effectively without a good case, first rate
leadership, and co-workers thoroughly committed to the cause and

willing to go to the right sources and ask for money (p. 31)

In the book entitled, Patterns of Giving to Higher Education,

Levi & Steinbach (1975) issued one of the most important statements about
the significance of individual gifts to higher education. An excerpt from
this book follows:

individual donor gifts may well mean the difference between high
quality education, research, and services or mediocrity (in some
cases even survival). Higher education in this nation owes its
beginnings to the generosity of private benefactors. Even though
the succeeding decades have seen increasing governmental support
and funding, the contributions of private donors remain essential
to the financial health of all colleges and universities, both
public and private. . . . Given the significance of private gift
support, it is incumbent on all those concerned with the financing
of higher education - in government, in the higher education
enterprise, and elsewhere - to understand the amount,
characteristics, and patterns of private philanthropy (p. 1).

Francis in Fisher (1980) defines the linkage between philanthropy and

institutional management by saying:
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Successful philanthropy is a by-product of good management. It is
literalily the result of an effective and well-coordinated team
approach. To get the job done, to reach our goals, to achieve our
objectives, we must depend upon two critically important
management factors: systems and people. Who are these people;
how do they behave within and outside of what kinds of systems;
and what is the impact of the systems and the people when they
come up against the issues and forces arourd us, behind us, and
even ahead of us (p. 65-66).

A distinction between fund-raisers and grantspersons was made by
Tenbrunsel (1982) and he captured the essence of the art in his

Fund-Raising Resource Manual. He wrote:

The first and last word in fund raising and grantsmanship is

captured in the saying, 'people give to people.' Both

grantsmanship and fund-raising are essentially an interpersonal

persuasion process with a lot of hard work researching the funding

source. . . . Grantspersons write proposals and make contacts in

Washington; fund-raisers cultivate wealthy individuals and design

large funding campaigns (p. 1).

Tenbrunsel (1982) summed up the importance of philanthropy and its
evolution by stating that "giving has always been a natural tendency among
human beings"” (p. 55). It seems apparent that thebwise administrator
connected with institutional advancement, the development officer, or the
fund-raiser must understand this statement well and where and when possible
cultivate this natural tendency to the point where it results in a
contribution. With this in mind, it is important now to turn to examining
the annual campaign by defining it and tracing the history and importance
of the annual campaign and the individual gift.

Defining the Annual Campaign, Its History, and Relative Importance to the
Entire Fund-Raising Effort
While the majority of the history of the annual campaign has already

been discussed in an earlier section of this paper, much of the Titerature

described the annual campaign as one in which alumni were solicited in a
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variety of ways for a variety of purposes. Some campaigns solicit both
alumni and friends of the institution. This study, however, dealt
specifically with alumni contributions.

Bohlen in Knowles (1970) offered the following definition of an annual
alumni campaign: "a continuous program designed for total involvement and
participation by all alumni" (p. 108). He noted that some major
institutions depended for any capital effort upon as much as 85% on support
from their alumni and friends. He has also referred to the annual campaign
as one component of several activities which relate directly to a
comprehensive fund-raising program.

While Bohlen's definition was accepted for the purpose of this study,
it was noteworthy to examine other similar definitions and descriptions.
Williams (1981) defined annual giving as a "broad, recurring, organized
effort to seek funds for a non-profit organization's most pressing needs -
usually to support its current operating expenses" (p. 5). She described
the importance of the annual giving program as follows:

Annual giving is the cornerstone upon which all other fund-raising

programs are built, the place where all good development programs

begin and the dynamic stimulus that reinforces the development

program each year. Annual giving is the bread and butter of a

development program - not only because it produces a steady flow

of cash, but also because it lays the foundations and cultivates

the donors for much larger gifts in the future (p. 4).

Williams also pointed out the following important implications of an
annual giving program in addition to producing money. It can:

1. create a greater awareness of the organization and its objectives.

2. build a constituency of people who are interested in helping to
meet an organization's needs and to further its aobjectives.

3. create a partnership between donors and the organization that
reaches far beyond mere fund-raising.
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4. promote acceptance of fund-raising as a way to meet the
organization's objectives; it breaks the ice for future
fund-raising.

5. create a training ground for both giver and getters. Later, this
training can help produce major support through other fund-raising
programs.

6. create and evaluate a base of annual donors upon which the
organization can build future major fund-raising campaigns (p. 6).

The most effective alumni programs described by Foreman in Fisher
(1980) were "those that start with the premise that alumni need to have
activities that serve their own needs and interests" (p. 51). Serving
individual needs was viewed as important and oftentimes resulted in an
individual donation. The importance of individual deonations was pointed
out by Smith in Heemann (1979) when he observed, "individual donors have
consistently been the largest single source of voluntary support,
accounting for between 44-49% of the total" (p. 10).

In a 1978 publication by Foreman, comments were made regarding the
relationship between the alumni association and alumni. He indicated:

the first objective of any alumni association is to serve its alma

mater . . . . (and) . . . . to provide programs that . . . . serve

the individual with the obvious long-range result that a

well-served alumnus is going to serve the university (p. 17).

Foreman further emphasized this relationship by saying, "people are
basically well-motivated toward their institution, but it takes a lot of
skill to go out and find the best way to get them to contribute" (p. 18).

One of the most prolific authors to write about the importance of the
annual fund was Pollard (1958). He viewed the annual fund as comprising
the very heart of a good development program if it was based on "recurrent

giving by the alumni and other friends of the college" (p. 91). Pollard

also outlined the four chief values of the alumni fund:
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1. The fund ordinarily brings in unrestricted money, of which no
institution of higher education ever receives enough.

2. The funds generated through the alumni fund can generally be
considered and used as a “budgeted asset"™ and applied to the
current operating expenses. To this extent it is, as many
institutions call it, "living endowment."

3. The fund is not only a dependable back-log for current operations,
but a feeder line. Once an alumnus or other friend forms the
habit ot aniiual giving to a college or university, it has a
prospect for a capital gift now and then during his lifetime, or
for a bequest.

4. A regularly contributing alumnus is a positive advocate of an
institution's program, needs, and opportunities - a kind of
ambassador (p. 93).

In writing on the topic of financing higher education, Russell (1944)
pointed out that one of the strengths of the alumni campaign is its focus
of directing more attention toward raising funds for current, undesignated
purposes. He saw the campaign as capitalizing on alumni loyalties
encouraging them to contribute as a way of paying for the benefits given to
them when they were students. The epitome of success for an annual alumni
campaign according to Russell was when, "the institution succeeded in
cultivating a feeling among their alumni that one's personal success is
measured by the amount of one's annual contribution" (p. 305).

In summary, the annual alumni campaign targets alumni as well as
friends. The annual alumni campaign has a long history in the financing of

higher education and is the major component of all fund-raising activities

undertaken by institutions of higher education.

The Future of the Annual Campaign
One conclusion from reviewing the literature was that just as

fund-raising will play a more significant role in the future of the
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financing of higher education, the annual campaign for donations from
alumni and friends will continue to play a major role in the overall
development or fund-raising program.

In 1958, Pollard hypothesized that most alumni funds and annual
campaigns appeared to lack the basic essentials of effective fund-raising.
He listed six basic ingredients for successful fund-raising. They were:

1. An informed and interested constituency, stimulated by facts
clearly and regularly set before it.

2. A well-grounded case for support.

3. An influential leadership group, able to organize and lead a
movement, lending public prestige to the college and its cause.

4. A committed team of co-workers who are willing and able to go to
the right sources and ask for money.

5. A financial program adequate for the service which the college
gives to those segments of society from which it must seek
support.

6. A competently staffed alumni and development office which is
necessary to carry on fund-raising continuously as a regular
administrative function of the college (p. 95).

These six ingredients of effective fund-raising form a standard by
which fund-raising campaigns can be measured and allow for fund-raising
analysis and predictions to occur. Perhaps, one of the most practical
lists of predictions reiated to the future of fund-raising were categorized
by what Ketchum (1980) called "sure things," "in the bag," "toss-ups," and

"long-shots."

*Sure things":

1. New volunteer leadership - result is that we must identify,
inspire, train, and sell new leadership on the necessity of
private support for higher education.

2. New donors in the '80s.
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New causes, programs, and projects wiil receive changing emphasis
- as students change, a different mix among buiidings, programs,
and endowments will change.

New legislation - state, national, and municipal - will offset
fund-raising; we need to be aware of non-profit organization
coalitions.

"In the bag":

5.

6.

People will react first emotionally, then rationally - the heart
gives and the brain justifies.

People will give to people - donors will continue to expect boards
and campaign leaders to lead the way by giving significant
financial support to the causes they head.

People will reject demands for immediate responses to complex
ideas - potential donors require time for mental digestion.

Institutional leaders will play prominent roles in raising capital
funds - chancellors/presidents will have to personalize the
institution to prospective donors.

"Toss-ups":

9.

10.

11.

12.
13.

14,

15.

Technological changes will have a significant effect on
fund-raising - computers will have an impact on prospecting and
make impulse gifts possible.

There will be new demands on development staffs - planned giving
and phonathons were trends of the past decade, new demands are not
known yet.

People will scrutinize more closely our cases for support - more
accountability for gifts.

Fund-seeking institutions will have to face continuing inflation.

The government policy of redistributing wealth will continue -
pressure groups will demand and receive more.

The various types of fund-raising will be more closely integrated
- capital, annual, and deferred giving programs will be more
closely orchestrated. The argument as to whether to have a
capital campaign or a long-range development program will die.
None of the major forms of fund-raising will be dropped.

A major problem will be to determine the optimum depth of
penetration of the constituency in a capital campaign - top donors
vs. major donors vs. minor donors.
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"Long Shots™:

16. Prospect and donor records will be far more sophisticated and
comprehensive - better records of alumni occupations, personal
interests, and relationships with the institution will be
maintained to help with prospecting.

17. Improved methods to maintain contact with scattered but vital
alums will be used - closed circut television, video cassettes,
and more frequent visits to campus will be used.

18. Deferred giving will play a greater role in all phases of
fund-raising.

19. Donors will demand that institutions make greater year-round use
of their facilities.

20. There will be an increase in corporate support of higher education
- stronger institutions will be supported and weaker ones won't be
due to the "band wagon" effect.

21. Philanthropic foundations will provide a smaller portion of the
funds going to capital projects - they will move toward pilot
projects and social and environmental causes.

22. Development offices will get smaller but officers paid more.

23. The quality and quantity of intercollegiate athletics will go down
with negative consequences for fund-raising - this will be due to
the continued growth of professionalism in sports.

24, There may be a division of responsibility where one leader manages
the institution and another handles its outside relationships,
including fund-raising - this will be similar to the relationship
of corporate chairmen and presidents (p. 40-42).

In reviewing both Pollard's accusation about elements lacking in most
campaigns and Ketchum's predictions for the future of fund-raising, it
appeared that the implications for the future of the annual campaign were
many and varied. Several common themes were identified from the
literature, however. First, the annual campaign will have to be presented
in a manner which introduces facts about the institution's mission and
financial needs in a convincing manner. Second, fund-raisers in charge of

the annual campaign will have to be increasingly aware of constituent needs
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and offer programs to meet those needs. Third, technology will have to be
introduced into fund-raising and relied upon more heavily to gather, store,
and retrieve information about donors and potential donors and to develop
models which will allow institutions to more accurately analyze and predict
potential contributors. To the extent that institutions and fund-raisers
are able to meet these goals, the annual campaign will either flourish or
falter.

In recognition of the importance of the use of technology to the’
fund-raiser currently and in the future, the use of data analysis,
prediction, prospecting, and research tools in fund-raising activities will
now be discussed.

The Importance of the Use of Analysis, Prediction, Prospecting, and
Research Tools in Fund-Raising Activities

Research methods in the field of fund-raising for the purpose of data
analysis, prospecting, and the eventual prediction of donors is a
relatively new phenomenon. The literature is replete with discussions
about the importance of introducing more research methods into the area of
fund-raising. The initial goal of this effort was to gain the ability to
determine which individuals were most 1ikely to contribute. The second
goal was to identify the programs to which they preferred to target their
gift. The third goal was left to the Development Office staff at lowa
State University but would be to determine which way might be the best way
to approach the individual about the prospective gift. Many authors have
written on this topic including Fisher (1980), Hanson (1961), and Leslie in

Heemann (1979) who have been discussed earlier.
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In addition to the authors noted above Pfizenmaier (1981) indicated
that between 5% and 10% of donors provide between 90% and 95% of the gifts
with four major factors influencing the large gift: (1) the giving
capacity of the donor - income and assets; (2) the interest of the donor in
a specific project; (3) the-closeness of the donor tc a particular project;
(4) the persuasiveness of the fund-raiser (p. 14).

The first step she identified in prospecting was financial research
followed closely by research which showed the prospect's family ties,
interests, and significant relationships with other individuals who were
connected with the institution. She also quoted Radock from the University
of Michigan:

Modern fund-raising is 90% research and 10% solicitation.

Careful research done by a true professional is the best way to

ensure that the right solicitor asks the right prospects for the

right amount for the right project at the right time (p. 18).

A tact taken by Andrews (1950) may reflect a difference in approach
between 1950 and 1981. He suggested that undue emphasis was placed on the
higher-income groups and that more interest should be shown toward the
smaller donor because, "the small giver is more liberal, within his means,
than many of the large givers, and there are very many more of them"

(p. 58). In essence, Andrews downplayed much of the current emphasis on
researching the major donor but was supportive of research on all potential
donors.

Cheshire quoted in Fisher (1980) wrote more generally about strategies
for advancement, but noted that there were several steps which could be
followed to develop a relationship between a prospect and the institution.

First, the prospect needs to be identified and contacted so that an
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interest is kindled. Second, the person needs to become actively engaged
in some way to believe that the contribution being made is helping to shape
the future of the institution. The research conducted to help identify the
prospect and to include the prospect in an appropriate project or activity
may play a major role in whether the person will become a donor.

Likewise, Pickett quoted in Pray (1981) reported that successful
colleges use prospect research to produce more complete information on
potential donors and warns that before any request for funds is made
prospects should be carefully identified and researched. He indicated that
an institution that does not have a professional staff assigned to prospect
research will miss some critical financial resources.

Prospect research for non-alumni donors as well as alumni donors was
also important as indicated by Young quoted in Pray (1981). He noted that
nearly two-thirds of the total dollar amount needed will likely come from
friends, not necessarily alumni, of the institution, and nearly 90% of that
two-thirds will come from a select few. Proper identification and
researching of these prospects was viewed as of paramouﬁt importance and
seen as a prerequisite to cultivation and solicitation.

Frey (1977) in an article which dealt specifically with applying
scientific research methods to alumni fund-raising stated,

Gathering information from and about alumni needs to be done more

systematically . . . we need to pay more serious attention to

scientific methods such as sampling. question writing, and
questionnaire and research design. . . . Profitable fund-raising

}s oft?n the result of having accurate information on the market
p. 19).

In addition to the prospect research it is equally important to rate

prospects once they have been identified. Bell quoted in Cooley (1962)
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wrote about the rating of prospects, particularly those prospects who
appeared to have the potential for making a large gift. He noted,

You should have a high-low chart with a definite price tag

placed on each individual. . . . This screening or rating

session should be a yearly affair and a school should never

wait until it has a capital gifts campaign before bringing its

records up-to-date. . . . The trustee development committee

should make a special point of sitting down at least once a

year to go over the prospects and rate them. Time spent in

evaluating these top financial prospects is certainly time

well spent (p. 130).

While Bell's suggestions center around the major donor prospect,
Williams (1981) advocated the importance of using prospect research for
annual giving by identifying ways to isolate specific parts of the overall
public. If no prospect list exists, Williams advocates two ways to create
one: (1) identify people who have already contributed to specific causes or
have similar characteristics of known donors; or {2) identify your cause
and let those interested appeal to you. Once prospect lists are made,
Williams emphasizes the importance of drawing a profile of the prospective
donor using characteristics such as age, income, size of family, type of
home, etc. Williams then suggests gathering a group of volunteers who know
your organization and the prospects for the purpose of rating the top 20%
who tend to donate 80% of the funds sought. This top 20% will probably be
called upon personally in hopes that the 80% goal will be achieved pointing
out, once again, the importance of prospect research.

Although it is vitally important for any campaign to employ the tools
of research in identifying and cultivating prospects, equally important is
the need to understand the potential impact which accurate research can

have on fund-raising activities. To explore this potential further, the

next section of this paper will review the findings which other researchers
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and writers have conducted on the topic of analyzing data about

contributors and non-contributors and predicting individual donations.

A Review of Findings Related to Analyzing Individual Donations

The reasons one individual decides to become a donor while another
decides not to contribute to a particular cause, project, or institution
vary and are most often unclear. Some may give to a particular cause in
order to exert control while others may give to gain the feeling of
immortality. Some individuals may contribute if a colleagues gives or due
to peer pressure. Conversely, some may choose not to give becasue they
don't know to whom or where to send their money while others may think that
they would be able to give such a small amount as to be insignificant.
Others may view money as providing security or power and do not want to
give either away.

The discovery of donors motives are important to fund-raisers as they
seek contributions. While some writers have regarded the field of
fund-raising as more of an art rather than a science, it is evident from
reviewing the literature that more frequently institutions of higher
education are turning this art into more of a science. While one general
trend in fund-raising is to employ more prospect research, the number of
research studies on the topic of predicting individual donations or even
analyzing giv%ng patterns is not extensive and most of the literature is
not current. The findings of ten researchers were examined and discussed
based upon the chronological order of their respective publications;
related research was shared; and, finally general trends about donors were

identified.
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0'Connor (1961) ~ Factors characteristic of alumni who provide financial

support and alumni who provide no financial suppbrt

This author completed a descriptive study of behavioral, motivational
and attitudinal factors which influenced the ability or desire of alumni at
Alford University to become donors. He tested the following four
hypotheses:

1. Alumni who provide greater support have a greater understanding of
the university's operation.

2. Those whe provide continuous support verbalize a greater
obligation to society.

3. Those who provide continuous support develop a greater positive
feeling toward their university.

4. Both giving and non-giving alumni will tend to support to a
greater extent when fund appeals are direct and personal.

Based upon his survey, hypothesis one was affirmed. That is, donors
tend to read special alumni letters, attend alumni meetings, hold alumni
offices, return to campus often, and feel well-informed about the
university's needs. Donors also expressed an obligation to society, to
their college, and their class showing that hypothesis two was confirmed.
Hypothesis three was not borne out by the survey. The particular
occupation of the alumni and the decade of graduation did not seem to
influence whether the person became a donor. Finally, the non~donors
indicated that they would more likely become dcnors if they were personally
contacted or had some type of direct contact by the institution which
confirmed hypothesis four.

0'Connor identified four factors influencing alumni giving:
communication, humanitarianism, positive feeling for the institution, and

personal attention. He also targeted four reasons influencing the decision
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of the alumni not to give: (1) earnings were insufficient; (2) felt poorly
about their status; (3) had inadequate budgeting or multiple financial
obligations; and (4) had graduated too recently to be secure enough

financially to make a commitment.

Spaeth and Greeley (1970) - Financial contributions to the alma mater

This study was conducted for the purpose of identifying correlations
between alumni giving and various other donor characteristics. Both public
and private institutions were examined and the authors found that there
were three important variables related to alumni giving - the
characteristics of the particular institution, the loyalty to the
particular institution, and the donor's family background.

The highest correlation between variables existed between giving one
year and planning to give the next year. The second highest correlation
was drawn between alumni giving and the type of control of the particular
institution. Graduates of private institutions were more likely to
contribute to their aima mater than graduates of public institutions. The
number of colleges attended also affected the 1ikelihood of a contribution.
Alumni who attended only one college were more likely to contribute than a
person who attended several institutions. This was due to the amount of
conflicting loyalties that come into play for those attending multiple
institutions. Finally, the parent's socio-economic status was important in
an alumni's decision to contribute. In some instances, if the parents were
donors, contributing was also expected from the offspring. Parents of
alumni and alumni who attended private institutions were more likely to

contribute than parents of alumni and alumni of public institutions. Those
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who had private institution affiliation tended to be more affluent than
their counterparts at public institutions and had a higher socio-economic
status.

Perhaps, the most notable finding of Spaeth and Greeley, however, is
that income was only slightly related to giving and, except for emotional
attachment, it did not appear based on the data that any factor

significantly increased the potential for giving.

Morris (1970) - Donors who gave $10,000 or more

The Morris study is quoted often by other researchers. It compared
the characteristics of 280 donors who gave or pledged $10,000 or more to
the University of Michigan's $55 Million Program of 1964-67 with 280
persons who had been identified as having the potential to give $10,000 or
more but chose to contribute less than the $10,000 amount.

One goal of the research project was to examine the two groups to see
if differences existed between the actual donor 1ist and the prospect or
candidate 1ist. If differences were identified, then it was assumed that
fund-raisers could concentrate on those whose characteristics were more
closely aligned with the actual donors. To determine if the differences
existed between the two groups, 64 variables were examined and the person's
giving records were also analyzed over a 20 year period from 1948 to 1967.
The data were compiled solely from existing records in the University's
Development Office - no surveys or questionnaires were used.

There were no significant differences between the birthplace and
student residence of either the donor or candidate. The donors also tended

to have graduated from the University and held at least one degree and
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sometimes two or three. The candidates tended not to have graduated.
There were no significant differences between the grade point averages of
the donors and the candidates. The donors were more likely to have been
involved in campus activities and held far more student offices but there
were more candidates than donors who had been involved in athletics. The
donors were more involved in the Greek system than the candidates but the
candidates outnumbered the donors in membership in professional
fraternities. More'of the donors had a spouse who was also an alumnae.
Likewise, the alumni who had no children or as many as two children were
most 1ikely to be donors but having three or more children placed them 1in
the candidate category. There were few differences between donors and
candidates in reference to occupation. More donors were architects, stock
brokers, and communication executives while more candidates were bankers
and merchants. Alumni who were active in alumni affairs were most likely
to be donors. There were more donors than candidates who listed their
religion as Jewish but more candidates than donors in the Presbyterian and
Catholic religious categories. A1l of the candidates and donors were men
and the donors who had served in the military outnumbered the candidates.
The donors were also more likely to designate their gifts than the
candidates; donors tended to give more money and give it more regularly
than the candidates. Two clear patterns emerged: (1) the larger the gift,
the more likely it was to be designated; (2) donors paid little attention
to the goals of the campaign even though they were well defined.

Finally, several conclusions were drawn from the research. In Morris’
own words,

Involvement of alumni with alma mater is highly important in
future giving. Campus activities, including social and honorary
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fraternity and sorority memberships, also leads to giving. The
pattern of attending the University is critical - that is, the
more degrees and the longer the attendance, the better. The
location of the first degree is particularly important. Family
relationships after graduation (wives, children) are positively
related while pre-college (parents and siblings) are not (p. 6).

MacIlsaac (1973) - Attitudes of donors of selected institutions of higher

education

The attitudes of donors at three institutions of higher education -
Iowa State University, Drake University, and Cornell University - were
examined in this study. Maclsaac tested three hypotheses: There were
significant differences between the donors of the three institutions
related to (1) type of college or university; (2) donor classification; and
(3) era of graduation. A survey was mailed to 841 alumni and correlations
were used to describe the results of the findings.

MacIsaac concluded that donors viewed clear, internally consistent
goals which were relevant to today's society, and inherent in the
philosophy and objectives of the particular co]lege'or university as
important motives in their decision to contribute. Donors also thought
that academic excellence would result in more financial support; that gifts
should be designated for specific projects; and that the federal government
should provide needed funding for student financial aid. Cash
contributions were the favored form of giving and donors felt that
consistent communication with alumni about its goals and objectives was
important.

This study was one of the first attitudinal studies completed in the

area of fund-raising. The author thought more research was needed
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particularly in evaluating the attitudes of donors through the use of

valid, reliable instruments.

Carruthers (1973) - A study of certain characteristics of alumni who

provide financial support and alumni who provide no financial support for

their alma mater

A sample of 225 alumni of Oklahoma State University was selected to
determine if there were any differences in characteristics between donors
and non-donors. The contingency coefficient measured the degree of
association between the variables. The sample consisted of 100 donors and
125 non-donors. A secondary goal of the research was to develop a profile
of donors. Five major categories of characteristics were identified: (1)
academic experiences; (2) student experiences; (3) alumni support; (4)
personal data; (5) alumni attitudes.

The author developed 27 summary statements about her findings. The
most important findings were:

1. There were significant differences between supporting and
non-supporting alumni in the areas of distance 1ived from campus,
number of children, academic college attended, and age of
children.

2. The respondents differed significantly in their attitudes about
experiences they had had at Oklahoma State, their participation in

alumni clubs and the reasons for contributing.

3. Alumni who were satisfied with their campus experiences tended to
remain positive about the campus.

4. Alumni who participated in alumni activities tended to give more
than those who were not active.

Finally, a profile of the financial supporters was offered. Donors
tended to be graduates of the College of Agriculture, Business

Administration, or Engineering; participants in alumni clubs; parents of
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oider (not defined) children; residents of communities within 51 to 100 or
over 500 miles from the campus; promoters of the institution; and, visitors

to campus.

Blumenfeld and Sartain (1974) - Predicting alumni financial donations

One of the earliest attempts to employ the use of prediction was made
by these investigators. The purpose of the study was to develop and
cross-validate a procedure based on demographics which would show
differences between donors and non-donors. To that end, 109 donors and 109
non-donors were selected from alumni 1ists at Georgia State University.
From these samples, an item analysis of 59 donors and 59 non-donors was
conducted based upon demographic information. A biserial correlation of
.37 indicating significance at the .01 level was established. Several
independent variables enumerated below were analyzed:

1. Sex

2. Whether or not the spouse attended the university
3. Age at graduation or date of last attendance

4, School attended within the university

5. Degree from the university

6. Type of degree obtained (certificate or associate degree,
bachelor's degree, master's degree, and/or doctoral degree)

7. HWhether or not financial assistance was received
8. Participation in athietics

9. Organization membership (religious, social, honorary, and/or
professional)

10. Degree from another institution (bachelor's degree, master's
degree, and/or doctoral degree)

11. Major
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12. Undergraduate grade point average

13. Graduate grade point average

14. Hours transferred from another institution to the university

The data indicated that seven of the variables differentiated between
donors and non-donors. A profile was developed. Donors tended to be male,
business school students, graduates of Georgia State, recipients of
master's degrees from Georgia State, economics majors, holders of low or
high (not moderate) undergraduate grade point averages, and achievers of
moderate to high graduate grade point averages.

The author suggested that fund-raisers divide the particular market
being cultivated by types of appeals and amount of attention planned to be
given to donors during fund-raising activities. They concluded "prediction
of who will and who will not contribute financially is a feasible and
institutionally meaningful objective for alumni relations
management . . . to pursue" (p. 523).

Although the sample used in this study was relatively small, the
research was well conducted. The article describing the findings was
precise, well-written, and could serve as a model for other researchers

interested in prediction.

Gardner (1975) - Attitudes of Harding College alumni with an emphasis on

the donor

A sample of 339 was drawn from graduates of the classes of 1951, 1961,
and 1970 of Harding College. Donors and non-donors were examined for the
purpose of establishing more effective fund-raising techniques. Several
hypotheses were targeted including:

1. Emotional attachment affects donor, non-donor relationship
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2. Religicus affiliation affects donor, non-donor relationship
3. Church attendance affect donor, non-donor relationship
4. Political philosophy affect donor, non-donor relationship

5. Length of time at Harding College affects donor, non-donor
relationship

6. Income affects donor, non-donor relationship

7. Extra curricular involvement affects donor, non-donor relationship

8. Alumni affiliation of spouse affects donor, non-donor relationship

Limitations of the study included the fact that the sample was not
random; the study was limited to three classes of graduates; and
descriptive statistics were used to draw conclusions. Gardner found 1ittle
difference between the income levels of donors and non-donors. A higher
percentage of donor's spouses had also attended Harding compared to
non-donors. Donors were most l1ikely to give again while non-donors were
more skeptical about a future gift. Donors tended to have a more positive
feeling about the college and would feel more comfortable recruiting for
the college than non-donors. As in other studies, Gardner also found that
donors tended to have participated in student activities while in
attendance. Donors also were more satisfied with the academic program and
a high percentage of them attended for four years. Political conservatism
and church attendance were also a characteristic of the donors. Having had
a close relationship with faculty members was not, however, directly

related to being a donor.

McKee (1975) - Factors affecting alumni participation and support

Alumni from Indiana State University were the focus of this study,

targeting the characteristics and opinions of a sample of 332. The sample
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was divided into groups of active participants and non-participants as well
as contributors and non-contributors. McKee used a questionnaire to
collect demographic as well as attitudinal characteristics of the various
subgroups. He was able to draw some conclusions about both the sub-groups
and issued four statements about the demographic characteristics,
specifically. First, the area of current residence was found to affect
both participation in alumni activities and financial support; second, the
type of degree earned affected both participation and support; third, a
person‘s current occupation affected participation; and, fourth, the decade
of graduation affected support.

Three statements about attitudinal characteristics of the subgroups
were made. First, both participants in alumni activities and financial
contributors had more positive opinions about the University, the alumni
program and financial support than non-participants and non-contributors.
Second, alumni had more positive opinions about the Universfty than about
the alumni program and financial support. Third, alumni were more inclined
to have positive opinions about the University, the alumni program and
financial support which allowed for a passive response rather than active
involvement.

McKee suggested six directions for the future of the development
program at Indiana State. They included:

1. An evaluation of the current programs for communication, alumni
activities, and financial support.

2. A continuation of a dynamic and comprehensive program of
university alumni relations.

3. A continuation of the efforts to involve an increased number of
alumni in alumni programs.
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4. A cultivation of individuals in categories which appear to most
favorably affect participation and support, i.e., those who have
earned a baccalaureate degree, have education-reiated occupations,
and who are new alumni.

5. A program to provide additional attention to those categories of
alumni who are below average in participation and financial
support, i.e., retired alumni, those residing in adjacent
counties, etc.

6. A program designed to develop positive impressions of the
University, the alumni program, and financial support among
alumni.

Although the study was somewhat limited in scope, it did take into

account attitudinal characteristics which few other studies had done

heretofore.

Blakely (1975) - Bases for prediction of alumni involvement

Variables relating to male participation in alumni activities at
Purdue University were the subject of this study. Blakely hypothesized
that if alumni involvement could be predicted then possibly it could be
assumed that these individuals would also be the persons most likely to
contribute financially to the institution. To this end, 52 variables were
identified and the results were analyzed. Blakely concluded that
motivation for alumni involvement was shaped during the undergraduate
years. Likewise, positive or negative feelings about the institution were
also established during this time period. These data showed that the
strengths and direction of this bonding prccess were determined by two
factors - size of the student enrollment and the alumni's relationship with
the environment.

Size of enrollment was further measured by the feeling of school

spirit. Data indicated that undergraduates perceived school spirit to be



higher than graduate students. Also, the larger the school in which the
student enrolled within the University, the lTess effective in delivering a
quality education it was perceived to be.

Environmental effects of the institution were measured by feelings of
attachment to the institution. In-state students had a stronger feeling of
attachment to the institution than did out-of-state students. The extent
to which friendships were formed was also an indicator of attachment as was
the 1ife style pursued during college. That is, the person who had a great
deal of contact with faculty, was involved in student organizations, held
honorary memberships, and maintained high grades felt more of an attachment
to Purdue. The data also showed that those students who held positions of
authority or perceived authority were viewed by others as continuing that
responsibility as an alumni. Simply stated, undergraduate leaders had
self-imposed and peer expectations to be leaders once they reached alumni
status.

Blakely was able to draw some conclusions about variables which
affected alumni visits too. He found that the distance from campus,
memberships in the alumni association, patterns of informal contact with
other alumni, and general levels of participation in other voluntary
organizations determined whether or not alumni would return for a visit to
the campus.

From a fund-raising standpoint, Blakely was able to determine that the
variables having the greatest impact upon financial contributions were age,
level of income, patterns of informal contact with alumni, alumni visits,

and membership in the alumni association.
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Finally, Blakely concluded that the nature of the undergraduate
experience was crucial in generating a motivational base for future alumni
involvement which in turn determined whether or not the individual became a
financial contributer toc the institution. The largest portion of this
study appeared to be related more to pfedicting involvement in alumni
activities rather than financial contributions, though it is difficult to

separate the two.

Kelley (1979) - Predicting alumni giving - alumni donors and non-donors

The purpose of this Study was to identify the variables that
discriminated between alumni donors and non-donors and to predict which
alumni had the highest probability of givirg to the College of Journalism
at the University of Maryiand. Kelley sampled 1,713 alumni of the college
who either had a record of giving or non-giving. She used a multiple
discriminant analysis as the statistical approach to the problem. Based
upon the research, she made several generalizations about the population.
They were:

1. Donors had paid their alumni dues for a longer period of time.

2. Donors had more friends who gave to their alma mater and were
more likely to have had children.

3. Donors were more likely to have contributed to non-profit
organizations than non-donors.

4, If alumni donate in tax deductible contributions, there is a
higher probability that the person will become a donor.

5. Donors had a sense of prestige having graduated from the
University and were older than non-donors.

6. Donors who viewed themselves as successful thought they had an
obligation to contribute as a way of paying back the institution
for the part their education played in their success.
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7. Reading the alumni magazine was not & strong discriminator
between donors and non-donors.

8. Having a faculty acquaintance as a student was not rated as an
important factor in giving.

9. If both husband and wife were alumni, it was more likely that
both would become donors.

10. Alumni who had children approaching college age were 1likely to
become donors.

11. The factors of age, sex, race, and grade point average were weak
discriminators in determining donors.

Further, Kelley introduced the concept of diffusion of innovations,
marketing segmentation, knowledge-attitude behavior dissonance, and
Grunig's multi-system theory of communication behavior to her research.
She attempted to show the potential of integrating the various theories

with fund-raising. Kelley was also critical of the Morris study and the

MacIsaac study. She indicated that the Morris study was superficial and

did not lend itself to helping make predictions. She felt that Morris'
most discriminating variable which was involvement with alumni activities,
could be the result of being a donor rather than being a characteristic.
She was critical of MacIssac because he failed to utilize a control group
of non-donors to see if the attitudes were unique to donors.

In addition to the above findings, Kelley cited two general trends in
the Grunig model regarding alumni prospects. First, males tend to be more
likely to give than females. Second, alumni who had higher incomes were

more likely to become donors.

Qther related research

Andrews (1953) - Attitudes toward giving Andrews was able to

characterize donor attitudes based upon interviews with 91 persons. He
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found that 98% of those who had incomes over $50,000 contributed to a
charity and that the large gifts did not necessarily come from the wealthy.
In fact, the largest portion of total giving came from families of modest
(not defined) income. The interviews reflected that volunteer work was a
stimulus to giving and those who contributed to colleges and universities
were most 1ikely to be those who had graduated or at Teast attended the
particular institution. There was no evidence to show that age was a
factor in giving but those interviewed indicated that gratitude was a chief
motivator to give.

In addition, the interviews produced several fund-raising tips. They
were:

1. In order to get money, you have to ask for it.

2. Habit and imitation of others form a basis for giving.

3. Self-protection is a strong motive.

4. Appealing to a person's sense of obligation to society and using
the person-to-person approach is most effective.

5. If the donor has immediate contact with the problem, a
contribution is more likely.

Hunter (1968) - Characteristics of donors who contribute over $1

million This research project involved interviewing 30 people who had
made at least a single philanthropic contribution of $1 million or more.
He found several mctivations for giving and ranked them in order of
jmportance: (1) merits of the project; (2) self-generated conviction; (3)
objectives and plans of the organization; {4) efficiency of the
organization; and (5) competence of the organization's leadership. In
twenty-three of the cases, the contributor was a alumnus or member of the

organization and in twenty of the cases the contributor was a trustee of
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the receiving institution. Contrary to what might be a likely assumption,
tax considerations were not ranked as a very important consideration in
deciding to contribute.

Hunter developed a profile of the large donor defined as one who
contributed $1 million or more, based upon his interviews. The average age
of those interviewed was 66 with the oldest 89 and the youngest 39; 18 had
completed coliege and eight had complete some graduate work; all were male;
there was little correlation between having children and giving, but 26
were married; 16 considered themselves employed, six ‘were retired and six
were self-employed; occupations seemed to be mixed varying from the
automobile industry to newspaper publishing to finahce and many others were
Tisted with no pattern emerging; 17 were Republicans with only two
regarding themselves as Democrats; there was no distinct religious
preference; and six reported an annual income of over $1 million, ten were
in the $100,000 to $500,000 range, and two reported a salary of less than
$50,000. Hunter learned that education received the greatest percentage of

the total current annual giving of these majors donors.

Relationships between private donations and sports programs

Whether having a successful athletic program defined by a winning
tradition results in a more favorable development program has been debated
widely. The findings are mixed on this subject but it is interesting to
note research that has been conducted on the topic.

Segdimas and Carter (1979) conducted a study to see if alumni giving
varied according to the student's success or failure on the playing field.

The evidence was mixed and no definitive conclusions were drawn. Below is
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a summary of their findings which 1ists studies supporting the theory that

a winning sports tradition favorably affects the development program and

studies not supporting the theory.

Evidence to support the theory:

1.

Klein (1967) reported that after Texas Western won the NCAA
basketball championship in 1966, the support from the community
came easier.

Ambur (1971) found that alumni giving at Ohio State University
fell by almost $500,000 when their football record fell from 7-2
in 1965 to 4-5 in 1966.

Ambur (1971) found that after the University of Georgia's football
record fell from 6-4 in 1960 to 3-7 in 1961, alumni support
dropped. Conversely, he found that alumni contributions almost
doubled after the University of Missouri improved its football
record in 1960. He also reported alumni contributions increased
each year at Amherst except for two years when they did not win
the Little Three Foctball Championship.

Sports Illustrated (1973) reported that alumni contributions

increased at Virginia Tech after their basketball team won the
National Invitational Tournament.

Evidence not supporting the theory:

1.

Sixteen schools which attempted to build a strong athletic program
in order to increase donations were studied by Marts (1934). He
found that their endowments increased by 105% but when compared to
16 other institutions who did not attempt to build a strong
athletic program found that their endowments increased by 125%.

He also reported that those institutions who chose to build a
strong athletic program also incurred tremendous debts in the
process. -

In a study of an institution which had given up its varsity
sports, Springs (1974) found that the decision had 1ittle or no
effect upon alumni giving and in some cases it had a positive
effect.

Budig (1976) found in his research that the significance of
relationships between athletic success and alumni giving was so
random that any relationship at all was due probably to sheer
chance (p. 284-289).
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A more detailed study of the relationship between a successful
athletic program and alumni giving was conducted in 1975-76 by the Council
for Financial Aid to Education (CFAE). One-hundred and thirty eight
colleges and universities that maintained Division I athletic programs were
studied to determine if there was a relationship between athletic success
and alumni giving. The data were obtained over a fourteen year period and
three variables were examined. These three variables were (1) increase or
decrease in total volume of alumni giving; (2) average dollar value of
gifts that a school received in a given year; and (3) the number of school
alumni that contributed in any year. Three other variables were compared
to the above-mentioned variables. These were: (1) the percentage of
football games won; (2) the football team's participation in a bowl game;
and (3) the percentage of basketball games won. Both correlation and
regression analyses were used to determine the relationship between each
school's alumni-giving and their athletic success; Data analysis revealed
that not one of the six correlation coefficients were significant at the
.05 Tevel. The study concluded that the lack of relationship between
success in intercollegiate athletics and increased alumni giving mattered a
great deal less than the fact that so many people believe that the
relationship does exist. It seems the myth that the relationship existed
was more widely accepted than the fact that the relationship was at best a
random association.

In a similar study, Brooker and Klastorin (1981) examined the

relationship between athletic success and alumni contributions for 58 major

(]

universities. The study tried tc show how emoticnal attachment is

positively related to contributions. They used two dependent variabies:
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size of average gift contributed and per capita gift to the annual fund.

In addition, they studied six independent variables: percentage of
football and basketball games won; winning percentage indicated by one or
two years; participation in a major or minor bowl game; ranking in final
UPI Top 20 national poll; ranking among top 20 teams; and, Gross National
Product t5 adjust for general economic conditions. They used a multiple
step regression to examine possible relationships between the variables and
found that there were some differences but those were mostly dependent upon
some institutional factors. For example, the private school analysis found
more of a relationship indicating that at least one dependent variable was
associated with one or more indicators of athletic success. The analysis
of state universities showed inconsistent results. The results did
indicate that private schools had a high proportion of alumni who were
donors of large gifts. The authors cautioned against placing too much
reliance on consciously increasing the athletic program for the purpose of
boosting private contributions. _

As indicated by the small amount of published research in the area,
there appears to be a need for more research on the relationship between
athletic programs and alumni giving. Regardless, the trend for the
financially troubled institutions is toward curtailing sports programs
rather than increasing them. This may be an unconscious recognition of the
mixed findings regarding the relationship between sports programs and

alumni donations.

-
s

It is appropriate to now focus attention on the problem this paper has
identified and to describe the research methods used in testing the various

hypotheses.
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Summary of Literature Review

Educators have recognized the importance of philanthropy in defining
the financial stability of institutions of higher education. Whether
philanthropic appeals have been made in the name of institutional
advancement, institutional development, or simply fund-raising campaigns is
insignificant compared to the importance of the actual appeal, the
preparation for the appeal, and in the end, the net result of the appeal -
donations.

Private funding has been sought by higher education in a variety of
ways but perhaps the most important is through the annual campaign for
funds from alumni and friends. Most higher educational institutions have
solicited alumni and friends regularly since the founding of Harvard
College in 1636. But the solicitations of today are becoming more-
sophisticated as research methods are introdiced. Characteristics of
alumni and friends are studied closely in an attempt to focus the efforts
of fund-raisers upon those who have been identified as the most likely to
contribute. The research conducted thus far has been limited and the
findings have been mixed.

Nevertheless, several general observations were made which may have an
important bearing on this study. First, most (90% to 95%) gifts are
contributed by a small (5% to 10%) number of donors (Pfizenmaier, 1981).
Second, donors are more likely to have been actively engaged in some
activity which elicits a good feeling about the institution as indicated by
Fisher quoting Cheshire (1980). Third, Pray quoting Pickett (1981) noted
that institutions successful in soliciting funds from alumni and friends

utiltize prospect research. Fourth, most of the research conducted is
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institution specific and the results cannot necessarily be generalized to
the larger universe due the uniqueness of the sample studied.

In designing a research proposal which deals with analyzing the
characteristics of donors, their respective giving patterns, and attempting
to develop a prediction model for alumni giving, it becomes apparent that
there is no easy solution or approach. The literature reflects a variety
of approaches which could be integrated in developing an appropriate
research method for a particular institution. The challenge is to find the

best approach for the particular institution.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY

This chapter provides a history of the development of this research
project, describes the survey sample procedures, gives a rationale for the
manner in which the data were treated, and describes the statistical

procedures used in analyzing the data.

History of Alumni Research Activities at Iowa State University

In 1978, the Iowa State University Alumni Association Board of
Directors conducted a survey of ISU graduates. A four page survey was
developed by the ISU Alumni Association Board of Directors containing 53
questions designed to ask demographic as well as attitudinal questions of
the graduates. Demographic information was solicited about the
respondent's age, academic background, and anticipated salary. Attitudinal
questions centered around the respondent's attitude about particular issues
including the degree of identity with Iowa State and determining whether
the academic program prepared the respondent for a particular occupation.
The survey instrument may be found in Appendix A. Theré were 48,724
responses to the survey. This was the first major research project
conducted by the Alumni Association and one of the largest surveys ever
conducted by any college or university.

In 1980, Dr. Roy Hickman of the Statistical Laboratory at Iowa State
University was commissioned to analyze the data. He selected 1,218
respondents from the 1978 survey for the purpose of analyzing their
financial contributions. The financial variables considered were total

prior year contributions and total 1ife contributions. Other demographic
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variables analyzed included sex and marital status, location of residence,
salary, degrees held, college in which the highest degree was earned from
ISU, and honors earned at Iowa State. A variety of attitudinal variables
were also analyzed. Dr. Hickman's data analysis and written report are
presented in Appendix B.

The Hickman project provided the impetus for further research
regarding alumni and potential donors. As a result, a prospect researcher
was employed by the Development Office to gather data which would help to
identify and cultivate potential donors. This person began to compile
information obtained from a variety of sources about potential donors to
supplement the data gained from the survey. From conversations with the
Alumni and Development Office's staff and from reading about prospect
research, the decision was made to conduct research which would potentially
enable the Development Office staff to predict alumni giving. The initial
goal of this research project was to develop a prediction model for a]dmni
giving utilizing the data from the i978 research project, the prospect file
which had been generated by the Development Office based upon the 1978
data, and the experience of the Development Office field staff in working
with donors and prospective donors.

A pool of 6,535 potential donors regarded by the Development Office as
possessing characteristics similar to other individuals who had already
made a contribution to the university was made available. The
characteristics of each individual on the file were reflected in data
gathered in 1978. The initial goal was to focus on the demographic and
attitudinal factors identified in the 1978 project. The first step in the

research was to calculate frequencies of the variables and to correlate the
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variables analyzed. The second step of this research was to conduct a
regression analysis of the variables which would provide a prediction model
resulting in an individual being identified as 1ikely to contribute to the
institution.

Unfortunately, the data were not available in sufficient quantities in
the various cells to allow for correlations to be computed. In turn, this
made the development of a prediction model not feasible since prediction is

based upon the strength of the correlations among variables.

Survey and Sample Procedures

Since the prediction model was not a satisfactory alternative, the
investigator in consultation with experts in educational research explored
the possibility of analyzing giving patterns of individuals in selected
graduating classes. The class years 1974 and 1979 were selected since they
represented a span of 10 and 5 years respectively beyond receiving the
baccalaureate degree. The data available were taken from a survey
instrument utilized by the Alumni and Development Office for many years
(see Appendix C). The survey is given L0 seniors at the time of graduation
and while completing the survey is optional, most graduating seniors
actually return the survey, according to Development Office staff. The
data from this survey instrument was coded by the ISU Development Agencies.
Upon the investigator's request, the Development Office then merged the
Tist of respondents with the actual donor files for the same years cited
above. The computer tapes for the two files for the class year 1974 and
1979 were modified to remove the names on the files in order to protect the

confidentiality of the individuals.
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Data Treatment

At the point that the computer tapes from each class year were made
available, the data on each file were examined and a number of variables
were recoded from alphabetical codes to numeric codes to allow for ease in
analysis. A list of frequencies was calculated for each variable. There
were 3,378 and 3,672 indfvidua] records on the 1974 and 1979 tapes
respectively. Following preliminary analysis from all graduate and
professional students, it was decided to eliminate them from the study due
to insufficient numbers. Widows and widowers were eliminated from the
sex/marital status variable due to the small numbers reported in each cell.
Separated men and women as well as an "unknown" category were eliminated
from the study due to insufficient data available in each cell. Marital
status was reflected in the single and married categories only and all male
and female divorcees as well as widows and widowers were classified as
single. Several variables were modified by the investigator for the
purpose of analysis. Occupational codes were reduced from 112 specific
occupations to eight categories: mathematical sciences, physical sciences,
engineering, 1ife sciences, miscellaneous, business, social sciences, and
home economics (specific codes are available in Appendix D). Student
honorary organizations were recoded from 77 specific entries into five
categories: academic honoraries, active honoraries, professional
honoraries, departmental societies and organizations, and honor societies
with an emphasis on scholarship and research (specific codes are available
in Appendix E). Student residences were recoded from 81 specific places of

residence into only three categories: Greek, on-campus, and off-campus
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(specific codes are available in Appendix F). 1In addition, the anticipated
salary ranges were condensed from nine categories into four categories.

A decision was made to use the entire population of the two class
years. The following twelve variables were selected for data analysis from
the survey.

Sex and marital status.

Sex

Marital status

First degree achieved

College in which first degree was achieved
Scholarship or loan recipient

Affiliation with an organization while in college
Wealth rating defined by the Development Office
Anticipated occupation upon graduation
Anticipated salary range upon graduation
Affiliation with a student honorary organization while in college
Place of residence while in college

N~OWORONOYWN —~
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In addition, individuals were classified according to whether they
were non-donors or donors {(defined by giving $1.00 or more to a particular
cause). The gifts were examined by three categories: (1) a gift to the
athletic program; (2) a gift to the academic program; and (3) a total gift

which would include a gift to athletics, the academic program, or both.

Statistical Procedure Utilized
The statistical procedure utilized to examine the data was the

chi-square. Chi-square analysis is a particularly useful non-parametric
statistical test used when the data are in the form of categorical
variables. It is the appropriate test to be used to determine whether two
frequency distributions differ significantly from each other. Finally,
educational researchers tend to use the chi-square test most frequently in
causal-comparative studies (Borg & Gall, 1979). Thus, it was decided to

utilize the chi-square test of significance in this study. The level of
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significance was chosen to be .05. Where relationships are found to be
highly significant (.01), the strength of the relationship was noted. The
tables utilizing the chi-square should be interpreted with a degree of
caution, however, due to the small number of donors in some of the
categories. The reader should also be advised that due to missing

information, the number of total donors varies among the tables.
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

This research project was conducted to determine giving patterns among
the undergraduate classes of 1974 and 1979. The findings reported in this
chapter and the discussion of these findings represent the results from the
application of statistical procedures and interpretation of the data. The
data are presented by variable with primarily donor characteristics being
discussed. The interaction of the variables are discussed and the data are
interpreted as the data within each year and between graduation years are
compared. All three subgroups of giving - to the athletic program, to the
academic program, and total giving - are discussed under each variable and
the tables follow in the same order the hypotheses were presented in
Chapter 1 and listed again in Chapter 3. All tables are found in the
Appendix and are listed in numerical order. Although the data regarding
the non-donor is listed in each table, the characteristics of the donor are
emphasized. Raw data are represented by the first figure in each cell. In
ranking the variables, the row percentage was used (the second figure in
each cell in the tables) in order to determine the relative strength of the
subcategory. Finally, due to the small number of donors in some of the

cells caution should be used in interpreting the data.

Section 1: Profile of Donor Characteristics by Sex and Marital Status

Giving to athletics

Tables 1 and 2 represent the donor profile characteristic of those
giving to the athletic program. From the class of 1974, only 2.8% of the

3,303 respondents were listed as donors. The data revealed that men were

N
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more likely to have given to the athletic program. Married men were over 7
times more likely to have given to the athletic program than married women.
Of all of the men, 3.6% of the single men and 4.5% of the married men were
donors whereas only .7% of the single and .6% of the married women gave to
the athletic program. None of the 63 divorced women contributed. These
differences were significant at the .001 level and were due largely to the
higher rate of contribution of the married men and the lower rate of
contributions of married women. For the class of 1979, data were available
for 3,500 respondents; however, only 1.4% were listed as donors. Again,
married men and single men gave more frequently than women. Married men
were more likely to have contributed to the athletic program than married
women while single men were more likely to have given compared to single
women. None of the divorced men or women contributed to athletics. These
differences were also significant at the .001 level attributed primarily to
the higher rate of contribution by the married men (2.2%) and the lower
rate of contribution of married women (.1%). Several trends may be noted
including: the 1974 respondents were more likely to have given to
athletics than the 1979 respondents; married and single men gave more than
any other category; while divorced women gave the least to the athletic

program.

Giving to the academic program

Contributors to the academic program differed considerably from those
who gave to the athletic program as indicated by Tables 3 and 4. In 1974,
16.2% of the respondents gave to the academic program while 4.0% made a

contribution to the academic program from the class of 1979. In 1974,
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divorced women were most likely to have given to the academic program
followed by married women and married men. In 1979, divorced men were most
Tikely to have given followed by divorced women and then married men.

Least 1ikely to have given were single women (1974) and married women
(1979). The data for the class of 1974 showed a fairly even distribution
between the donors in the various sex and marital status categories; thus,
there were no statistically significant differences. The differences in
the various categories of data for the class of 1979 were statistically
significant at the .001 level due to the relatively high level of giving of
divorced men (13.6%) and the lower rate of giving of married women (2.0%).
The trends noted in these data include: divorced men in 1974 gave at about
the same level as divorced men in 1979 while the other sex/marital status
variables indicated that in all other categories the class of 1974 was more
likely to have contributed as their 1979 counterparts; divorced men (13.6%)
and women (8.0%) gave the most frequently from the class of 1979; divorced
women (14.0%) and married women (16.7%) gave more frequently than any other
category for the class of 1974; the least 1ikely to have contributed from
the class of 1974 were single women (14.1%) and from the class of 1979 were

married women (2.0%).

Total giving

Total giving which combined athletic giving with giving to the
academic program is reflected in Tables 5 and 6. Of the 3,303 respondents
in 1974, 17.7% had made a contribution compared to 4.4% of the 3,500
respondents from the class of 1979. By combining the two types of

contributions, the married male (19.2%) was the most likely to have
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contributed in 1974 compared to the divorced male (13.6%) in 1979.

Divorced women (19.0%) were the next most likely to have given in 1974
followed by single men (17.4%). The least likely to have given in 1974 was
the single female (14.0%) and the married female (2.0%) was the least
likely to have given in 1979. The differences in the contribution levels
for the class of 1979 produced statistically significant results (p < .001)
mainly because of the high contribution level of divorced men (13.6%) and
the lower contributions of married women (2.0%4). The general trends
identified in these data include the following: divorced men and women
were more likely to have given from the class of 1979; divorced men gave at
about the same rate when comparing class years while the members of the
other categories from the class of 1974 were more likely to have made
contributions than the respective members in the class of 1979; and married
respondents tended to give more frequently than the single respondents in

both classes.

Section 2: Profile of Donor Characteristics by Sex

Giving to athletics

Tables 7 and 8 represent the donor profile for the above
characteristic based upon contributions tc the athletic program. 1In
examining the characteristic of sex, men in the class of 1574 were more
1ikely to have given as women while men in the class of 1979 were more
likely to have given than women. Similarly, the male donors from 1974 were
more likely to have given than their 1979 male counterparts. Giving for
the women in the class of 1974 versus the class of 1979 was only slightly

more frequent. The data from both the classes of 1974 and 1979 showed
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statistically significant differences (p < .001) attributed to the higher
level of contributions by men in both classes compared to a lower
contribution level for the women. One major trend was identified; men

were more likely to have contributed to the athletic program than women.

Giving to the academic program

Contributions to the academic program are shown in Tables 9 and 10.
While men from the class of 1979 were more likely to have given than women,
the pattern was reversed for the class of 1974. Women from the class of
1974 were slightly more likely to have given to the academic program than
men. Men from the class of 1974 were more likely to have given than men
from the class of 1979. Women from the class of 1974 were more likely to
have given than women from the class of 1979. Women from the class of 1979
were more likely to have given to the academic program than to athletics.
Men from the 1979 class were more 1ikely to have given to the academic
program than athletics. From the class of 1974, men were more likely to
have given to the academic program than to athletics but women were more
1ikely to have given to the academic program than to athietics. The 1979
data were statistically significant (p < .001) due to the higher
contribution level of the men (5.0%) and the lower contribution level of
the women (2.4%). Two general trends were identified; for the class of
1979, men were ﬁore likely to have contributed to the academic program; and
for the class of 1974, contributions for both men and women were almost

evenly distributed.
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Total giving

Due to the dominance of men over women in giving to athletics and the
small difference between men and women giving to the academic program, the
men were more likely to have given than women in total giving for both
class years. The data are shown in Tables 11 and 12. The men and women
from the class of 1974 were more likely to have given as their 1979
counterparts. The data for the class of 1979 were statistically
significant (p < .001) due mainly to the higher level of contributions
among men (5.6%) and the lower level of contributions among women (2.4%).
Two trends were noted in these data: first, contribution levels among men
and women from the class of 1974 were fairly evenly distributed; and
second, men from the class of 1979 were more likely to have given than

women.

Section 3: Profile of Donor Characteristics by Marital Status

Giving to athletics

Contributions to athletics as determined by the marital status of the
donors from each class are presented in Tables 13 and 14. Of the total
number of contributors representing 2.8% of the population, married persons
gave at slightly higher levels in the class of 1974 than did single
persons. Data from the class of 1979 indicated the opposite finding.
Single persons gave in slightly higher numbers than married persons. The
data were too evenly distributed to be considered statistically
significant. The only trend identified was that the donors from the class

of 1974 gave at a higher rate than the donors from the class of 1979.
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Giving to the academic program

Those individuals who chose to contribute to the academic program from
the class of 1979 reversed the trend reflected in the data from the
previous table. Married persons from the class of 1979 and the class of
1974 tended to have given with a higher frequency than single persons.
Single persons from both classes gave less than married persons.
Respondents from the class of 1974 were more likely to have given than
respondents from the class of 1979. Two factors were noted from this data:
first, in both classes, men were more 1ikely to have given than women;
second, the data were too evenly distributed to be statistically

significant. Tables 15 and 16 reflect this data.

Total giving

In examining total giving patterns, the trend was the same for total
giving as for giving to the academic program. Married persons in the class
of 1979 tended to have given in slightly larger numbers than single
persons. The percentage of married donors from the class of 1974 exceeded
that of single donors. There were also more married and single donors from
the class of 1974 than married and single donors from the class of 1979,
The results from this analysis are presented in Tables 17 and 18. Once
again, the data were too evenly distributed to reflect statistical
significance. The only conclusion which could be drawn was that more maies
gave than females and that more donors from the class of 1974 gave than

from the class of 1979.
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Section 4: Profile of Donor Characteristics by First Degree Achieved

Giving to athletics

Tables 19 and 20 represent the donor profile for the above
characteristics. In the class of 1974, of the 3,303 respondents, 2.6% gave
to athletics compared to 1.4% of the 3,527 respondents in 1979. In both
classes, those persons who graduated with a Bachelors of Science (B. S.)
degree gave in larger numbers than those who graduated with a Bachelor of
Arts (B. A.) degree. In comparing the two years, the class of 1974 donors
with a B. S. degree gave in slightly larger numbers than the 1979 donors
with a B. S. degree. The class of 1974 donors with a B. A. degree T1ikewise
gave in slightly larger numbers than 1979 donors with a B. A. degree.
However , the number of donors in the B. A. category from each class year
were too small (6 in the class of 1974 and 2 in the class of 1979) to

warrant any meaningful conclusions.

Giving to the academic program

The data shown in Tables 21 and 22 were fairly eveniy distributed.
The analysis of datz indicated that those individuals from the class of
1974 who either never received a degree or received a certificate from the
institution were more likely to have given than individuals who received
either a B. S. or B. A. degree. Those who attended but never received a
degree were the most likely to have contributed to the academic program but
the number of contributors in this category were too small to warrant the
drawing of any conclusions from these data. For the class of 1979, the
person most likely to give to the academic program was the B. S. degree

holder followed by the person with a B. A. degree. None of the individuals
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who attended but never graduated or persons who received a certificate only
were listed as donors from the class of 1979. The B. S. degree holder and
the B. A. degree holder from 1974 were more likely to have contributed to

the academic program than the same degree holders from 1979.

Total giving

The total giving figures listed by the first degree received are
listed in Tables 23 and 24. The data for total giving were similar to the
data for giving to the academic program. For the class of 1974, those who
had either attended but did not graduate or those who received a
certificate were more likely to have given than the baccalaureate degree
recipients. For the class of 1979, the B. S. degree recipients were more
likely to have given than those individuals who received a B. A. degree;
those who attended but never graduated or those who received a certificate
were not listed at all as donors. There were more B. S. degree donors from
both classes than B. A. donors. An unexplained feature of the data
remained, however, that the person who attended but did not graduate and
the person who received a certificate but not a baccalaureate degree was
the most likely to have given in the class of 1974 and the lTeast likely to
have given in the class of 1979. This may be attributable to the small
number of donors resulting in unpredictable conclusions. Only 2.6% of the
class of 1979 were listed as donors in total giving compared to 17.1% of

the class of 1974.
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Section 5: Profile of Donor Characteristics by College in Which the First
Degree Was Granted

Giving to athletics

Tables 25 and 26 reflect the data for the college in which the degree
was granted. From the class of 1979, out of 'a population of 3,217, 1.5%
were listed as donoré compared to 2.6% of the population of 3,314 from the
class of 1974. In both the class of 1974 and 1979, the person most likely
to have given to the athletic program was the graduate in Agricultural
Engineering though there was only one donor from the class of 1974 and four
from the class of 1979 followed by graduates of the College of Agriculture.
It must be noted that Iowa State University does classify Agricultural
Engineering graduates separately as does the Development Office but
typically does not regard Agricultural Engineering as a separate college.
For the purpose of this research project and because the data were coded in
this manner, Agricultural Engineering was classified separately. Both
Agricultural Engineering and Agriculture graduates from the class of 1974
were more likely to have given than the next most frequent categories of
donors, graduates from the Colleges of Sciences and Humanities and
Engineering. The least likely to have given from the class of 1974 were
the College of Education graduates. The graduate least likely to have
given from the class of 1979 was from the College of Home Economics. The
data from both classes were statistically significant (p <.001) reflecting
a higher contribution level from graduates in Agricultural Engineering
(5.0% for 1974 and 11.1% for 1979) and a lower contribution level from the
College of Education for the class of 1974 (.6%) and the College of Home
Economics for the class of 1979 (.6%).
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Giving to the academic program

In analyzing the data by college in terms of gifts to the academic
program, the data followed some of the same trends reflected in the tables
listing contributions to athletics. There were several differences,
however. The data are presented in Tables 27 and 28. For the class of
1974, the Agricultural Engineering graduates lead all of the other
categories of colleges in terms of contributions. For the class of 1979,
the Agricultural Engineering graduates were the least 1ikely to have
contributed. The most 1ikely to have contributed were the graduates from
the College of Sciences and Humanities though there were only 78 donors
from all of the colleges. The second most 1ikely contributor from both
classes were the graduates from the College of Engineering followed by
graduates from the College of Agriculture. The 1974 graduates of the
College of Engineering were more likely to have contributed than the
Engineering graduates from the class of 1979. The 1974 graduates of the
College of Agriculture were more likely to have contributed than their 1979
counterparts. The graduates from the College of Education and the Home
Economics graduates ranked fourth and fifth respectively from the class of
1979. For the class of 1974, the same colleges ranked sixth and fourth
respectively. The most striking feature of this data set remained the
Agricultural Engineering graduates who were not listed as contributors in
the class of 1979 but were regarded as the most 1ikely contributors from
the class of 1974. The differences among the data for the class of 1974
were statistically significant (p < .002) as were the differences in the
data for the class of 1979 (p < .019). This was the result primarily from

the higher contribution levels among the Agricultural Engineering graduates
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(35.0%) and the lower giving rate among Education graduates (10.6%).
Likewise, the statistical significance of the 1979 data was due mainly to
the higher contribution rate of the graduates of the College of Science and
Humanities (3.3%), the College of Engineering (3.1%), and no contributors

listed at all in the Agricultural Engineering category.

Total giving

In examining the data for total giving of the donors by college, 17.0%
of the 3,314 population of the class of 1974 had contributed compared to
2.8% of the 3,217 from the class of 1979. Specific data about this
category of donors are found in Tables 29 and 30. The donors listed under
total giving represent somewhat different colleges than donors to the
athletic program but are similar to the donors in the academic program
category. The one exception to this statement was the Agricultural
Engineering graduate who was the most likely to have given from the class
of 1974 compared to graduates from the College of Engineering who ranked as
the next most likely to have given. The least 1ikely to have contributed
continued to be graduates from the College of Education. From the class of
1979, the graduates of the College of Sciences and Humanities were the most
1ikely to have given followed by the graduates of the College of
Engineering. The Agricultural Engineering graduates were ranked as third
most likely to have given but represented only one donor. The graduates of
the College of Agriculture were fifth most 1ikely to have given. These
rankings were markedly different than the rankings for the same class year
using athletic contributions as the indicator of giving. Graduates from

the College of Home Economics were least likely to have given from the



68

class from 1979 ranking in the same place as their counterparts of the
class of 1979 who gave to athletics. A1l colleges showed higher
percentages of donors to the academic program from the class of 1974
compared to the class of 1979. The data for the class of 1974 were
statistically significant (p < .001).
Section 6: Profile of Donor Characteristics by Having Received
a Scholarship or Loan

Giving to athletics

In this category of donors, there were 2,434 respondents from the
class of 1974 and 3.3% gave to the athletic program. From the class of
1979, there were 1,632 respondents and 1.8% gave to. the athletic program.
These data are presented in Tables 31 and 32. In both class years, the
category of respondents most 1ikely to have given had received benefits
from the G. I. Bill. The second ranked category of respondents either had
not received any type of assistance or received a scholarship. For the
class year 1979, there was, however, only one recipient of the benefits of
the G. I. Bill who had given to athletics and only five from the class of
1974. The members of the category least likely to have contributed to
athletics from both class years were the respondents who had received both
a scholarship and a Toan. The next least 1ikely to have contributed were
the respondents who had received a loan only. From the class of 1974, the
recipients of the benefits of the G. I. Bill were more likely to have
contributed than the category of respondents who had received a 1oan only
and were also more likely to have contributed than the respondents who had
received both a scholarship and a loan. Similar results occurred in the

data from the class of 1979 though the relationship was more dramatic. The
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members of the category of respondents who had received the benefits of the
G. I. Bill were more likely to have contributed to athletics than the
members of the category of respondents who had received both a scholarship
and a loan and also more likely to have contributed than the members of the
category of respondents who had received a loan while in college. Those
who had received only a scholarship were more likely to have contributed
than those who had received only loans. The data from both class years
produced statistically significant results (p < .035 for 1974 and p < .011
for 1979). The strength of the statistical significance of the data was
based upon the higher contribution levels of the recipients of the G. I.
Bill (7.5% for 1974 and 16.7% for 1979) and the lower rate of contribution
among the graduates who had received both scholarships and loans (1.2% for
" both classes). Caution should be taken in inferring this finding to the
larger population, however, due to the relatively small number of donors
from each class year - only 29 donors from the class of 1979 and 81 from

the class of 1974.

Giving to the academic program

As was the case generally with other data in this project, the number
of donors who contributed to the academic program compared to athletics
were higher. The data for this characteristic are presented in Tables 33
and 34. Of the class of 1974, 19.4% of the population of 2.434 had
contributed to the academic program while 4.8% of the population of 1,632
from the class of 1979 had contributed. Once again, the members in the
category representing recipients of the G. I. Bill were most lTikely to have

contributed from the class of 1974 followed by those who had not received
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assistance from any of the programs listed and those who had received only
a scholarship. Those least 1ikely to have contributed from the class of
1974 had received a loan only and those who had received both a scholarship
and a loan. For the class of 1979, those who had received both a
scholarship and a loan were most likely to have given which reversed the
trend indicated for athletic giving. Those next most 1ikely to have given
had not received assistance from any of the programs listed which was the
same finding for the class of 1974, Those least likely to have contributed
were the respondents who had received a scholarship. For the class of
1979, there were no donors listed in the G. I. Bill category at all. The
range between the category of persons most likely to have given and the
category of persons least 1ikely to have given within the same class year
was more dramatic for the class of 1974 than the class of 1979. The data
for the class of 1974 were statistically significant (p < .002). The
significant differences in the data were mainly due to the lower
contribution level of the categories of recipients who received only a loan
while in school (14.4%) or both a scholarship and a loan (15.8%) compared
to the higher rate of contribution for those who had received the G. I.
Bi1l while in school (25.4%) and those who had received no scholarship or

Toan (22%).

Total giving

Tables 35 and 36 allow for an examination of total giving levels for
this variabie. Of the class of 1974, 21.2% actually contributed to either
the athletic program, the academic program, or both programs while the same

figure for the class of 1979 was 5.4%. The preponderance of recipients of
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the G. I. Bill in the class of 1974 in both athletic and academic program
giving resulted in that same category being the most likely to have given
in total giving. One comparison made between years indicated that the
persons least likely to have contributed from either class were the those
who had received only a loan. The second most 1ikely to have contributed
from both years were those who had not received assistance from any of the
programs listed. The members of the category of respondents who had not
received any benefits from the class of 1974 were more likely to have given
than the members in the same category from the class of 1979; those who had
received a scholarship only from the class of 1974 were more likely to have
contributed than the 1979 counterpart; respondents who had received a
scholarship and a loan were more 1ikely to have contributed than the 1979
counterpart; and, respondents who had received a loan only from the class
of 1974 were more likely to have made a contribution than the counterpart
from the class of 1974. For the class of 1974, the differences in the
contribution levels for the categories were statistically significant (p =
.001).
Section 7: Profile of Donor Characteristics by Affiliation with a Student
Organization While Enrolled

Giving to athletics

There were 1,855 respondents from the class of 1974 with 2.9% of that
population shown as donors. The 1979 data indicated 1,902 in the
population with 1.4% Tisted as donors. The specific characteristics of
those contributing to athletics are listed in Tables 37 and 38. The
category which appeared as the one in which the highest percentage of

donors appeared for both the class of 1974 and the class of 1979 was
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participation in athletics. For the class of 1974, this category contained
only slightly more donors than the next category, affiliation with the Navy
ROTC. Both categories combined accounted for six donors however of a total
of only 54. For the class of 1979, however, the members in the category,
participation in athletics, were more likely to indicate donor
characteristics than the second most 1ikely category of donors, occasional
contribution to a publication. Again, the total of both categories
represented only five donors of a total of 26 donors. The category, normal
activity in a professional organization, ranked as the third and fourth
category as being more 1likely to contribute for class years 1979 and 1974
respectively. The category, normal activity in a campus organization,
ranked fourth for the class of 1979 but was ranked as the next to least
Tikely to contribute category for the class of 1974. The only category"
ranked by both classes as representative for those least likely to
contribute was participation in the performing arts. Those who
participated in athletics in 1979 were more likely to have contributed than
those who participated in athletics from the class of 1974 though both
represented the category identified with having the greatest number of
contributors. Due to the relatively small number of donors in each class
year (26 for the class of 1979 and 54 for the class of 1974), caution

should be used in extrapolating the information to the larger population.

Giving to the academic program

The data from Tables 39 and 40 show the members who had been normally
active in a professional organization for the class of 1979 gave most

frequently compared to those who had been an occasional contributor to a
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publication as the top ranked category for the class of 1974. The second
most frequent category of donors for the two class years were reversed from
the above order. Involvement in student government was third in the top
five types of involvement for the class of 1974 while "other" ranked third
for the class of 1979. Participation in AFROTC and other participation
ranked fourth and fifth for the class of 1974 while participation in
athletics and normal activity in a campus organization ranked fourth and
fifth respectively for the class of 1979. The donor from the class of 1974
who had experienced normal activity in a professional organization was more
1ikely to have given than the class of 1979 counterpart. The occasional
contributor to a publication from the class of 1974, however, was more
likely to have contributed than the person from the same category from the
class of 1979. The total number in this category for both years was only
ten however so caution should be used in drawing any conclusions from this

data set.

Total giving

Tables 41 and 42 show 21.5% of the 1,855 respondents from the class of
1974 gave to the athletic program, to the academic program, or both. This
compared to 5.2% of the 1,902 respondents from the class of 1979. In
analyzing the top five categories for the class of 1974 and 1979 which
identified donors, the respective ranking was: normal activity in a
professional organization, occasional contribution to a publication,
participation in student government, normal activity in a campus
organization, and "other" for the class of 1974 followed by normal activity

in a professional organization, participation in athletics, occasional
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contribution to a publication, "other", and normal actfvity in a campus
organization for the class of 1979. Participation in student government
which ranked as third highest for the class of 1974 did not have any donors
in this category at all for the class of 1979. Athletic participation
which was ranked as the second category for donors most 1ikely to have
contributed from the class of 1979 was not ranked in the top five by the
class of 1974. There were no contributors listed in the Marine ROTC
category or the religion category for the class of 1979. Similarly, there
were no contributors listed in the categories of student government,
AFROTC, Army, Marine, or Navy ROTC, or religion for the class of 1979. The
class of 1974 data were statistically significant (p < .048) due to the
relatively high percentage of contributors who had seen normal activity in
a professional organization (25.7 %) and the relatively low contribution
levels of the other variables being considered. Caution should be taken in
interpretation; however, due to the small number of donors in these
categories. The total number of contributors from the class of 1979 was
only 98 with all but ten of those individuals having either had normal

activity in a professional organization or in a campus organization.

Section 8: Profile of Donor Characteristics by Wealth Rating

Giving to athletics

The wealth rating allowed the respondent to indicate which of five
categories most closely described his or her respective income level. Each
respondent indicated an income level in the respondent's state of residence
in five 20% intervals. Tables 43 and 44 present this variable across the

five categories of giving to athletics. Of 3,148 respondents to this
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survey item, only 2.9% were donors in the 1974 class compared to 1.8% of
the 3,324 respondents from the class of 1979. The data across both class
years reflected a fairly even distribution of contribution rates among all
of the categories. The data, however, for the class of 1974 showed those
who ranked themselves in the lowest 20% of income level in their state of
residence were most likely as a group to have contributed with those
ranking themselves in the highest 20% second. The respondents from the
class of 1979 who ranked in the highest 20% income level in their state of
residence and the lowest 20% income level in their state of residence
represented categories of people most likely to have been donors. There
were no statistically significant differences among the five categories of

wealth ratings.

Giving to the academic program

In examining giving to the academic program, the percentages of donors
of the total population for both years was higher than the donor
percentages for giving to athletics, which wis similar to the findings in
other analyses. Of the 1974 population of 3,148, 16.4% were donors
compared to 4.0% of the 1979 population of 3,324. The data for 1974 donors
showed that those who ranked themselves in the highest 20% income level in
their state of residence, as a group, were more likely to have contributed
than any other group. Those who ranked themselves in the lowest 20% income
Tevel were the Teast likely to have contributed to the academic program.
While these data indicated a logical trend, the data were fairly evenly
distributed. The data for 1979 did not show any particular trends. Those

most likely to have contributed ranked themselves in the middle category of



76

income earners in their state of residence. The category of respondents
least 1ikely to have contributed ranked themselves in the lowest group of
income earners in their state of residence. Tables 45 and 46 depict the

distribution of this variable.

Total giving

Tables 47 and 48 show the distribution of data for the wealth rating
variable in terms of total giving. The donor percentages for the class
of 1974 and the class of 1979 were 18.0% and 4.4% respectively. Neither
set of data was statistically significant as the data for both class years
were fairly evenly distributed. In the class of 1974, the category with
the respondents most 1ikely to have contributed ranked themselves in the
top 20% of the income earners in their state of residence. The category
reflecting respondents least likely to héve given ranked themselves in the
lTowest income category in their state of residence. Individuals in the
category, next to lowest income category, were the second most likely to
have given in total giving. For the class of 1979, respondents who ranked
themselves in the middle category of income earners were the most likely to
have given in total giving. The category of individuals least Tlikely to
have contributed was the category, lTowest 20% of income earners, followed
by the category, second 20% of income earners. The total giving category
of the wealth rating followed the athletic and academic program categories
in that there was little difference in the percentage of people from the
category most 1ikely to have given to the category least 1ikely to have

given.
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Section 9: Profile of Donor Characteristics by Affiliation with a Student
Honorary Organization

Giving to athletics

This variable was selected as a way to examine whether the various
honor societies to which a student could be appointed had any impact upon
giving. The first tables in this section, Tables 49 and 50, show the
impact of giving to athletics by the various categories of honoraries. The
five categories of honoraries included academic honoraries, active
honoraries, professional honoraries, departmental societies and
organizations, and honor societies with an emphasis on scholarship and
research. Of the 847 respondents from the class of 1974, 2.6% were donors
compared to 1.7% of the total population of 871 from the class of 1979.
Both data sets from the class of 1974 and 1979 had fairly even
distributions. The most important point about this analysis was that there
were only 22 donors from the class of 1974 and 15 donors from the class of
1979 which resulted in inconclusive evidence to suggest any trends or

significance.

Giving to the academic program

The differences in the data from the class of 1974 and 1979 produced
statistically significant results for both years (p < .001 for 1974 and p
.014 for 1979%). The significance of the data for 1974 was primarily
attributable to the higher contribution level of those who had been
involved with an active honorary and the lower contribution levels of those
who had been affiliated with a professional organization. The same was
true for the 1979 data except the category of honor society with an

emphasis on scholarship and research was added to the active honorary to
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represent the higher level of contributors. Those involved with an
academic honorary were the lowest level of contributors. The difference
between those two groups resulted primarily in the statistical significance
of the data. For the class year 1974, 23.4% of the total of 847
respondents were donors. The category representing those most 1ikely to
have given had been affiliated with an active honorary whi]g in college.
This was followed by the category of those who had been involved with a
departmental honorary while in coilege. The category representing those
Teast 1ikely to have given from the class of 1974 was the category
representing those who had been affiliated with a professional honorary.
Those in the category of active honorary respondents were more likely to
have given than those in the category of professional honorary respondents.
For the class of 1979, the respondents most likely to have given had been
invcived with an honor society emphasizing scholarship or research or an
active honorary while in college. Those least 1ikely to have given had
been affiliated with an academic honorary. In comparing the data between
class years, the active honorary respondents were the most likely to have
given from the class of 1974. The active honorary respondents tied with
the persons who had been involved with an honor society emphasizing
scholarship or research those most likely to have given from the class

of 1978. The persons who had been affiliated with an academic honorary
were the least 1ikely to have given from the class of 1979 and next to
1east 1ike1y to have given from the class of 1974. The active honorary
respondents from the class of 1974 were more likely to have contributed
than the active honorary respondents from the class of 1979. Also, the

respondents least 1ikely to have given from the class of 1979 were the
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academic honorary respondents. The 1974 academic honorary respondents were
more likely to have given than the class of 1979 counterpart even though
this category of respondents ranked as the next least 1ikely to have given
from the class of 1974. Tables 51 and 52 show the various relationships

between the categories of this variable.

Total giving

The total giving by the student honorary variable is reflected in
Tables 53 and 54. The data closely paralleled the data for giving to the
academic program. The only difference in the ranking of the various
categories by class year was in the class year 1979. The category of
respondents most 1ikely to have contributed in total giving was the
category representing those who h;d been involved in an honorary which
emphasized scholarship and research followed by the category of persons who
had been involved in an active honorary. These two categories were in the
top position in giving to the academic program. Other categories for both
class years were ranked exactly the same as they were for giving to the
academic program. Similar to the data examined in giving to the academic
program, the total giving data showed that the category of persons most
likely to have given from the class of 1974 was the active honorary
respondent. Individuals least 1ikely to have given were the professional
honorary respondents. The respondents most likely to have given from the
class of 1979 had been involved in an honorary which emphasized scholarship
or research. The respondents least 1ikely to have given were the academic
honorary respondents. The active honorary respondent from the class of

1974 was more likely to have given than the 1979 counterpart. For class
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year 1974, 24.8% of the population were donors in the total giving variable
compared to 6.0% of the population for the class year 1979. The data for
the class of 1974 were statistically significant (p < .001) mainly due to
the wide distribution between the category of respondents who had an
affiliation with an active honorary, which represented the group most
likely to have contributed (35.7%), and the category of respondents who
where least likely to have contributed, those who had an affiliation with a
professional honorary (14.1%). The distribution of the data for the class
of 1979 was not as wide as the distribution for the class of 1974. The
data were statistically significant (p < .022) however. The difference
between the category representing those most 1ikely to have contributed,
those who had an affiliation with an honor society which emphasized
scholarship and research, and the category representing those who were
Teast iikely to have contributed, the category representing those
individuals who had an affiliation with an academic honorary, contributed

to the statistical significance of this data.

Section 10: Profile of Donor Characteristics by Occupation

Giving to athletics

The data in Tables 55 and 56 reflect contributions to athletiﬁs by the
various occupations listed. The results of the 1974 data were
statistically significant (p < .001) due to the wide distribution among the
occupational categories especially between the highest level of
contributors, those respondents in 1ife science occupations (8.0%) and the
category of respondents least 1ikely to have contributed, those categorized

in miscellaneous occupations (2.0%). Of the 1,227 respondents from the
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class of 1974, 4.6% were donors compared to 1.9% of the 698 respondents
from the class of 1979. The only category of occupations which showed some
degree of consistency from 1974 to 1979 was business which ranked as the
category of respondents next to most 1ikely to have given to the athletic
program. For the class of 1974, the respondents who were most likely to
have given to athletics were the persons who had 1isted 1ife sciences as
their occupation. Those 1listing social sciences as their occupation ranked
as the most likely to have contributed for the class of 1979. Those least
1ikely to have given to athletics were the respondents who 1isted their
occupation as either in the fields of home economics or physical sciences
for 1974 and as either engineering, home economics, physical sciences, life
sciences, or mathematical sciences for the class of 1979. Those listing
business as their occupation from the class of 1974 were more likely to

have given than their 1979 counterparts.

Giving to the academic program

Contributions to the academic program by occupational categories are
presented in Tables 57 and 58. The data for the class year 1974 were
statistically significant (p < .003). Primarily, this was due to those
involved in the 1ife science occupations giving at a relatively high level
(33.0%) and those involved in the miscellaneous occupations giving at a
relatively low level (12.7%). Of the population of 1,227
respondents, 20.5%, were donors from the class of 1974 compared to 5.6% of
the 698 respondents from the class of 1979. Life science continued to rank
as the category of occupations denoting the individuals most 1ikely to have

contributed to the academic program for both classes and replaced the
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social sciences occupation as the category of respondents most 1ikely to
have contributed to athletics. Business remained as the second-ranked
category of occupations reflecting contributions for the class of 1974
while engineering was the second-ranked category of occupations denoting
contributors for the class of 1979. The percentage of 1ife science
contributors who gave in the class of 1979 (39.2%) was higher than for the
class of 1974 (33.0%) even though 1ife sciences represented the category of
occupations most 1ikely to have produced donors for both years. A finding
in the class of 1974 was that the top four categories of occupations which
were most 1ikely to have reflected actual donations were in the same order
for both giving to athletics and giving to the academic program. The order
of those categories of occupations were as follows listing those categories
which represented persons most 1ikely to have contributed first: 1life
sciences, business, mathematical sciences, and engineering. Persons
1isting business as their occupation in the class of 1974 were more likely
to have been a donor than the 1979 counterpart whose occupation was also
business. The class of 1979 respondent with a 1ife science occupation was
more 1ikely to have contributed than the engineer who was listed as the
next most 1ikely to have contributed. This represented a considerable gap
between the first and second categories for 1979 which was not apparent in
any of the other categories examined except for the total giving category

shown in the next table.

Total giving

Tables 59 and 60 show the various relationships between categories of

occupations in terms of total giving. The data set from the class of 1974



83

produced statistically significant results (p < .001). Again, this was due
to the wide distribution of data for the category of respondents most
1ikely to have contributed, the 1ife science occupation, (37.5%) compared
to the category of respondents least likely to have contributed, those
respondents in the miscellaneous fields (13.2%). The order of categories
from most Tikely to have given to least 1ikely to have given were the same
for total giving as they were for giving to the academic program and to
athletics except for the fifth ranked occupation, social science. Life
science continued to be the occupation with the most respondents having
contributed. For the class of 1979, some changes in ranking were noticed.
The 1Tife science occupation continued to be the category which produced the
greatest number of donors; however, the engineering category ranked second
for the class of 1979 rather than the business category. The 1ife science
respondent from the class of 1979 was more likely to have given than the
second most 1ikely category, engineering. The occupations least Tikely to
have produced donors from the class of 1979 were home economics,
mathematical sciences, and physical sciences compared to miscellaneous,
home economics, and physical sciences from the class of 1974. Of the total
population of 1,227 from the class of 1974, 23.3% were donors in total
giving while 6.0% of the population of 698 were donors in total giving from

the class of 1979.

Section 11: Profile of Donor Characteristics by Anticipated Salary Range

Giving to athletics

The salary range categories represent the salary the respondents

thought they would earn in their first job. The relationships between
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anticipated salary range and contributing to athletics are presented in
Tables 61 and 62 for the class years 1974 and 1979. The 1974 data was
statistically significant (p < .001). For the class year 1974, the salary
range representing the respondents most likely to have given to athletics
was the range from $25,000 to $50,000 followed by the $50,000 an above
salary range. The respondents least 1ikely to have given were those with
an anticipated salary of less than $15,000. For the class of 1979, the
respondents most 1ikeiy to have given to athletics were those with an
anticipated salary of between $15,000 or less per year followed by the
respondents with an anticipated salary between $15,000 and $25,000 per
year. Neither the $25,000 to $50,000 nor the $50,000 or above data cells
contained any donors. The $25,000 to $50,000 and $50,000 and above salary
ranges which appeared as first and second in the class of 1974 did not
appear at all in the top two contribution levels for the respondents from
the class of 1979. Donors from the class of 1974 represented 3.7% of the
total 1,471 in the population; whereas, donors from the class of 1979

represented only 2.1% of the total 575 respondents.

Giving to the academic program

In examining the salary range variable by giving to the academic
program in Tables 63 and 64, the data were found to be statistically
significant (p < .001) for the 1974 class. This was due primarily to the
wide distribution of donors between those most 1ikely to have given, those
in the $50,000 and above salary range category, and those Teast likely to
have contributed, respondents in the $15,000 and less salary range

category. The data for the class of 1974 closely resembled the data for
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giving to athletics for the same year except the categories representing
the first and second categories which most 1ikely contained donors were
reversed. For the class of 1979 the category representing those most
1ikely to have given was the category of individuals who anticipated a
salary between $25,000 and $50,000 followed by the $15,000 to $25,000
salary range category. The third category of respondents most likely to
have contributed was the category with an anticipated salary of $15,000 or
less. 1Ironically, the $50,000 and above anticipated income earner was the
least 1ikely to have contributed. Of the 1,471 from the class of 1974,

21.6% were donors compared to 7.1% of the 575 from the class of 1979.

Total giving

The data for total giving for the anticipated salary range variable
were statistically significant (p =< .00l) for the class of 1974. This was
the result of a sizable difference between the members of the anticipated
salary range category most likely to have given, the $50,000 and above
category (36.8%) and the members of the anticipated salary range category
least 1ikely to have given, the $15,000 or less category (8.1%). The
relationships between the various categories of variables are presented in
Tables 65 and 66. The order of the categories of ranges for total giving
for the class of 1974 followed the same order as the categories most 1ikely
to have given to the academic program. The top two categories of ranges
were the $50,000 and above and $25,000 to $50,000 ranges ranking first and
second respectively. The top two categories of ranges for the class of
1979 for total giving were the $25,000 to $50,000 range (first) and the

$15,000 to $25,000 range (second). The donors in terms of total giving
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represented 23.7% of the 1,471 population for the class of 1974 and 8.2% of
the 575 population for the class of 1979.

Section 12: Profile of Donor Characteristics by Place of Residence While
Enrolled

Giving to athletics

Three categories of places of residence were used to describe this
variable: off-campus, on-campus, and Greek housing. The data for the
class of 1979 were statistically significant (p < .004). This was
attributed to the differences between the donors who had lived in Greek
housing being the most 1ikely to have contributed (3.0%) and those who were
least 1ikely to have contributed, the on-campus dwellers (1.1%) or
off-campus dwellers (1.2%). The data for giving to athletics are shown in
Tables 67 and 68. The respondent who lived in Greek housing while
attending Iowa State was most 1ikely to have become a donor for both class
years compared to the other two categories. The Greek resident was more
likely to have been a donor than the category of respondents least 1ikely
to have given from the class of 1974 which represented those respondents
who had resided in off-campus housing. For the class of 1979 the Greek
resident was more likely to have contributed to athletics compared to the
on-campus resident, who was least likely to have contributed to athletics.
Of the total population of 3,051 respondents, 3.0% were donors from the
class of 1974 compared to 1.5% of the total population of 3,057 from the
class of 19789.
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Giving to the academic program

For the class of 1974, the order of the categories most 1ikely toc have
given to least 1ikely to have given were the same as giving to athletics.
The category representing those who had resided in Greek housing was first,
the on-campus resident was second and off-campus resident was third. For
the class of 1979, however, the category of respondents most likely to have
given was the off-campus resident followed by the Greek resident and the
on-campus resident. For the class of 1979, the category representing
off-campus residents was more likely to have given to the academic program
than to have given to athletics. The on-campus resident was more likely to
have given to the academic program than to athletics. The Greek resident
from the class of 1979 was slightly more 1ikely to have given to the
academic program than athletics. For the class of 1974, the Greek resident
was more likely to have given to the academic program than the athletic
program; the on-campus resident was more likely to have given to the
academic program than athletics; and, the off-campus resident was more
Tikely to have given to the academic program than to athletics. The Greek
resident from the class of 1974 was more likely to have given to the
academic program compared to 1979 Greek resident while the on-campus
resident from 1974 was more likely to have given than the 1979 on-campus
resident. The figures for the off-campus resident for 1974 showed this
person to be more likely to have contributed to the academic program than
the 1979 off-campus resident. Of the 3,051 population from the class of
1974, 16.8% were donors compared to 4.1% of the class of 1979. Tables 69

and 70 present the data described above.
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Total giving

The total giving by place of residence while attending Iowa State is
reflected in Tables 71 and 72. For the class of 1974, those most likely to
have given were the residents who had 1ived in Greek housing followed by
the on-campus resident and then the off-campus resident. For the 1979
class, those most 1ikely to have given in total giving had 1ived off-campus
followed by the Greek resident and then the on-campus resident. The Greek
resident from the class of 1974 was more likely to have given than the same
1979 category. The on-campus resident from the class of 1974 was more
likely to have given than the respondent who had 1ived on-campus from the
class of 1979. The off-campus resident from the class of 1974 was more
1ikely to have contributed in total giving compared to the 1979 off-campus
resident. Of the total 3,051 respondents for the class of 1974, 18.5% were
donors. This compared to 4.5% of the population of 3,057 from the class of

1979
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The information presented in this chapter summarizes the findings of
the study, relates the summary to the literature review, and recommends
future studies on the topic. The results of the study are mixed; and, as a
result, the investigator chose to describe the findings rather than make

inferences to the entire population.

Summary

As mentioned earlier in this paper, there were obvious limitations to
the study. Only two class years were studied which may not be
representative of the entire population of donors and non-donors.
Undergraduates were studied which may not be representative of the entire
student nopulation studied in the two classes. Students enrolled in the
College of Veterinary Medicine and graduate students were eliminated from
the study due to insignificant numbers in these categories. This decision
may have biased the results of the study. Only former students who had
completed the questionnaire given to them at the time of their graduation
were studied which may not be representative of the entire population.
Only Iowa State University students were included in the study which may
not be representative_of donors and non-donors from other institutions.
Finally, caution should be used in interpreting the chi-square of some of
the tables due to the small number of donors.

Nevertheless, the statistical treatment of the data yielded
statistically significant results in some cases and provided only

informative data in other instances. One overall observation based upon
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the data was that more alumni contributed from the class of 1974 than the
class of 1979. This was probably due to the graduates from the class of
1974 having been out of school longer and probably earning more money than
their 1979 colleagues. In addition, the alumni of the class of 1974 would
have had more opportunity to contribute due to more contacts with the
Alumni Association. Also, because of higher salaries, the 1974 graduates
may have had more discretionary income. The contribution Tevels varied
from characteristic to characteristic but with all variables considered, an
average of 13.6% of the population from the class of 1974 contributed to
the University compared to 3.61% from the class of 1978.

A second overall observation was more alumni gave to the academic
program than to the athletic program. The total giving category was
determined simply by adding the other categories together. Nevertheless,
giving to the academic program seemed to be more popular among donors than
giving to athletics.

There may be several reasons for this trend. The donors to the
athletic program may have viewed their donation as enhancing the visibility
of the institution and regarded their contribution as increasing the
likelihood of obtaining better services at athletic events. The donors to
the academic programs may have viewed their contributions as supporting the
University's teaching, research, and service missions which has a broader
appeal than the appeal of athletics.

Although the contribution levels were different from variable to
variable, the average percentage of donors in each category of giving was:
3.05% of the population from the class of 1974 gave to the athletic program

compared to 1.58% from the class of 1979; 18.14% of the population from the
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class of 1974 gave to the academic program from the class of 1974 compared
to 4.40% of the population from the class of 1979; and 19.8% of the
population from the class of 1974 gave in total giving compared to 4.86% of
the population from the class of 1979.

A third overall impression was that of the 12 characteristics analyzed
by the three different giving types for the two classes studied - 72
comparisons in all between the characteristics, the years, and the giving
types - 29 of the 72 differences in donor characteristics and non-donor
characteristics produced statistically significant results or over 40% of
the characteristics analyzed were statistically significant. Summary
statements for the twelve characteristics follow. They are:

1. Sex and marital status were related to giving to athletics for
both class years. Married and single men gave at significantly
higher levels than any other combinations of sex and marital
status. Sex and marital status were related to giving to the
academic program for the class of 1979, with divorced men and
women giving at significantly higher levels than any other
category. Likewise, sex and marital status were also related to
total giving for the class of 1979 with divorced men and women
giving at higher levels than the other categories. This variable
was not treated in any of the other literature so the findings
are not supported or refuted by other studies.

2. Sex was related to giving to athletics for both class years. Men
gave at higher levels than women. Sex was also related to giving
to the academic program and in total giving with men giving at
higher levels than women. Several of the studies reviewed
earlier dealt with the variable, sex. Morris (1970), Blumenfeld
and Sartain (1974), Kelley (1979), and Hunter (1968) examined
this variable and found that donor status was related to sex.
Kelley found that sex was a weak discriminator between donors but
recognized that males were more likely to give than females.
Hunter discovered in his study that all of the contributors he
studied who had given more than $1 million were male.

3. Marital status was not related to giving to the athletic program,
the academic program, or to total giving for either class year.
Hunter (1968) was the only researcher who dealt directly with
marital status and he found that most of the large donors he
studied were married. Other researchers studied characteristics
which dealt indirectly with marital status but instead described
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their findings in terms of number of dependents, number of
dependents who were college age, etc.

The characteristic, first degree achieved, was not related to
giving for either class year upon any of the levels of
contribution. While few of the earlier studies reviewed dealt
directly with this variable as the investigator defined it,
several studies indicated that donors were more 1ikely to have
graduated from the particular institution studied than
non-donors. Morris' (1970) research indicated that donors tended
to have at least one degree from the institution to which they
were contributing; Carruthers (1973) identified graduates as more
1ikely to contribute; Blumenfeld and Sartain (1974), as well as
Andrews (1953) found similar results and Gardner (1975) found
that those students who had attended at least four years were
more 1ikely to be a donor than the student who had attended less
than that time or who had not graduated.

The college in which the first degree was achieved was related to
contributions to athletics for both class years. Students who
had been enrolled in agricultural engineering or agriculture gave
at significantly higher levels than graduates from other
colleges. Similarly, the college variable was related to
contributions to the academic program for both class years. The
data showed that the agricultural engineers and engineers gave at
higher levels than the other categories for the class of 1974
while the graduates from the College of Sciences and Humanities
and the College of Engineering gave at higher levels for the
class of 1979. The total giving data also was related to the
college for the class of 1974. Again, the agricultural
engineers, and the graduates from the Colleges of Engineering and
Agriculture gave at higher leveis than the graduates from the
other colleges.

According to the research of Carruthers(1973), Blumenfeld and
Sartain (1974), and McKee (1975), the particular college in which
the student graduated was an important factor in giving.
Carruthers (1973) found that graduates in the fields of
agriculture, business administration, and engineering were the
most 1ikely to contribute; Blumenfeld and Sartain (1974)
discovered that business school graduates and economics majors
were the most 1ikely to become donors; and McKee (1975) found
that the type of degree earned affected participation in alumni
activities and support of the institution.

Whether the student had received a scholarship and/or a loan was
related to contributions to athletics for both class years. The
recipient of the G. I. Bi1l was far more likely to be a
contributor than other categories of recipients. There were also
significant differences for the class of 1974 when analyzing
contributions to the academic program. The G. I. Bill recipient,
the person who had not received any benefits, and the scholarship
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recipient more frequently contributed than the other categories
of recipients. The class of 1974 data for total giving also
showed that recipients of the G. I. Bill, those who had not
received any benefits, and the scholarship recipient gave more
frequently than the others. The only researcher who indirectly
studied the characteristic of whether donors were more 1ikely to
have received some form of financial aid was Morris (1970). His
findings indicated that donors were more 1ikely to have served in
the military and probably were recipients of the G. I. Bill.

The only relationship between giving and student organization
affiliation was for the class of 1974 in total giving. Those
students who had characterized their involvement as "normal
activity in a professional organization", "occasional
contribution to a publication®, "involved with student
government", or "normal activity in a campus organization" gave
at higher levels than others who had been involved in a variety
of other campus organizations.

Morris (1970), Gardner (1975), and Blakely (1975) studied the
importance of having been involved in a student organization
related to becoming a contributor to a particular institution.
Morris found that donors were more likely to have been involved
in campus activities and to have held more offices than
non-donors. Gardner discovered that donors tended to be involved
more in student activities than non-donors. Blakely found that
those students who had been involved in student organizations
were more likely to give than those students who had not been as
active in student organizations.

Wealth rating was not related to contributions to any level of
giving for either class year. Kelley was the only researcher who
indirectly dealt with the wealth rating of the individual as this
study defined it. She indicated that donors were more likely to
view themselves as successful than non-donors.

Affiliation with a student honcrary organization for both class
years was related to giving to the academic program and total
giving. For the class of 1974, the person who had been involved
in an active honorary was most 1ikely to contribute to the
academic program. For the class of 1979, the person who had been
involved in an active honorary or one which emphasized
scholarship and research was the most 1ikely to give to the
academic program. These categories were also the same for total
giving for both class years except for the class of 1979 in which
the most 1ikely to contribute was the person who had been
involved with an honor society which emphasized scholarship and
research followed by the person who had been involved with an
active honorary organization.

Morris' (1970) and Blakely's (1975) research supported these
findings. They found that affiliation with a student honorary
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was very important in identifying donors. Morris was more
specific about which honorary was important and further indicated
that the individual who was a member of a social and honorary
fraternity or sorority was more likely to give than the
individual who did not have this affiliation.

Occupation was related to giving to the athletic program, the
academic program, and total giving for the class of 1974. The
respondents listing their anticipated occupations as being in the
1ife sciences, business, mathematical sciences, or engineering
fields gave at higher levels than the other occupational
categories. The relationship between occupation and being a
donor was described in the Morris (1970), McKee (1975), and
Hunter (1968) studies. Hunter found that the occupations of the
large donors he studied were mixed; McKee found that individuals
who had educationally related occupations were more likely to
contribute than those in other occupations; and, Morris' research
showed that there was 1ittle difference in occupation among the
donors and the non-donors.

The anticipated salary range data were related to identifying
contributors to the athletic, academic program and total giving
for the class of 1974. The person who 1isted a salary range of
$50,000 or more was most likely to contribute in terms of total
giving to the academic program. The $25,000 to $50,000 range
produced the people most likely to have contributed in the
athletic giving category. Several researchers dealt with the
question of salary range related to actual contributions.

Andrews (1953) indicated that large gifts do not necessarily come
from the wealthy; Hunter (1968) suggested similar findings but by
most standards all of his subjects would be regarded as wealthy.

"Gardner (1975) found Tittle difference between income levels of

donors and non-donors. Blakely (1975) suggested that there was a
relationship between giving and contribution levels and Kelley's
(1979) research definitely demonstrated that the higher the
income level the more likely the person was to give.

Place of residence while in college was not related to
contribution types for either class year except for contributions
to athletics for the class of 1979. For that category, place of
residence was statistically significant. The student who had
lived in Greek housing was more likely to contribute to athletics
than the person who had 1ived either off-campus or on-campus.

The only researcher who dealt with place of residence while in
college was Morris (1970). He found that there was no difference
in contribution levels based upon place of residence while in
attendance.
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Recommendations

Development offices gather information on alumni for a variety of
purposes. In some instances the purpose is to add information to their
data base for future use in recognizing alumni accomplishments and
providing services back to alumni. At other times, the purpose is to
conduct research on contributing and non-contributing alumni to determine
motives and characteristics of those who decide to become donors to the
institution. The recommendations pertain to the latter purpose.

First, more statistical research needs to be conducted on this topic.
One way to begin additional research would be to apply the research model
used in this project to other class years. This would be helpful in
determining whether the conclusions reached in this study apply to more
than the class years of 1974 and 1979 and could be used in making some
inferences to the larger population of alumni. A follow-up survey tailored
after the one administered at graduation would also allow for the
comparison of data gathered on individuals five and ten years later. The
same statistical treatment could be applied and the results compared to
determine if the findings from this study were similar.

Second, from a statistical perspective, the marital status, wealth
rating, and type of first degree variables added very little insight into
what constituted a donor. These variables could potentially be removed
from the next research model. Further, the place of residence while in
college was statistically significant in only one of the six analyses.
Similarly, the variable, anticipated salary range, was statistically
significant in only two analyses. Consideration should be given to

eliminating these variables from future studies. The variable, anticipated
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occupation, was statistically significant in three of six analyses. The
sex and marital status, sex, college, honor society, and scholarship
variables were statistically significant in at least four of the six
analyses studied for the two years. The variable with the most
statistically significant analyses was the one representing the college in
which the first degree was achieved. Five of the six analyses were
statistically significant indicating this variable was particularly
important in showing characteristics of donors. Using the above rationale,
the next research project could consider only six variables. If so, the
investigator suggests that the organizational affiliation variable be added
to the hypotheses. Although this variable was not a strong indicator in
this research project, other research indicates that it can be.

Third, it is important to know which donors tend to give to athletics
versus the academic program. The unique donor characteristics need to be
taken into account in solicitation. It may be possible to solicit these
individuals in a different manner and result in a more effective campaign.

Fourth, the survey instrument needs to be reviewed to ensure that the
information gathered is readily adaptable for research purposes. The data
gathered from the instrument should also be coded numerically for ease in
data treatment. Finally, it would be helpful to conduct the same survey
one year after the respondent graduated as well as at the time of
graduation. Some of the questions on the survey ask the respondent to
answer questions which may not be known at the time of completion of the
form. For example, the respondent may not yet be employed or have any idea
as to the amount of salary possible. If another survey was conducted one

year after graduation, then some of the informaticn gathered at the time of
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graduation could be compared to the information gathered one year later.
This would also add to the data base for each respondent and could provide
the completeness of data necessary to begin to conduct regression analyses
for the purpose of predicting contributions.

Finally, efforts need to be made to promote on-going, thorough,
research which utilizes statistical treatment. This research could
ultimately allow the Development Office to predict alumni contributions so
solicitation efforts could be more focused resulting in more efficient,
cost-effective fund-raising campaigns. With the inclusion of more
statistically based prospect research in the Development Office management
plan, more funds potentially could be raised with less administrative
overhead. Hopefully, with the addition of the results of this research
project and the incorporation of the above suggestions, this goal will be

achieved.
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APPENDIX A. SURVEY INSTRUMENT



IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY
ALUMNI QUESTIONNAIRE

(Please Print or Type)

. Where dig you last live while attending ISU? (Name
specific house. fraternity. Pammel Court, off-campus,
etc.)

. Were you a scholarship or loan recipient while attend-
ing ISU? (Check as many as apply)

Scholarship
2 Loan
3 Both
1 G.1. Bill
g None

. What is your birthdate?
Where is your place of birth?

. What is your marital status?
Singte Male

2 — Married Male
Single Female
Marned Female
Divorcea Male
Oivorced Female
Widower

Widow

Separated Male
Separated Female

o

~

3
9
Q

. What are your spouse’s first and middie names?

<

. What is your spouse’s last name (if different from
yours)?

e gt s e o ot St o m o e mam amre e i
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All data existing in or ongiiating from the lowa
State Umiversity Alumm Association shall be con-
sidered confidential ang shall Se used onty for of-
ficial Umiversity and Alummn Association relatec
activities. Under no circumstances shouig sucn
data be uysed for commercial or palitical
purpases.

... .lowa State University Alumni Associatien
Boara of Directors

7. What is your home telephone number? (Include area
code)

x

8. Print any correctian in name and address if Gifferent
from the iabel used on this form. (Incluce zip coae)

8. Would you prefer to receive your University mail at
your home or business address?

Home
Business

1
2

10. What are your children’s names and when are their
birthdates? (List youngest to oldest)
Sirincate
.montn & vear
First Last (it marrieg) 23 5978

v

11. Cid you raceive any honors while attenaing 1SU? (List
haonor or organizatcn)

O e o et e e i e AT s me e o . i § i~ e et s s PUS I RIS



106

12. Do you currently hoid 2 valid teacher’s certificate?
Yes
2 No
13. What i1s yaur business telephone number? (Include
area code)
LY
14. What is your business address?
Street City
X
State Zip coce
15. What is the name of your current employer?
K
16. If na employer. are you:
Retired
2 Self Employed
3 Unemployed
n A Homemaker
17. What is your occupationaf title?
LS
18. What kind of work do you do: that is, what are your
main duties on the job?
X
19. What type of business or industry is this; that is, what
product is made or what service is provided?
I
20. How waouid you rate the effectiveness of your ISU
education in preparing vou for this ocgupation?
1 Excellent
2 Good
3 Adequate
a Poor
21. What was your total income from alt sources last year,

{including your spouse's income if you were mar-
ried)?

Less than $5,000
$5.000-57.500
$7.500-510.000
$10.000-812.500
$12.500-815.000

th b WwoN

6 $15.000-$25.000
7 $25.000-350.000

8 $50.000-5100.000
More than $100.000

9

22. Wouid you say that your degree of icentity with iowa

24.

Stateis. . .

1 Strong

2 Moderate

3 Weak

4 Non-existent

. What degrees have you recewved from insututions

other than iSU? (List type of degree. e.g. BS. MS. etc..
year received, major and institution)

Da you feel more strongly identified with some other
institutions of higher learning than ISU?

Yes If yes. which one ang why?
No

1
2

25.

Through what means would you like 10 maintain an af-
filiation with lowa State? (Check as many as may te
appropriate) ,

Attendance at seminars. workshops and
short courses for alumni

2 Attendance at cultural events at lowa Stats
Center or eisewhere on campus
Participation in fareign tours sponsored Sy
the ISU Alumni Association

Communication with anoropriate officas on,
campus concerning professional slacement
opportunities

Judging Veishea parace floats

Judging Homecoming decoralions
involvement with high schootl stucents in-
terested in I1SU

Assisting lowa State cpaches in recruiting
tap men ang women student athlees
Representing ISU at inaugurals of coilegs
presidents

Representing ISU at college cays at your
local high schooi

Representing ISU at memorial services of
prominent alumn:

1

4




26.

27.

28.

167

(R}

Serving as a class agent for the iSU

Achievement Fund

Participation i tacal alumni club activities

Participation in the Parent's Association

Acceptance of responsibilites with your

University class

Acceptance of officer or commttee mem-

bership responsibilities with:

1SU Achievement Fund Board of Trustees

Alumni Association Board of Directors

| —— ISU Foundation Board of Governors

Local Alumniciub

Athletic Council

Cyclone Club

Memorial Union Board of Directors

Parents’ Assaciation Board of Directors

Attendance at ISU athletic events

Telephoning other alumni in your com-

munity to ask for contributions to ISU's an-

nual giving program

R Hosting an alumm related activity in your
home

s Assisting in verifying addresses and
tetephone numbers of alumni in your area.

T Assisting Jowa State by contacting
legislators in your area regarding University
needs

u —— Participation in the “extern program’* by af-

fording an ISU student the opportunity to

waork with you in your profession for one
week and hosting him/her in your home

Participation in the “Alumni Family Vaca-
tion Camp’™” by spending a 4-day vacation
on or near campus with other alurmni

wom g

G

]

2z x ¢

o]

R

<

Have you attended an alummi ciub meeting in your
area within the past two years?

1 Yes
2 No

Would you attend alumni club mestings if they were
available in your area?

1 Yes
2 No

Do you fee! that-you have benefited from your coilege
education enough to have justified your investment in
time and money?

Yes. definitely
Yes. probably
Not sure

No, praobably not
No. definitely not

28.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

If you had it to do over again. would you. . .
Attend [owa State

Attend some other college or university
Not attend college

Not sure

1
2
3
4

What do you feel is the mast important purpose of a
college education? (Check only one)

To promote individual. personal develop-
ment

To prepare ane for an occupation or caresr
To make a better citizen

To develop probiem salving capanilities

To provide exposure to a variety of ideas
and opinions

6 . Other (Specify)

1

4

Did any of the following attend lowa State? (Check as
many as apply)

Either of your parents

Any of your grangdparents

Brothers or sisters

Your spouse

Any other relative of yours (other than
children)

1

Check if you have any children who have attended or
are now attending a college or university? (Check as
many as apply) )

lowa State University

State University of lowa

Private college or university in lowa
Qut-of-state public college or university
Qut-of-state private college or umversity
University of Northern lowa

Twao-year college in lowa

N O oWn s W N -

Would you encourage a child of yours (cr some cther
young persan) to attend lowa State?

Yes

No

Not sure

1
2
3

How do you feel the general public rates !owa State
academically?

Qutstanding
Excellent
Above average
Average
Below average
Poor
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36.

37.
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Aside from business ang farmily. what are the areas of
your greatest interest or involvement at the present
time? (Check as many as apply)

Art/Literature
Politics
Sports

o Education
Service Clubs
Church
Music

Saocial Clubs
Qther

Have you visiteg the lowa State University campus
since you were a reguiariy enrolleg student?

Yes. within the fast two years

Yes. ionger than two years ago

:No

Do you visit the lowa State University campus fairly
regularly? (If yes. check as many as are appropriate)
To attend extension classes

b

NOOr W

W

1

2

3

F: Ta attend cultural events
3 Tao attend alumni reunions
X Ta atteng athietic events
5 To attend Homecaoming

6 QOther (Specify)

38.

Which of the following subjects, when featured in the
news stories about lowa State in The lowa Stater are
most likely to attract your attention? (Check as many
asapply)

1
2
3

<

Athletic Events
Cultural Events
Research Projects
Academic Programs
Financial Matters

Student Activities

Alumni Activities

3 Faculty Appointments

9 Higher Education in General
0 ——.— Other ({Specify)

3
8

39. Which of the following programs do you feel the lowa
State Alumni Association should be sponsonng?
{Check as many as apply)

1 Reunions-

2 Alumni Clubs

3 Group Insurance

s Honors and Awards
s Travei/Charters

6 ——— Cultural Activities

7 - Continuing Education
8

9

-0

A

8

Athietic Assistance

— Retirement Community
Recreational Activities
Legislative Relations
Merchandizing ISU Relateg
blankets. pennants, et¢.)
QOther (Specify) x

ftems {i.e.

40. If you were asked to give some time to assist lowa
State in some way, do you think you woutd e likely t0

doso?

i Yes. definitely

2 Yes. probably

3 No. probably not
4 No. definitely not
5 Not sure

"41. Do you feel it is important for alumni of a puolic uni-

versity such as lowa State to support therr alma mater
financially?

Yes

No

42. Have you contributed to any eduycational institutions
other than lawa State?
1 Yes
2 No

43. Comments?

i
2
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APPENDIX B. HICKMAN STUDY
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results and are not for distribution or publication.
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Table 1. Alumni category of respondents.

Category Number Percent
Graduated frem ISU 40,692 83.5
Attended ISU, did not graduate TéS 1.6
Alumni born in a foreign country 375 0.8
Alumni married to an alumni 6,892 1b,1

Total A 48,724  100.0
Table 2. 3ex and marital status of respondents.

Status Number Percent
Single male 3,936 8.1
Married male 26,797 55.0
Single female 2,799 5.7
Married female 12,121 24.9
Divorced male 815 1.7
Divorced female 653 1.3
Widower kiz 0.8
Widow 912 1.9
Other codes (0,9) 279 0.6

100.0

Total 48,724
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Table 3. Age of respondents.

Age category Number Percent
Less than 25 } 3,706 ' 10.0
25 thru 3b 13,769 37.0
35 thru L& 7,179 19.5
Ls thru sS4 5,253 4.1
55 thru 6L 3,852 ) 10.4
65 thru T4 A 2,187 5.9
75 and older 1,234 3.3
Total¥* 37,180 100.0

#11,423 respondents (25.4 percent) did not indicate date
of birth; 121 respondents (0.2 percent) had errors in
date of birth.

Table 4. Family income of respondents.

Income range Number Percent
Balow 35,000 ‘ 1,516 3.4
45,000 to $7,900 1,248 2.8
%7,500 to 410,000 1,568 L.L
410,000 to 312,500 2,55 5.7
$12,500 to $15,000 3,382 7.6
$15,000 to 325,000 12,504 28.1
825,000 to 350,000 17,191 38.8
$50,000 to $100,000 3,495 7.9
Over $100,000 _ Sk 1.3

. Total%* LL L5 100.0

#4270 respondents (8.8 percent) did not indicate
income.
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Table S. "How would you rate the effectiveness of your

ISU education in preparing you for this

occupation?”
Response Number Percent
Excellent 17,123 39.5
Good 19,137 L. 2
Adequate S, T4 15.2
Poor 1,360 3.1
Trtal® L3 32 100.0
*5,400 alumni (1l.1l) percent did not respond.
Table 4. "Would you say that your degree of identity
with Iowa State is ..."

Response Number Percent
Strong 16,311 34.1
Moderate 21,190 Ly .3
Weak 8,577 17.9
Non-existent 1,792 3.7

Total¥* 47,870 100.0

*854 alumni (1.8 percent) did not respond.
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Table 7. 'Do you fecel more strongly identified with
some other institutions of higher learning

than Isy?”
Response . Number Percent
Yes 6,456 13.5
No 41,356 ; 86.5
Total* 47,852 100.0

#5872 alumni (1.8 percent) did not respond.
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Table 8. "Through what means would you like to maintain an affiliation

with Iowa State?”

Response Number Percent

Attendance at seminars and short course for alumni 12, 7% 6.3
Attendance at cultural events at ISU - 16,165 33,2
Participation in f{oreign tours sponscred by ISU

Alumni Association 7,172 .7
Communication with appropriate offices on campus

concerning professional placement 7,654 5.7
Judging Veisnea parade floats 1,3G5 2.7
Judging Homecoming decorations 85 1.8
Involvement with high school students £,163 12.7
Assisting ISU coaches in recruiting 2,70 5.5
Representing ISU at inangurals 1,47 3.0
Representing ISU at college days at high school L,1kT 8.5
Representing ISU at memorial services T3 1.5
Serving as a class agent for ISU Achievement Fund L66 1.0
Participation in local alumni club 8,761 18.0
Participation in the Parent's Association 379 0.8
Acceptance of responsibilities with your University

class . ) 1,291 2.7
Serving on ISU Achievement Fund Board 1,106 2.3
Serving on Alumni Association Board 1,288 2.6
Serving on ISU Foundation Board 1,005 2.1
Serving on local Alumni club 3,557 T3
Serving on the Athletic club 1,187 2.b
Serving on theCyclone club 1,6u6 3.k
Serving on the Memorial Union Board 625 1.3
Serving on Parents’' Asscciation Board 37 0.3
Attendance at ISU athletic events 15,358 1.5
Telephoning other alumni for contributions 690 1.4
Hosting en alumni activity in your home 2,221 4.6
Assisting in verifying addresses of alumni 4,566 9.4
Assisting by contacting legislators regarding needs 1,802 3.7
Participation in the "extern program. L,07h 8.4
Participation in the "Alumni Family Vacation Camp” 1,251 2.7
Did not indicate any means 15,647 32.1




116

Table 9. "Have you attended an alumni club meeting in
your area within the past two years?”

Response Number Percent

Yes 4,355 9.1

No 43,523 90.9
Total* k7,878 102.0

*84 alumni (1.7 percent) did not respond.

Table. 10. "Would you attend alumni club meetings if
they were available in your area?”

Response Number Percent

Yes 19,689 50.7

No 19,129 49.3
Total* 38,818 100.0

*9,306 alumni (20.3 percent; did not respond.
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Table 11. "Do you feel that you have benefited frem

your college education enough to have

Justified your investment in time and money?”

Response Number Percent
Yes, definitely 35,857 .9
Yes, probably 8,472 17.7
Not sure 2,596 S5.L
No, probably not 725 1.5
No, definitely not 226 0.5

Total* 47,876 100.0

#8435 alumni (1.7 percent) di

Table 12. "If you had it to do over again, would

"

d not respond.

you ...
Response Number Percent
Attend Iowa State 39,508 82.5
Attend some other c¢ollege or
university 2,690 5.6
Not attend college 278 0.6
Not sure 5,398 11.3
Total* L7,87h 100.0

*850 alumni (1.7 parcent) did not respond.

- e e e -
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Table 13. "What do you feel is the most important
purpose of a college education?”

Response

Number Percent

To promote individual, personal
development

To prepare one for an occupation
or career

To make a better citizen

To develop problem solving capa-
bilities

To provide exposure to a variety
of ideas and opinions

QOther

Total*

12,705 42.8

16,491 35.8

609 1.3
k,355 9.4
3,661 7.9
1,27 2.8

L6,097 100.0

#2 A27 alumni (5.4 percent) did not respond.
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Table 14. "Did any of the following attend Iowa State?"

Relative Number Percent
Either parent ) 6,493 13.3
Any grandparent .1,198 2.5
Brothers or sisters 16,389 33.6
Spouse : 15,282 31.%
Other relatives (other than children) 14,936 30.7

- e wm e @ e @ ® @ ® W W ®m W W @ @ @ @ . o ® W w w® w ® =@ e -

At least one relative other than
children : 31,783 €5.2

%o relatives other than children 16,541 3L.8

Table 15. Alumni who have children who have attended or
are now attending a college or university.

Institution Number Percent

Isu 5,293 10.9
State University of Iowa 1,790 3.7
Private collegn or university in Iowa 1,660 3.4
Out-of-state public college or

university 8,809 18.1
OQut-of'-state private college or

university - L 169 8.6
University of Northern Iowa 633 1.3
Two-year college in Iowa €06 1.2
At least one of the above checked 15,066 30.9

None of the above checked : 33,658 9.1
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Table 16. "Would you encourage a child of yours (or some
other young person) to attend Iowa State?”

Response Number Percent -
Yes 39,452 - 82.4
No 1,268 2.7
Not sure _ 7,149 ‘ 4.9
Total* 47,869 100.0

#*855 alumi (1.8 percent) did not respond.

Table 17. "How do you feel the general public rates Iowa
State academically?”

Response Number Percent
Outstanding 12,002 25.8
Excellent 2k ko5 52.6
Above average 8,765 18.8
Average . 1,232 2.6
Below average L2 0.1
Poor 17 0.1

Total¥ - 46,483 © 100.0

*2,241 alumni (4.6 percent) did not respend.
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Table 18. "Aside from business and family, what are the
areas of your greatest interest or involvement
at the present time?"

Area - Number ‘ Percent
Art/Literature : 10,062 . 2.7
Politics 6,487 13.3
Sports 21,19 L34
Education 11,913 ak.s5
Service Clubs 7,500 15.4
Church 19,347 39.7
Music 7,332 15.1
Social Clubs 5,780 11.9
Other 7,175 k.7
At least one area checked 4L, 218 0.8
No area checked 4,506 9.2

Table 19. "Do yom wvisit the Iowa State University campus
fairly regularly?"

Response Number Percent
To attend extension classes 3,266 6.7
To attend cultural events 6,864 1%%.1
To attend alumi reunions 2,385 4.9
To attend athletic events 11,099 22.8
To attend Homecoming 5,208 10.7
Other 8,634 7.7
At least one response checked 20,962 . k3.0

No response checked 27,762 : 57.0
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Table 20. "Have you visited the Iowa State University
campus since you were a regularly enrociled

student?”

Response Number Percent
Yes, within the last two years 6,233 55.7
Yes, longer than two years ago 15,963 33.9
No 5,157 11.0

.

Other codes (4,5,7,9) Lo 0.l

Total checking at least
one response¥* 47,087 100.0

*1,637 alumni (3.5 percent) did not respond; percents 4o not
add to 100 since mulitiple responses were made,

Table 21. "Which of the following subjects, when featured
in the news stories about Iowa State in The
Iowa Stater are most likely to attract your

a.i:*t:enjt:icn?’I
Subject Number Percent
Athletic Events 24,595 0.5
Cultural Events 23,320 L7.9
Research Projects 26,161 53.7
Academic Programs 19,595 Lo.2
Financial Matters 6,845 k.1
Student Activities 1k,015 30.6
Alummi Activities 18,393 37.8
Faculty Appointments 9,526 19.6
Higher Education in General 12,208 25.1
Other 1,837 3.8
At least one subject checked ki 827 2.0

No subjects checked 3,897 8.0
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Table 22. “Which of the following programs do you feel
the Iowa State Alumni Association should be

sponsoring?”

Program Number Percent*
Reunions 17,693 L.k
Alumni Clubs 18,861 50.5
Group Insurance 3,267 8.8
Honors and Awards 12,947 34,7
Travel/Charters 14,402 38.6
Cultural Activities 15,923 L2.6
Continuing Education 25,337 62.5
Atnletic Assistance 9,Thl 26.1
Retirement Coomunity 5,719 15.3
Recreatiocnal Activities 5,978 16.0
Legislative Relations . 13,258 35.5
Merchandizing ISU Related Items 6,397 17.1
Other 518 1.1

Total checking at least
one response 37,355 100.0

*Percents do not add to 100 since muitiple responses

were made.
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Table 23. "If you were asked to give some time to assist
Iowa State in scme way, do you think you would

be likely to do so?"

Resoonse Number Percent
Yes, definitely 2,539 5.3
Yes, probably 17,002 35.5
No, probably not 15,0351 27.2
No, definitely not : 2,2%6 4.8
Not sure ‘ 13,002 27.2

Total¥* L7.870 100.0

*854 alumni (1.8 percent) did not respond.

Table 2it. "Do you feel it is important for alumni of a
public university such as Iowa Sta.ta to support-

their alma mater financially?"

Response Number Percent
Yes - 30,272 T72.5
No 11,492 27.5
Total* k1,764 100.0

*0,900 alumni (14.3 percent) did not respond.
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Table 25. "Have you contributed to any educational
institutions other than Iowa State?"

Response Nugyef Percent
Yes 14,070 30.4
No 32,166 | 69.6

Total* 46,236 : 100.0

¥2,555 alumni (5.1 percent) did not respond.
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Octobder 2, 16380

Iowa State University Alumni Survey

Analysis of Financial Contributions for a Sanmple of Respondents

I. Introducticn

From the 48,724 alumni who completed the questionnaire in 1975, =2 sample
of 1218 (2.5% of the respondents) was selected for study of patferns of
financial contributions. For these sample respondents, in addition to data
on financial contribution;, data were obtained on such yariables as sex and
marital status, location of residence, salary range, degrees held., colleyge
in which the highest degree was obtained from ISU, honors earned at ISU,
and several sttitudinal variables. The variables of financial contributions
that were considered are Total Prior Year Conftributions, Total Current Year

Contributions, and Total Life Contributioas.

JII. Analysis

The percentages of sample respondents, who made financial contributions,

ct

and the average contributions are given in Table 1. These data indicate tha
a slightly greater percentage of alumni gave in the prior year than the
current year and that the average contribution was about three times as large.
The analysis of giving by sex-merital status is summerized in Table Z.
The chi-square statistic involved is for the testing for the homogeneity
of the proportions giving in the different classificaticns. Below the value.
of the chi-square statistic is the probability of obtaining a lsrger value,
under the assumption that the several propbrtions are the same. The prob-

abiliity is given correct to three-decimal places.



The results presented in Table 2 indicate that there are sighificant
differences amcng the proporticns of respondents giving in the several sex-
marital status classifications. For exasmple, for the prior-year giving the
chi-square value of 18.40 is such that there is only a probability of about
0.010 of getting a larger value *ben the true proportions giving in the 8
classifications are assumed to be the sam=. For a test of size, g = 0.05,
(level of significance), the hypothesis of egual péoportious of contributicas
for the different classifications would be rejected. The results for sex
indicate that there are no significant differences between the proportions
of contributors for males and females. However, there are significant
differences among the prqquticgs of contributors for the different classi-
fications of marital status.

Analyses of giving according to location of respondents yielded scﬁewhat
surprising results (see Table 3). There are no significant differences among
the propor;ions giving to ISU for individuals in the different location
categories considered. Hence, distance of alumni fram ISU does not appear
to have a significant influence on the incidence of making financial contri-
butions to Iowa State.

Table L presents a summary of the results obtained for analyses involving
the pattern of degrees obtained by alumni. The sample respondents are
classified inte five mutually exclusive groups defined by degrees obtained
from ISU and other institutions. There are significant differences among
the proportion; of respondents giving in the different degree categorics
for all three contribution variasbles. Those who attended but did not graduate
frem ISU had proportions giving which are greater than the average propor<icns

giving for prior-year, current-year and life-time giving. For the greatest
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propertion of alumni, who hold only one degree which is from ISU, the
proportions giving to ISU_are approximately the same as the average pro-
portions for the respondents for the three financial contribution variables.
For alumni, who obtained bachelor degrees from other institutions, the
proportions giving to ISU are smaller than for any other degree categories.
There appear to be no signficant differences between the propertions of
alumni giving to ISU who obtain all degrees from fSU and those who obtain
graduate degrees from other institutions.

Classification of sample respondents according to the mumber of
honors received at ISU indicates that about 28% received at least one honor
(see Table 5). Testing for the homogeneity of the proportions of givers who
had zero, one, two, or three honors indicates that such proportims are nct the
same. It i1s noted that the proportions of sample respondents making positive
financial contributions to ISU are smallest for those who obtained no honors.
A supplementary anaiysis involv;ng only those individuals receiving at least
one honor indicates that there are no significant differences among the
proportions giving for the one, two, and three hcnor groups.

Results obtained in comparing proportions giving to ISU for respondents
who are classified according to the college in which their highest ISU degree
was obtained are summarized in Table 6. There are significant differences
among the proportions giving from these different classifications. For
the sample respondents involved, Education graduates had the lowest pro-
portion giving, while Veterinary Medicine graduates had the highest pro-
portion giving. Tor life-time giving, the colleges listed in ascending
order of magnitude of the sample proportion of gradustes giving to ISU are:
Education (34.3%), Science & Humanities (43.3%), Agriculture (5i.7%), Hcme

Economics (51.8%), Engineering (53.7%), and Veterinery Medicine (71.4%).

——— ——— ——— - ————————
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The proportion giving for the non-graduate and interdisciplinary graduates
(68.1%) was siightly smaller than for Veterinary Medicine graduates.

Comparisons among respeondents of different salary ranges are indicated
in Table 7. The proportions of respondents giving to ISU generally increases
with increasing salary range, although the differences aré only significant
at the 5% level for prior-year and life-time giving. Inclusion or deletion
of sample respondents failing to indicate their s;lary range does not change
the basic conclusions of the analyses.

The analysis of the respconses obtained from the question, "Were you =
scholarship or loan reéipien"c while attending ISU?", are summarized in
Table 8. There appear to be no significant differences among the pro-
Fortions giving from the several classifications indicated in the question-
naire. (It would appear that the question involved is such that respondents
* would not necessarily conclude that loans or scholarships from ISU were
the only ones intended.)

The responses obtained from respondents rating the eftectiveness of
their ISU education are such that they are directly related to the pro-
portions giving to ISU (see Table 9). That is, those with higher ratings
of the effectiveness of their education have higher proportions giving
than those with lower ratings. The sample proportions giving for the
several rating classifications are significantly different for prior-year
and life-time giving, but not for current-year giving.

The relative frequencies of the different ratings of respondents of
their "degree of identity' with ISU are given in Table 10. For the
respondents in the different identity classifications the percentages that

made financial contributions to ISU are a2lso given. There are significant




differences among the proportions giving for the several identity ratings.

The proportions giving are greatest for those who rate Lheir identity

with I5U as "stroung,” but it is surprising that the proportions giving to

ISU are so large for those who rate their identity with ISU as "non-existenc.'
For respondents who consider that they are more strongly identified

with other institutions of higher learming than ISU, the proportions that

gave are less than for those who judge otherwise '(see Table 1ll1). If the

individuals, who did not respond to the question involved, are excluded

from analyscs, then the corresponding chi-square statistics have values

with associated probabilities that are about one-half those reported in

Table 1l. 1In such circumstances the hypoi':2ses of homogeneous proporcions
giving are rejected at the 10% level of significance for all three variables.
For respondents who believe that it is important for alummni to
support their alma mater finmancially, the proportions giving are much
larger than those for respondents who judge otherwise (see Table 12).
The non-response rate for the question involved was quite nigh (14.5%)
and the proportions of these individuals who gave finmancially to ISU are between
those who respond "yes'" and those who respond ''no." The proportiomns
giving for individuals having different beliefs about the importance of
financially supporting one's alma mater are significantly different,
whether or not the non-response category is included in the analyses.
The responses obtained for the question dealing with an alumnus'
willingness to assist ISU if asked to do so are Qummarized in Table 13.
The proportions of respondents who gave financially to ISU declines
systematically as the degree of willingness to assist decreases. These
sample proportions are significantly different, whether or not the non-

response category 1s included in the anlyses.
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The analysis of pacterns of giving among the different responses for
willingness toc encourage attendance at ISU are indicated in Table 14.
The proportions of respondents who gave financially to 1SU, among those
indicating "yes" are largest and those for individuals indicating ''no"
are smallest. At the 5% level of significance, the assuﬁpcion of
homogeneity of the several proportions giving to ISU is not rejected for
any of the three variables considered. However, ;f the non-response
category is omitted from the analyses, the assumption of homogeneity

of the proportions giving to ISU is rejected for a test of size, @ = 0.03.
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Table 1: Percentages of sample alumni making contributions
and average contributions

Financial contributions

Prior Current Life
year year time
Percentages contributing 21.8% 19.9% 50.:4%
Average contributions
(Positive values only) $216.87 $70.58 $802.62

Table 2: Financial contributions according ﬁo sex-marital status

Percent Percentages of respcndents ziving
Sex-marital of Prior Current Life
status sample year year time
Single male 8.5 19.4 8.4 39.8
Married male 54.8 21.3 20.1 52.6
Single female 5.1 2k .2 24.2 51.6
Married Female 2t.8 20.2 16.2 L6.0
Divorced male¥* 2.1 23.1 19.2 k2.3
Divorced female* 1.4 17.7 5.9 58.8
Widower 1.3 62.5 62.5 87.5
Widow 2.1 32.0 36.0 6L.0
Chi-square statistic 18.k0 27.84 20.11
(Probability) (0.010) (0.000) (0.005)
Sex )
Male 66 .67 21.9 20.7 51.L
Female 33.33 21k 18.2 L8.5
Chi~-square statistic . 0.0k 1.03 0.87
(Probability) (o.8u4) (e.310) (0.351)
Marital status
Single 13.6 21.2 20.6 Lk 2
Married 79.6 20.9 18.9 50.6
Divorced#* 3.5 20.9 1.0 L§.8
Widowed 3.4 L3.9 L&.3 .2
Chi-square statistic 12.23 19.64 11.06
(Probability) (0.007) (0.000) (0.011)

*The "divorced’ categories include individuals who are separated
rcm their spouses.
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Tabie 3: Financial contributions according to location of residence
of respondents.

Percent Percentages of resvondents Ziving

of Prior ‘Current Life

Locations ' sample year year time
State of Iowa 38.6 23.4 20.0 Lg.8
Neighboring states¥* 25.5 21.0 T 21.9 L7.7
Other U.S. states 3k L 21.2 18.1 53.5
Foreign countries 1.6 5.3 21.1 L2.1
Chi-square statistic L,21 ° 1.68 3.28

(Probability) (0.240) (0.641) (0.35¢)

*This group consists of states which are either contiguous with Iowa
or belong to the Big 8 athletic conference.

Table L: Financial contributions according to degrees obtained from
Iowa State University

Percent Percentages of respondents giving
of ior Current Life
Degrees sample year year time
Attended but 4id not
graduate _ 1.8 - 27.3 31.8 68.2
Bachelor degree the only
degree and from ISU 70.0 22.3 19.2 Lg.3
Cnly graduate degrees
from ISU 10.8 3.8 9.1 31.1
Bachelor and all graduate .
degrees from ISU 8.5 33.7 2.0 65.k
Bachelor degree from ISU
but graduate degrees
from elsewhere 8.9 26.9 31.5 gL.8
Chi-square statistic 35.87 22.09 ki.27

(Probability) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)




Table: 5: Financiazl contributions according to the number of honors
ootained from Iowa State University -

Percent Percentages of respondents giving
of Prior Current Life
Honors sample vear year . time
No horors 72.2 18.6 17.5 L6.L
One honor 15.8 28.6 22.9 59.4
Two herors 6.7 8.4 27.2 67.9
Three honors 5.3 35.4 | 33.8 56.9
Chi-square statistic 19.57 15.90 22.95
(Probability) . (0.000) (0.002) (0.002)

Table 6: Financial contributions according to the College in which
the highest degree was obtained from Iowa State University

Percent Percentages of respondents giving
of Prior Current Life
Colleges’ sample year year time
Agriculture 21.6 22.8 20.2 51.7
Education 5.7 7.1 11.k 34,3
Engineering 18.1 23.6 23.6 53.6
Home Economics 22.5 22.6 18.4 51.8
Science & Humanities 23.7 18.3 16.6 43.3
Veterinary Medicine 3.4 35.7 31.0 TLi.b
Other¥* 3.9 31.9 29.8 68.1
Chi-square statistic 19.86 13.46 28.21
(Probability) (0.00L) (0.048) (0.000)

*This group cousists of these not graduating from ISU and those in the
interdisciplinary programs, including egricultural engineering.
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Tahle *f: Flnancinl contribulions azcording to salary range

Percentages of respondents giving

Percent

.of Prior ‘Current Life

Salary samele year vear time

Below 35,000 3.9 k.9 .9 29.8

$5,000 - $7,500 2.3 T2 k.3 59.3

$7,500 - $10,000 3.8 15.2 17.4 43.5

$10,0C0 - 312,500 5.4 19.7 18.2 L3.9

312,500 - 315,000 8.1 . 23.2 6.3 Lb &

$15,000 - $25,000 6.0 21.8 15.8 ks, 7

$25,000 - £50,000 S 3k.3 3.4 21.3 53.5

$50,000 - $100,000 5.8 28.2 31.0 56.2

More than $100,000 1.3 50.0 25.0 56.3

Non-response 9.0 16.4 18.2 45.5
Chi-square statistic 18.05 13.95 35.17
(Probability) (0.035) (0.124) (0.002)

Table 8: TFinancial contributions according to scholarship or loan

status of respondents
Percent Percentages of respondents giving
Schelarship or of Prior Current Life
I1oan_status sample year year time
Scholarship 17.7 25.6 22.8 L9.8
Lecan 10.8 22.0 17.b Lg.2
Both 5.3 21.5 16.9 L41.5
G.I. Bill 9.0 20.0 22.7 56 .k
None 535.2 21.5 19.6 52.2
Non-response 3.9 12.5 k.6 39.6
Chi-square statistic k.50 3.kk 7.682
(Probebility) (0.479) (0.633) (0.170
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Tabl: 9: Financial contributions according to rating of the "effec-
tiveness of Inwa State University education”

Percent Percentages of resvondents giving
of Prior Current Life
ffectiveness sample _year _year time
Excellent 34 .7 24.6 21.7 sh.8
Good 38.9 23.2 20.9 50.2
Adequate : 10.8 10.6 6.7 LL. 7
Poor 2.8 .7 11.8 T29.h
Non-response - 12.7 20.6 16.1 L8.L
Chi-square statistic 13.32 L. 86 il.Sl
(Probability) (0.010) (0.302) (0.025)

.

Table 10: Financial contributions according to ratings of degree of
: identity with Iowa State University

Percent Percentages of raspondents siving
Identity with of Prior Current Life

Towa State University sample year vear time
Strong 34.3 29.4 27.3 58.k
Moderate Li.b 19.4 17.5 L9.8
Weak 18.L 12.9 12.1 38.4
Non-existent 3.9 25.0 18.8 £5.8
Non-response 2.0 12.5 6.7 L5.8

Chi-square statistic 27.74 25.01 2k .22

(Probability) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002)
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Table 11: Financial contributions according to responses to "Do you
feel more strongly identified with some other institutions
of nigher learning than Iowa State University?"

More strongly identi- Percent Percentages of respondents giving
ified with other of . Prior Current Life
institutions sample year year time
Yes 14.0 k.1 15.3 L,
No 8k.0 23.3 20.7 51.6
Non-response 2.1 12.0 16.0 k.o
Chi-square statistic 8.59 2.5k 5.7C

(Probability) (0.01%) (0. 250) (0.158)

Table 12: Financial contributions according to responses to "Do you
feel it is important for alumni of a public university such
as Iowa State University to support their alma mater

financially?" -

Important to Percent Percentages of respondents giving
support of Prior Current Life
a2lma mater sample year vear time
Tes - 61.7 29.2 25.8 £0.1
No . 23.8 L.l 6.6 29.7
Non-response 1L .5 19.2 16.4 k3.5
“hi-square statistic T7.74 50.43 81.29

(Probability) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
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“Tabie 13: Financial centributions according to responses to "If you
werae aslkaed Lo give sumez timn to assist Towa State in some
way, [u you think you would be likely to do 307" .

Percent Percentages of respondents giving

Willing to of “Prior Current Lire
assist ISU sample year year time
Yes, definitzly 5.4 h2.k 37.9 .2
Yes, probably 34,2 25.9 21.8 58.0
Not sure 24.8 19.2 20.5 L49.0
No, probably not 28.7 17.8 18.8 Lo.L
No, definitely L.8 10.2 3.4 39.0
Non~response . 2.1 12.0 16.0 L4 .0
Chi-square statistic 31.24 27.1k b2.k1

(Probability) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Table 14: Financial contributions according to responses to "Would
' you encouragz a child of yours (or some other young person)
to attend Iowa State University?"

Encourage Percent Percentages of respondents giving

attendance of ’ Prior . Current Life

at ISy sample year year time
Yes 81l.k 22.9 20.6 52.1
Not sure 4.0 18.8 17.7 Lk, 1
No 2.7 S.1 12.1 35.4
Non-response 2.0 12.5 16.7 k5.8

Chi-square statistic 5.95 2.25 5.59
(Probability) (0.11%) (0.523) (0.086)
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APPENDIX C. GRADUATE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

-



IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY
CENTRAL UNIVERSITY RECORDS

Dear lowa Stater:

140

Social Security No

Name (In Full):

[ know this is a busy time for vou. but. among the important tasks before vou within the next
few days. I hope vou will include completion of this questionnaire.

The data vou provide will help make possible institutional studies and services of value to alumni and students.

Please return your completed questionnaire

with your ok slip.

Thank you for your cooperation and best wishes in your future pursuits.

Sincerely,

@A

W. Robert Parks
President

Disregard the areas in green. They are for the purpose of coding the data Qiven by vou.

Preferred name listing{for mailings)

Last First Middle i
Preferred title o8 :
_ Miss —_Ms “Mrs “Mr —Or other: L 1
Sex - .. Marital status . o7 o8
~ Female ~ Mate — Single — Married — other: :
Anticipated home telephone numoer (include area code) jo9 .
! L |, ! 1 ! ] i ] i
Untii further notice. send university and alumni maii to: (
street city state 210
10 11 i
! | ] 1 I 1 1 { 1 1 ! 1 | i ! | 1 1 1 N ] ) ! 1 1 ) L : !
11 12 i
. 1
! ! ! . { 1 1 ! 1 ] l ! i ! 1 1 I 1 1 11 | { 1 1 ;
Preferred mailing address ‘ 12 13 14 15 16
— Home T Business \ } ) | | { | | ! !
Antic:pated home street number City State Zip Code
1
List below certificates and/or degrees received
Name ot cegree Month /year /Quarter Major Institution (ISU and others)
Ceruficate. BA. 8BS, etc. 37 38 (39 40 [a1 42 ;
I 1 1 L L1 I ! I
Master's degree 43 44 |45 46 |47 48
L L1 1 L :
Doctor's degree 49 50 |51 52 |53 54
1 1 1 1 ) ! ) } !
Other degree 5 56 |57 58 {59 50 .
1 i ! L ! ] L ! !
Residences while attending ISU (fratemnity, sorority, dormitory, marriec housing) Name specific house or fraternity. 61 i
I
Were you a scholarship or loan recipient while attending iSU 62
. Scholarsnip Z“Loan “8cin
Is your spouse: It spouse s graduate: ;
__ aniSUgracuate — aniSU student year qQuarter degree major i
Spouse s full name (Inciuge maiden name) Spouse s social security NO.(it alumnus) 63 :
t AT S T
Your maiden name (it femaie) 64 i
1
| N I A E S SN NUNOURNN JN U N N EUON E ISV S 1 I N
Your birth gate Spouses birth date (if aiumnus) Your name at graduauon (if femate) 66 i
L ] ’
Please check if you were a member of any of the following types of organizations while at ISU — Per Ans §7 i
- orming i | i
— Protessional . — Student Government — Publications — Cwer: 67T
— Campus Organization — Athletcs — ROTC (specity brancn) — Religion l
1 ] !

over



14t

APPENDIX D. OCCUPATION CODE LISTING



v

Section 9 OCCUPATIONAL CODES

Mathematical Sciences

M1l
M13
M15
M3l

M40

Mathematics

Operations Research, Applied Math
Statistics

Electronic Data Processing

(computer programming, systems analysis)

Computer Science

Physical Sciences

P11
P21
P31

Astronomy
Chemistry
Earth/Nautical Sciences

Engineering

EB5
E@6
ElQ
E15
E20
E25
E34
E35
E36
E40
E41

Life
L10

aeronautical Engineering

Commercial Pilot

Agricultural Engineering
Architectural Engineering
Astronautical/Rerospace Engineering
Biomedical Engineering

Ceramic Engineering

Chemical Engineering

Chemical Technology

Civil Engineering

Construction; contracting, building

Sciences

Agricultural Research

L1l
L12
L15
L2l
L22
L25

Agronomy
Forestry/Range Science
Biochemistry

Biology

Biophysics

Botany

" Miscellaneous

uoo
ugl
ua2
ua3
Uo4
ves
ug6

P35
P45

E45
ES@
E55
E60
E65
E70
E75
ES@
EB1
E85
E90
E95

L31
L35
L4l
L45
L51
L55
L66

Unemployed
Military Service
Graduate Student
Law

Dentistry
Medicine

MBA

Metallurgy
Physics

Blectrical Engineering Power
Electronics Engineering (Communications, etc.)
Engineering Mechanics

Engineering Science

Industrial Design

Industrial Engineering
Manufacturing/Production Engineering
Mechanical Engineering

Mechanical Technology
Mining/Petroleum Engineering

Nuclear Engineering

Plant/Sanitation Engineering

Entomology

Horticulture

Medical Sciences/Services
Pharmacology

Zoology

Veterinary Medicine

Turf Management
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Occupational Codes (Cont.)

Business

BIL
B15
B21
B23
B24
B25
B3l
B35
B41
B45
BS1

Advertising/Sales Promotion
Business (General) Administration
Economics

Farming

Dairy

Finance/Accounting

Foreign Trade

Graphic or Commercial Arts
Market Research

Methods and Procedures
pPersonnel/Industrial Relations

Social Sciences - Liberal Arts - Languages

S11
512
516
521
§25
S31
835
541
545
551
552
855
556
557

Home

Architecture

Landscape Architecture
Religion

Humanities

Fine Arts

History

Law

Library Science
Political Science
Psychology/Human Factors
Psychometrics
Sociology

Rural Sociology
Socicmetrics

Economics

H11l
H15
H21
H25
131

Child Care - Nursery School

Commercial - Institutional Food Service
Decorator

Dietetics; general

Dietetics; hospital

B55
B61
B6S
B71
B75
B76

- B8l

B85
B86
B87

560
561
562
563
564
565
566
567
591
593
594
595
526

H45
H51
H55
H61

. H6S

Product Planning

Public Administration

Public Relations/Communications
Purchasing/Contract Administration
Sales/Marketing

Real Estate Sales; brokerage
Technical Writing/Editing
Transportation/Traffic

Peace Corps, Job Corps, Vista, etc.
Secretarial

Educ. Admin. (Supt.-Principal)
Elementary Educ. Teacher (K-6)
Secondary Educ. Teacher (7-12)
College & University Teaching
Education Counselor

Research at College or University
Special Fduc. Teacher-Learning Disabilities
College or University Administration
Other Liberal Arts

Other Social Sciences

Urban Planning

Extension; University

Languages

Home Service

School Lunch Supervisor

Social Welfare

Test Kitchen - Food Research
Therapeutics; Retarded Children
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APPENDIX E. HONOR SOCIETY SURVEY CODE LISTING
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Section 8 STIDENT HONORS

"::’f-‘:_'\ii C26 Omego Psi Phi (All U.)
4 '~.mors program C27 Tau Beta Pi (All Engr.)
“4 ¥:zh Distinction
. izrers with Distinction Department Societies and Organizations
D81 Alpha Chi Sigma
“* & Honoraries D82 Arnold Air Society
“  Zzacons DB3 Delta Phi Delta
“: Zardinal Key D@4 Epsilon Pi Tau (Ind. Edu.)
&, “awa Gamma (Greek Residence System) D#5 Pershing Rifles
“# t:ights of St. Patrick (Engr.) D36 Phi Mu Alpha
", acerayr Board D@7 Phi Sigma Yota (French-Spanish)
.'r'-*’, -rder of tha Chessmen (Residence Hall System) DA8 Pi Mu Epsilon (Math)
“4 i upsilon Omicron (H. Ec.) D@9 Pi Tau Pi Sigma - deleted
“%  7-mahawk (Residence Hall System) D1# Sigma Alpha Iota (Music)
s wemen's "IV D11 Sigma Delta Chi (Journalism)
‘Ht ~xder of the Rose (Residence Hall System) D12 Theta Sigma Phi
%, <Zyclone Aids D13 Xi Sigma Pi (Forestry)
) D14 Kappa Phi (Methodist Wamen's Group)
“rrtassional D15 Alpha Epsilon (Ag. Engr.) ~
“4/: d.pha Kappa Psi (Ind. Adm.) D16 Delta Phi Alpha (German) n
'#% erican Military Engineers D17 Kappa Delta Pi (Educ.)
,':“ 7ni Epsilon (Civil E.) . D18 Pi Kappa Lambda (Music)
'#4 elta phi Delta - deleted D19 Theta Alpha Phi (Theatre)
//4’, Delta Sigma Rho D2§ Alpha Mu Gamma (Foreign Language)
M gta Kappa Nu (E.E.) D21 Kappa Lambda (Elem. Bduc.)
:#/ Gamma Epsilon Sigma D22 Sigma Gamma Epsilon (Earth Science)
] "‘f? The Helm
,;44; Iota Sigma Pi (Chem.) Honor Societies with Bmphasis on Scholarship
I;'“ Yeramos (Ceramic E.) or_Research
/;'-‘ Lampos (Sciences & Humanities) EGl Alpha Kappa Delta (Sociology)
1'“ (rder of the Sextant (Naval ROTC) E@2 Alpha Lambda Delta (All-University Freshmen)
1‘“ Fhi Delta Kappa (Educ.) E03 Alpha Zeta (Agri. & Vet. Med.)
,-_"z Phi Lambda Upsilon (Chem.-Bio Chem.-Chem. E.) E@4 Gamma Sigma Delta (Agri & Vet. Med.)
": Pi Tau Sigma (Mech. E.) E@5 Omicron Nu (Home Econ.)
f ‘l.f. Psi Chi (Psychology) E@6 Phi Alpha Theta (History)
’-,I/ Scabbard and Blade E@7 Phi Eta Sigma (All-University Freshman)
1 figma Gamma Tau (Aero. E.) ' E@8 Phi Kappa Phi (All-Univ.)
e Society of Advanced Artillery Cadets EG9 Tau Beta Pi (Eng.)

‘““m.inued on next page)
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C20 Tau Lambda Rho Eld Sigma Xi (Natural Sciences)
C21 Tau Sigma Delta (Arch.~L.A.-Comm. Planning-A.A.) Ell Phi Zeta

C22 Epsilon Omicron Rho El2 Omicron Delta Epsilon

C23 Sigma Lambda Chi (Cons. Engr.) E13 Omega Chi Epsilon (Chem. E.)
C24 Pi Sigma Alpha (Pol. Sci.) El4 Mu Sigma Rho (Statistics)

C25 Alpha Pi Mu (Ind. Eng.) E15 Phi Beta Kappa (All-University)

9%1
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APPENDIX F. RESIDENCE CODE LISTING



Fraternities:

A@l Acacia

A@2 Adelante

AB3 Alpha Chi Rho
AG4 Alpha Gamma Rho
AB5 Alpha Kappa Lambda
AG6 Alpha Sigma Phi
AD7 Alpha Tau Omega
AG8 Beta Sigma Psi
A@9 Beta Theta Pi
Al@ Chi Phi

All Delta Chi

Al2 Delta Sigma Phi

Sororities:

B8l Alpha Chi Omega
B62 Alpha Delta Pe
BA3 Alpha Gamma Delta

B84 Alpha Omicron Pi
B@S Chi Omega

Key to Greek Letters:

A Alpha H Eta
b Beta e Theta
r Gamma A Delta

E. Epsilon ' Iota

z. Zeta K Kappa

, .

’t~.

Al3
Al4
Al5
Al6
al?
Al8
al9
A20
A2}

- A22

oMm=z3>

A23
A24

B@6
B@7
B@8
B@9
B1@

Bl6

Lambda

Mu
Nu

Xi

Omicron

r

Section 7 RESIDENCE HALLS

Delta Tau Delta
Delta Upsilon
Farm House
Kappa Sigma
Lambda Chi Alpha
Omega Tau Sigma
Phi Delta Theta
phi Gamma Delta
Phi Kappa Psi
Phi Kappa Tau
Phi Kappa Theta
Pi Kappa Alpha

Delta Delta Delta
Delta Zeta

Gamma Phi Beta
Kappa Alpha Theta
Kappa Delta

Apha Phi
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A25
A26
A27
A28
A29
A3g
a3l
A32

A34
A35
A36
A37

Bl1l
Bl12
B13
B14
B15

Pi Kappa Phi
Sigma Alpha Epsilon
Sigma Chi

Sigma Nu

Sigma Phi Epsilon
Sigma Pi

Tau Kappa Epsilon
Theta Chi

Theta Xi

Triangle

Theta Delta Chi
Sigma Tau Gamma
Omega Psi Phi

Kappa Kappa Gamma
Pi Beta Phi

Sigma Kappa

Zeta Tau Alpha
Alpha Xi Delta

= Fy b = — }‘1 }’1."—1 }'"L,‘-}'—L_FL&}_L_}—L}—L"FL FL.FL...FL

891
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Residence Halls:

c@s

Dol

D@2

D@3

D@4

Alumni Hall

Barton Hall

(formerly South Hall)
Anders House

Tappan House

Birch Hall

Dana House
Lange House
Lindstrom House
Stevensan House

Elm Hall

McGlade House

Merchant House
Miller House
Turner House

Freeman Hall

(formerly East Hall)

Busse House
Vollmer House

C@3-Friley Hall
Anthony House

Bennett House
Chamberlain House
Converse House
Dodds House
Godfrey House
Henderson House
Hutton House
Kimball House
Knapp House
Lincoln House
Lorch House

C@4-Helser Hall
Brown Hotse
Carpenter House
Davidson House
Elwood House
Firkins
Foster House
Fulmer House
Haber House
Halsted House
Jones House
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Meeker House
Murphy House
Niles House
Noble House
0'Bryan House
Palmer House
Pearson House
Pennell House
Russell House
Spinney House
Stange House
Stanton House

Livingston House
Louden House
MacDonald House
Merrill House
Mortensen House
Norman House
Richey House
Stalker House
Stewart House
Woodrow House

’V.',__" }__ f "_ r } I | I ¢
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tagidence Halls:

C@2 Storms Hall

.2 Home Management Houses
(Fisher-Nickell House)

Baker House

Nielsen House

Boyd House Raymond House
‘41  Knapp Hall Campbell House Sage House
Doolittle House Otopalik House Coover House Starbuck House
Fuller House Rawson House Griffith House
MacRae House Schmidt House Lovelace House
Maney House * Vance House
Murray House Wilkinson House
‘14 Larch Hall C06 Wallace Hall
Caine House Greene House Rambo House Lancelot House
Cessna House Hanson House Errington House Lantz House
Cunningham House Kehlenbeck House Gilman House McCowen House
Emerson House Wolf House Hartman House Nuckolls House
Kilbourne House Petersen House
5  Linden Hall -
Brandt House Rowe House g
Devitt House Sadler House DG9 Welch Hall
Hoxie House Sullivan House Ayres House Beyer House
Lawther House Bergman House Cassell House
16 Lyon Hall (formerly West Hall) D18 Westgate Hall
Barker House Harwood House Fleming House Nelson House
Lowe House Tilden House
111  Maple Hall
Cranor House Knowles House D13 Willow Hall
Forbes House Shilling House Anderson House Cook House
Friant House Walls House Arnquist House Lancaster House
Hayden House Young House Bates House - Lommen House
Bishop House Tompkins House
)7 Oak Hall
Durian House King House C@7 Wilson Hall
Fosmark House Sims House Gwynne House Matterson House
Hewitt House Owens House
18 Roberts Hall Johnson House Rothacker House

Fairchild House
Franklin House

Harriman House

Lamson House
Mashek House
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Married and Off-Campusi

E#l Pammel Court

E@2 Hawthorn

E@3 University village

g4 off-Campus

g5 Independent student Association
E@6 Schilletter village

Graduate Student Residence;

F@1 Buchanan Hall
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Table 1, Giving to the Athletic Program by
Sex Combined with Marital Status,
Class of 1974

- - - > - on - " - - - o8 A0 AP W AP S D e N W S S e G G W Em Fm e e

COUNT I

ROW PCT 1

coL pPCT I ROW

TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL

-------------- | T el UL TR |

Single I 702 1 26 1 728

Males I 9.4 I 3.6 1 22.0
B T | T I

Married 1 1241 1 59 I 1300

Males 1 95,5 I 4,5 1 39.4
o Jermemeneaan | R I

Single I 295 1 2 1 297

Females I 99,3 I Y | 9.0
S e | 1

Married I 855 I 5 1 860

Females I 99.4 I 6 I 26,0
O T e | I

Divorced I 54 1 1 1 55

Males I 98.2 I 1.8 1 1.7
w Jeeccamannaa | I

Divorced I 63 I I 63

Females I 100.0 I I 1.9
B P | T I

COLUMN 3210 93 3303

TOTAL 97.2 2.8 100.0

L L L L R Ty R etk

CHI SQUARE = 38.32 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,001

- - - - .- 8 - " - - - e - % Ee e Ae o S . " b . G0 we > wv W bm . an v e as e

Table 2. Giving to the Athletic Program by
Sex Combined with Marital Status,
Class of 1979

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- | T ) CL LT |
Single I 1184 1 26 I 1210
Males I 97.9 1 2.1 1 34.6
- Jecmmcmaaaan | I
Married I 858 1 19 1 877
Males I 97.8 I 2.2 1 25,1
B R L | ST I
Single I 5718 1 4 1 582
Females I 99,3 1| 7 1 16.6
D T | S I
Married 1 783 1 1 1 784
Females 1 99,9 I d 1 22.4
I B Jomocaanaaas I
Divorced I 22 1 I 22
Males I 100.0 I I .6
o Jeemcaacaas | I
Divorced I 25 1 1 25
Females I 100.0 I I .7
I B R n LT R I
COLUMN 3459 50 3500
TOTAL 98.5 1.4 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 20.22 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001

- - - - - - - - o . - - - - - WP e A " P s S - o A8 e . e -
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Table 3. Giving to the Academic Program by
Sex Combined with Marital Status,
Class of 1974

B e R L L L L L L e R T ]

COUNT I
ROW PCT 1
COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | (ESPUPUPIORSE) PR |
Single I 615 I 113 1 728
Males ¢ 1 84,5 I 15,6 I 22.0
B B | I
Married I 1084 1 216 I 1300
Males 1 83.4 1 16.6 I 39.4
e Jemanunauaan GNP I
Single I 255 1 42 1 297
Females I 85.9 I 14,1 1 9,0
e T | ST TP I
Married I 716 1 144 1 860
Females I 83.3 1 16.7 I 26.0
o Jamcamnaaa- | I
Divorced I 47 1 8 1 55
Males I 85.5 1 14,6 1 1.7
N B | I
Divorced I 51 1 12 1 63
Females I 81.0 I 19.0 1 1.9
« Jemeemaecna. | R I
COLUMN 2768 535 3303
TOTAL 83.8 16.2 100,0
CHI SQUARE = 2.01 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.847

B L L L R e R S e L LT T

Table 4, Giving to the Academic Program by
Sex Combined with Marital Status,
Class of 1979

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- T LT T T |
Single I 1168 1 42 1 1210
Males I 9.5 1 3.5 I 34.6
“ Jommamaaas | I
Married 1 816 I 61 I 877
Males 1 93.0 I 7.0 I 25,1
S PR ) QR I
Single 1 566 I 15 1 582
Females I 97.3 1 2,7 1 16.6
R | ST I
Married I 768 1 l6 1 184
Females | 98.0 I 2.0 I 22.4
- e ) R I
Divorced | 19 1 3 1 22
Males I 86.4 I 13.6 1 .6
B B T T I
Divorced | 23 1 2 1 25
Females I 92.0 I 8.0 1 J
R T - | OTSyRpRep——— I
COLUMN 3360 140 3500
TOTAL . 9.0 4.0 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 37.40 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001

- w8 e > @e v - s e - o 0 - as o - - am e - s e W e S e . - = A W T bn e - e Se

€Sl



Table 5. Total Giving by Sex Combined with Table 6. Total Giving by Sex Combined with

Marital Status, Class of 1974 Marital Status, Class of 1979
EBUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
coL PCT 1 ROW COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- T T T Ty | L L T T B T oTe e e |
Single I 601 1 127 1 728 Single I 1159 I 51 1 1210
Males I 82.6 I 17.4 1 22,0 Males I 9%.8 1 4,2 I 34.6
D PO | Ty R | R B | I
Married I 1051 | 249 1 1300 Married I 812 1 65 1 877
Males I 80.8 I 19.2 I 39.4 Males I 92.6 I 7.4 1 25.1
B B | T I I B T | T I
Single I 253 1 44 1 297 Single I 566 I 16 1 582
Females I 85,2 1 14,8 1 9.0 Females I 97.3 1 2.7 1 16.6
o Jammcnnnana. | (TIPSR 1 “ Jemmmecaaaas | TR 1
Married I 715 1 145 1 860 Married I 768 1 16 1 784
Females 1 83.1 1 16,9 I 26.0 Females I 98.0 I 2.0 1 22.4
R | I S B L I
Divorced 1 46 1 9 I 55 Divorced I 19 1 3 1 22
Males I 83.6 1 16.4 1 1.7 Males 1 86.4 1 13.6 1 .6
A B | I - Jemmmmmrana | 1
Divorced I 51 1 12 1 63 Divorced I 23 1 2 1 25
Females I 81.0 I 19.0 I 1.9 Females I 92.0 I 8.0 I J
- Jemmemeeen | ettt I R L ) e el I
COLUMN 2717 586 3303 COLUMN 3347 153 3500
TOTAL 82.3 17.7 100.0 TOTAL 95.6 4.4 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 4,17 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 38.62 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.526 SIGNIFICANCE = 0,001
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Table 7. Giving to the Athletic Program Table 8. Giving to the Athletic Program

by Sex, Class of 1974 by Sex, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
coL PCT 1 ROW CoL PCT 1 ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- T B RnnLrS BT T B L Ty B ] |
Males I 1999 I 86 I 2085 Males I 2066 I 45 I 2111
I 95.9 1 4,1 I 63.0 I 97.9 1 2.1 I 60.3
e | I R e T | R T I
Females I 1217 1 7 1 1224 Females I 1387 1 5 I 1392
I 9.4 1 .6 I 37.0 I 99.6 I A4 1 39,7
B | I - Jemmmemnmeaa | I
COLUMN 3216 93 3309 COLUMN 3453 50 3503
TOTAL 97.2 2.8 100.0 TOTAL 98.6 1.4 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 34,35 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 17.49 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001
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Table 9, ° Giving to the Academic Program Table 10, Giving to the Academic Program

by Sex, Class of 1974 by Sex, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I .
coL PCT 1 ROW COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL T0T PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
e T | | (il | e | I
Males I 1748 1 337 1 2085 Males I 2005 1 106 1 2111
I 83.8 1 16,2 I 63.0 I 9.0 I 5.0 I 60.3
- Jemmmeeeaa Jovmmmceaa I Ll EE TR | e I
Females 1 1025 1 199 1 1224 Females I ~ 1358 1 3¢ 1 1392
I 83.7 1 16.3 I 37.0 I 97.6 1 2.4 I 39,7
o Jemmmeaaas | I _ R N e | I
COLUMN 27173 536 3309 COLUMN 3363 140 3503
TOTAL 83.8 16.2 100.0 TOTAL 96.0 4.0 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 0.001 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 13.87 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,982 SIGNIFICANCE = 0,001

e et e - - - D G L o . an S Se e R S . . S = oy . W N e e e B R R R e e R SR I NP

.9¢1



Table 11, Total Giving by Sex, Class of 1974 Table 12, Total Giving by Sex, Class of 1979

P R e L L L T P L L R Y - e M e s S e G S S YE R S S R Ce S ER AR W =P M e . . 0 TS S e A G G e A %

COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT [
COL PCT I ROW COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT - I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | CE TP R RTINS | R B Rl CLEEESETY |
Males I 1700 I 3865 I 2085 Males I 1992 1 119 1 2111
[ 81.5 1 18.5 I 63.0 I 9.4 1 5.6 1 60.3
B B T | I , T R | I
Females I 1022 1 202 1 1224 Females I 1358 I 34 1 1392
I 83.5 1 16.5 I 37.0 I 97.6 1 2.4 1 39,7
= Jemwmmmaaaaa | e I - Javcnacaaan | e 1
COLUMN 2722 587 3309 COLUMN 3350 153 3503
TOTAL 82.3 17.7 100.0 TOTAL 95.6 4.4 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 1,90 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 19.74 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.168 SIGNIFICANCE = 0,001

. e e . e e e G e S0 M WP S G R S n AN v % % T SP 8 % M Em A e e A v e 6 MO e D D G - N e S e e A O S M T S W A G W B0 U BN AR WD S ew kB e W
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Table 13, Giving to the Athletic Program by Table 14, Giving to the Athletic Program by

Marital Status, Class of 1974 Marital Status, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
coL PCT | ROW coL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor 1 TOTAL T0T PCT I Non-Donor I Donor I TOTAL
------------- | el ittt R i LEEEEEEEETES EETPERETTE |
Single I 1120 I 29 | 1149 Single I 1812 1 30 1 1842
I 97.5 1 2.5 1 34.7 I 98.4 1 1.6 1 52.6
I C | I R [eecmmccmeee I
Married I 2096 I 64 1 2160 Married I 1641 1 20 I 1661
I 97.0 I 3.0 I 65.3 I 98.8 1 1.2 1 47.4
- Jeemmemaaees | I e | 1
COLUMN 3216 93 3309 COLUMN 3453 50 3503
TOTAL 97.2 2.8 100.0 TOTAL : 98.6 1.4 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 0,38 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 0.84 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,537 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.360
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Table 15. Giving to the Academic Program by Table 16. Giving to the Academic Program by

Marital Status, Class of 1974 Marital Status, Class of 1979
COUNT 1 COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
CcoL pCT 1 ROW CoL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I Donor I TOTAL T0T PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | S CET L PETTES | T e ah LT LT EETP PR |
Single I 973 1 176 I 1149 Single I 1779 1 63 I 1842
1 84,7 1 15.3 1 34,7 I %6.6 I 3.4 I 652.6
- Jemececaaeaa | e it I e D | R I
Married I 1800 I 360 I 2160 Married I 1584 1 77 1 1661
I 83.3 1 16.7 I 65.3 I 9%.4 1 4,6 1 47.4
L | I I | I
COLUMN 2773 536 3309 COLUMN 3363 140 3503
TOTAL 83.8 16.2 100.0 TOTAL 9.0 4.0 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 0.91 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 3.05 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.341 SIGNIFICANCE = 0,081

" - e . . S TR = S = A ey . . S A A TR G S s Y sy =y e O Tm S0 M0 e e e - ot e e R D - - - T D S e - P S P P W AR M S ED e e OV M B e e e e e
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Table 17. Total Giving by Marital Status, Table 18. Total Giving by Marital Status,

Class of 1974 Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
coL PCT | ROMW CoL PCT I ROW
T0T PCT I Non-Donor I  Domor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | e DL L T | et e ) Cr T TPy |
Single I 956 I 193 I 1149 Single I 1770 1 72 I 1842
I 83.2 1 16.8 I 34,7 I 9.1 I 3.9 I 52.6
D B | I o Jememeeaaan | CEETE TP I
Married I 1766 1 394 I 2160 Married I 1580 I 81 I 1661
I 81.8 1 18.2 I 65.3 I 95.1 1 4,9 1 47.4
S Tt | I R | I
COLUMN 2722 587 3309 COLUMN 3350 153 3503
TOTAL 82.3 17.7 100.0 TOTAL 95.6 4.4 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 0,97 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 1,73 WITH 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.324 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.188
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Table 19, Giving to the Athletic Program by Table 20. Giving to the Athletic Program by

First Degree Achieved, Class of First Degree Achieved, Class of
1974 . 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT O ROW PCT I
coL PCT I ROW © COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | e T e LT B B et |
Bachelor 1 424 1 6 I 430 Bachelor 1 502 1 2 1 504
of Arts I 98.6 1 1.4 1 13.0 of Arts 1 99.6 I A4 1 14.3
- Jemmmmeacaaa | CEIR IR I R (T - (R 1
Bachelor [ 2758 1 81 I 2839 Bachelor 1 2929 1 48 I 2977
of Science I 97.1 I 2.9 I 86.0 of Science I 8.4 1 1.6 1 84.4
R T | G I S (TR | (ST 1
Certificate 1 22 1 I 22 Certificate I 36 1 I 36
I 100.0 I 1 J I 100.0 I I 1.0
B T | CEEET PR I I D | I
Attended - I 12 1 I 12 Attended - 1 10 1 I 10
did not I 100,0 1 1 A did not 1 100,0 I 1 3
graduate I I [ graduate I I I
- Jewameenaaa | TR I S - Joemmanaaans I
COLUMN 3216 87 3303 COLUMN 3477 50 3527
TOTAL 97.4 2.6 100.0 TOTAL 98.6 1.4 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 4,02 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 5.23 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.259 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.156

- - u - an . v " an  an ae s B e s e W o - An = et e =GP e M . e - - . - Y SV AR G LD 45 e TS T S S e Ve G A D S G OB S S R W e b e e s e
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Table 21, Giving to the Academic Program by
First Degree Achieved, Class of

1974
COUNT I
ROW PCT 1
CoL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | R ) L LT L |
Bachelor I 372 1 58 1 430
of Arts 1 86.5 1 13,5 1 13,0
“w Jomancannaaa | e I
Bachelor | 2386 1 453 I 2839
of Science I 84,0 1 16,0 I 86.0
I T | 1
Certificate I 18 1 4 I 22
I 81.8 1 18.2 I .7
B B | I
Attended - ! 9 1 3 1 12
did not I 5.0 1 25,0 1 4
graduate I I I
o Jemcmmmecan Jocacmananan I
COLUMN 2785 518 3303
TOTAL 84.3 15.7 100.0

o . - o o " > 4> = e - T A P EE e o = s Y . R S e P T M e YR e e e

CHI SQUARE = 2.62 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,454

- 4 - s e om o oe T A - By o Y. -t GO D D e S e e e e e = e e AR e e ) e e e

Table 22, Giving to the Academic Program by
First Degree Achieved, Class of

1979
COUNT I
ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW
T0T PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- | R il Gty |
Bachelor 1 494 1 10 1 504
of Arts I 98.0 I 2.0 I 14.3
o Jemememneas | T I
Bachelor 1 2907 I 70 I 2977
of Science I 97.6 I 2.4 I 84.4
) TR Jemmmconnaan I
Certificate 1 36 1 I 36
I 100.0 I 1 1.0
I R | et I
Attended - I 10 I I 10
did not I 100.0 I 1 .3
graduate I I I
S T | (ST I
COLUMN 3447 80 3527
TOTAL 97.7 2.3 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 1.34 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.719 :
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Table 23.

- - " - - - " - - " . W = D P - s a8 - v - " w  as

Bachelor
of Arts

Bachelor
of Science

Certificate

Attended -
did not
graduate

COLUMN
TOTAL

1
I
I ROW
I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
| T s | I
I 369 I 61 I 430
I 85.8 1 14,2 1 13.0
| (TR | 1
I 2341 1 498 I 2839
I 82.5 1 17.5 1 86.0
| T | B I
I 18 1 4 1 22
1 81.8 1 18.2 1 .7
| R e | 1
I 9 1 3 1 12
I 75.0 1 25,0 1 .4
I I I
(TP | CESTSPRS T |
2737 566 3303
82.9 17.1 100.0
.50 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,

CHI SQUARE =
SIGNIFICANCE

et . - - — - " . oY =" v - e = S0 N e " v = . e v e U e A e -

Total Giving by First Degree
Achieved, Class of 1974

5
0.320

Table 24. Total Giving by First Degree
Achieved, Class of 1979

- - n " . - . e S O G e - A e . S - o TS G S  wy an  .

COUNT I
ROW PCT 1
COL PCT I ROW
T0T PCT I Non-Donor I Donor I TOTAL
--------------  RRSPIEPRRNON PEISIIISNPIN |
Bachelor I 493 1 1@ I 504
of Arts I 97.8 1 2.2 1 14.3
e | B I
Bachelor | 2895 I 82 I 2977
of Science I 97.2 1 2.8 1 84.4
S PR ) (S I
Certificate I 36 1 | 36
I 100.0 I I 1.0
e [eommmmmccan- [cmmamama——— I
Attended - 1 10 I I 10
did not ' I 100.0 I I .3
graduate [ I I
- Jememeeaaaaa | e I
COLUMN 3434 93 3527
TOTAL 97.4 2.6 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 1.81 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.613

- " - - s - an - OY PP = G - Y " - > . - > - - > " =" 4 b - - e e s e
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Table 25, Giving to the Athletic Program by
the College in which the First
Degree was Granted, Class of 1974

0 e o o P e e - YO E m e % e G eGP M e S G G N G L P T S S W W G SR % P WY A e W

COUNT 1
ROW PCT o1
COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | R R et
Agriculture I 586 I 28 1 614
I 9%5.4 1 4.6 I 18.5
D T | I
Ag I 19 1 1 1 20
Engineering 1 95.0 I 5.0 I .6
I e | I
Education I 339 I 2 1 341
I 9.4 I .6 I 10.3
I E [omamcmcanas I
Engineering 1 494 I 15 1 509
I 97.1 1 2.9 I 15.4
o Joomamanaaas [mmomommae I
Home I 553 I 4 1 557
Economics I 99.3 1 7 1 16.8
S [ I
Science & I 1236 1 37 1 1273
Humanities 1 97.1 I 2.9 1 38.4
I | I
COLUMN 3227 87 3314
TOTAL 97.4 2.6 100.0

9 e o e GT D B PO GI Wy G e T S D W W NS D Ge A M P M NS S W RS LS )  an D 4

CHI SQUARE = 23,50 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,001

- - > o - o - Gn " = @S -y . > v P TS ME S s W s G S 4T 48 0 " G W e P =S W = e Ge

Table 26.  Giving to the Athletic Program by
the College in which the First
Degree was Granted, Class of 1979

s v WD e S - A e . B W SO GBS S O W e AP we GO EE WS S G e P S e e e A

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- | R et LT RS |
Agriculture 1 698 I 18 1 716
I 97.5 1 2.5 1 22.3
S PR P I
Ag I 32 1 4 1 36
Engineering I 88.9 1 11.1 1 1.1
R B | et I
Education I 275 1 6 I 281
I 97.9 1 2.1 1 8.7
I T Joemmeaaaaan I
Engineering I 581 1 4 1 585
I 99.3 I J 1 18,2
R | I
Home 1 356 1 2 1 358
Economics I 9.4 1 b I 11,1
I B | R et I
Science & I 1228 1 13 1 1241
Humanities I 99.0 I 1.0 I 38.6
I e | e I
COLUMN 3170 47 3217
TOTAL 98.5 1.5 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 35.64 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,001

e e s s e e e T A e e B = e SR e 6 e e - e P AP e S S D = b B N B e 40 Be e e e
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Table 27. Giving to the Academic Program by Table 28. Giving to the Academic Program by

the College in which the First the College in which the First
Degree was Granted, Class of 1974 Degree was Granted, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT [
ROW PCT 1 ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Doror I~ Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor 1 Donor I TOTAL
------------- T LT TR | Rt T B B |
Agriculture I 509 I 106 I 614 Agriculture I 703 1 13 1 716
I 82.9 1 17.1 1 18,5 | 98.2 I 1.8 I 22.3
I T | I D T R il I
Ag I 13 1 7 1 20 Ag I 36 1 I 36
Engineering I 65.0 I 5.0 1 .6 Engineering I 100.0 I [. 1.1
S P ) (R I . D PR PR I
Education 1 306 1 36 I 341 Education I 2717 1 4 1 281
I 89.4 I 10.6 1 10.3 I 98.6 I 1.4 1 8.7
S | [ D R | I
Engineering I 416 I 93 I 509 Engineering I 567 I 18 1 585
I 81.7 1 18.3 I 15.4 . I 9.9 1 3.1 I 18.2
NI GRS RS I S PO [N I
Home I 463 1 9 1 557 Home I 356 1 2 1 358
Fconomics I 83.1 I 16.9 1 16.8 Economics I 9.4 1 6 I 111
I | I I R et [amcmmmenaae I
Science & I 1091 I 182 I 1273 Science & I 1200 I 41 1 1241
Humanities 1 86.7 1 14.3 I 38.4 Humanities I 9.7 1 3.3 I 38.6
= Jemeemmenns | I  Jemecmanoans | 1
COLUMN 2797 517 3314 COLUMN 3139 78 3217
TOTAL 84.4 15.6 100.0 TOTAL 97.6 2.4 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 18.44 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 13.58 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNTIFICANCE = 0,002 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.019

-t 00 8 a8t B o S e - - ae o S TS S W e W S e e A ae e 8 G e S e e e . - - - . S T hn A D - D P e W B A4S D e e P S e D AR e e e e o
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Table 29. Total Giving by the College in Table 30. Total Giving by the College in

which the First Degree was which the First Degree was
Granted, Class of 1974 Granted, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW CoL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT [ Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT - I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | GLOE LTy | e il GLECTETT RS CETTEEPERY |
Agriculture I 493 | 121 I 614 Agriculture I 699 I 17 1 716
1 80.3 I 19,7 I 18.5 I 97.6 I 2.4 1 22.3
o Jommemaccana SR I S (RO (R I
Ag I 12 1 8 1 20 Ag I 3 1 1 I 36
Engineering 1 60.0 I 40.0 1 .6 Engineering I 97.2 1 2.8 1 1.1
S PR ) (R I B (R PR I
Education I 306 I 36 I 341 Education I 274 1 7 1 281
I 89.4 I 10.6 I 10.3 I 97.5 I 2.5 I 8.7
I B | I R CE T [--ccmmmmeee I
Engineering I 407 I 102 I 509 . Engineering I 566 I 19 1 585
I 80.0 I 20,0 I 15.4 I 9%.8 I 3.2 1 18.2
S PR [ I o Jommacnncana ) P I
Home I 461 I 96 1 557 Home I 356 I 2 1 358
Economics I 82.8 1 17,2 1 16.8 Economics I 99.4 1 6 1 11,1
I e Jomeommcaaaa I D e Jomomommee I
Science & I 1071 1 202 I 1273 Science & I 1197 1 a4 1 1241
Humanities I 84.1 % 15.9 I 38.4 Humanities I 96.5 1 3.5 I 38.6
R E T g LT L B e I - Jeeemcaanaa | I
COLUMN 2749 565 3314 COLUMN 3127 90 3217
TOTAL 83.0 17.0 100.0 TOTAL 97.2 2.8 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 25,17 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 10,18 WITH 5 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,

m o

SIGNIFICANCE = 0,001 SIGNIFICANC 0.071
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Table 31, Giving to the Athletic Program Table 32. Giving to the Athletic Program

by the Characteristic of Being a by the Characteristic of Being a
Scholarship or Loan Recipient, Scholarship or Loan Recipient,
Class of 1974 Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW coL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- S et e LT CEETEEELLLTS LT EEEEEES |
Scholarship I 419 1 5 1 424 Scholarship I 483 1 6 I 489
& Loan I 98.8 { 1.2 1 17.4 & Loan I 98.8 I 1.2 1 30.0
O ) CEEEE R I S | CEPEEPEPREE I
G.I. Bill I 62 1 5 1 67 G.I. Bill I 5 1 1 1 6
I 92.5 1 7.5 1 2.8 I 83.3 1 16.7 1 4
Sl CE LR [ommmmmaaaan I e [-ememcmnnas I
Loan I 421 I 15 1 436 Loan [ 632 1 8 1 640
I 96.6 I 3.4 1 17.9 I 98.8 I 1.3 I 39.2
S CE [memmaanaae I = Jomemmenanan | PP T EEL e I
None I 779 1 30 I 809 None I 9% I 2 1 98
[ 9%.3 1 3.7 1 33.2. I 98.0 I 2.0 I 6.0
S e et [omamanannas I e Jemmmenenaan [omammcneans I
Scholarship I 672 1 26 1 698 Scholarship I 387 1 12 1 399
I 96.3 1 3.7 1 28.7 I 97.0 I 3.0 I 24.4
SN CLEEEE R e [-mmmmmeeas I S e [meemcnnn-n- I
COLUMN 2353 81 2434 COLUMN 1603 29 1632
TOTAL 9.7 3.3 100.0 TOTAL 98.2 1.8 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 10.37 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 12,99 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.035 ;- SIGNIFICANCE = 0.011
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Table 33. Giving to the Academic Program
by the Characteristic of Being a
Scholarship or Loan Recipient,
Class of 1974

COUNT -1
ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | ) ECTL T RS |
Scholarship I 357 1 67 1 424
& Loan I 84.2 1 15,8 1 17.4
= Jemammenmne- | I
G.I. Bill I 50 I 17 1 67
I 74.6 1 25.4 1 2.8
D B | R 1
Loan I 373 1 63 1 436
I 85.6 I 14,4 1 17.9
I e I
None [ 631 I 178 I 809
I 78.0 1 22,0 I 33.2
N R ) et I
Scholarship 1 550 I 148 1 698
I 78.8 1 21,2 1 28,7
SR CEEEEEEEE RS [emmmancnana. I
COLUMN 1961 473 2434
TOTAL 80.6 19.4 100.0

CHI SQUARE = 16,81 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,002

Table 34, Giving to the Academic Program
by the Characteristic of Being a
Scholarship or Loan Recipient,
Class of 1979

B e e e Ea e e e R R e T P Y

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- | T Ll L T LT T, |
Scholarship 1 457 1 322 1 489
& Loan | 93.5 1 6.5 I 30.0
B B | I
G.I. Bill I 6 1 1 6
I 100.0 I I .4
R e | |
Loan I 613 I 27 1 640
I 9.8 1 4,2 I 39.2
I [eemcmccnaa- I
None I 93 1 5 1 98
1 94,9 1 5.1 1 6.0
- Jemmmennaaa- | R etk I
Scholarship 1 384 1 15 I 399
I 96.2 1 3.8 1 24.4
B B | R L I
COLUMN 1553 79 1632
TOTAL 95,2 4.8 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 4.95 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,293

- e - - - D e > " G s o T S T A e S B8 TS G S ER W AR P AD GD A P e s w0 e ey we B
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Table 35. Total Giving by the Characteristic Table 36. Total Giving by the Characteristic

of Being a Scholarship or Loan of Being a Scholarship or Loan
Recipient, Class of 1974 Recipient, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW coL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | et CECCLEEEETS e e e CLETLERL RN |
Scholarship 1 355 1 69 1 424 Scholarship I 454 1 B 1 489
& Loan I 83.7 1 16.3 I 17.4 & Loan I 92.8 1 7.2 1 30.0
I e e | I S CEP e [-emcmceanan I
G.1. Bill I 48 1 19 1 67 G.1. Bill I 6 1 I 6
I 71.6 I 28.4 1 2.8 I 100.0 1 I 4
I R I S | I
Loan I 366 1 70 I 436 Loan I 612 I 28 I 640
I 83.9 I 6.1 I 17.9 I 95.6 1 4.4 1 39.2
D | I S CE TR e I
None I 615 I 194 1 809 None I 93 1 5 1 98
I 76.0 1 24,0 I 33.2 ' I 94.9 I 5.1 I 6.0
S PSRRI ) (- I o Jemeecccunns ) (R I
Scholarship 1 535 1 163 1 698 Scholarship I 379 1 20 1 399
I 76.6 I 23.4 1 28.7 I 95.0 I 5.0 I 24.4
S3D CEEEEE TR e I - Jememeemeen- [-comecaana- I
COLUMN 1919 515 2434 COLUMN 1544 88 1632
TOTAL 78.8 21.2 100.0 TOTAL 94.6 5.4 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 20.83 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 4,76 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.313
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Table 37. Giving to the Athletic Program by Table 38, Giving to the Athletic Program by

the Characteristic of Affiliation the Characteristic of Affiliation
with an Organization, Class of with an Organization, Class of
1974 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT [ ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- T P L T B L S T e
Normal I 681 I 22 1 703 Normal I 792 1 12 1 804
Activity - | 9.9 I 3.1 I 37.9 Activity - I 98.5 1 1.5 1 42.3
Professional I 1 I Professional I 1 I
Organization I I [ Organization 1 I I
e B s | R s I R E | B I
Normal I 647 1 19 1 666 Normal I 699 I 8 1 707
Activity - I 97.1 1 2.9 I 35,9 Activity - I 98.9 I 1.1 I 37.2
Campus I I I Campus I I I
Organization I I [ Organization 1 I [
= Jemnamnneaaa Jewasancnaan 1 R J--=ccmcnan- 1
Appointed I 97 1 3 1 100 Appointed I 54 1 I 54
Position - I 97.0 1 3.0 I 5.4 Position - I 100.0 I I 2.8
Student I I I Student I I I
Government I I 1 Government I I I
R BT | T I R D | R I
Participated I 93 I 5 1 98 Participated I 32 1 4 1 36
in Athletics 1 94,9 1 5.1 1 5.3 in Athletics 1 88.9 I 11.1 1 1.9
o Jemmamaanaaa | I - Jememamanaas | CET TP Sp. I
Once 1 36 I I 36 Once 1 25 1 1 I 26
Contributed I 100.0 I I 1,97 Contributed I 9%.2 1 3.8 1 1.4
to a I I I to a I I I
Publication [ I [ Publication I I I
T | e I o Jommmmeeaaa | I
AFROTC I 22 1 [ 22 AFROTC I 11 1 I 11
Commission 1 100.0 I [ 1.2 Commission I 100,0 I I .6
R T | I I CE T T | I

- 041



Table 37, Giving to the Athletic Program by Table 38. Giving to the Athletic Program by
the Characteristic of Affiliation the Characteristic of Affiliation
with an Organization, Class of with an Organization, Class of
1974, Continued 1979, Continued

COUNT I COUNT I

ROW PCT I ROW PCT I

COL PCT I ROW COL PCT I ROW

TOT PCT 1 Non-Donor 1  DBonor 1 TOTAL T0T PCT 1 Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL

-------------- | il GRETELELT LS | D LT TS CEEE PP CEEREEEEETRY |

Army ROTC I 13 1 I 13 Army ROTC I 7 1 I 7

Commission I 100.0 I I .7 Commission I 100.0 I I 4

D B | et I R e | I

Marine ROTC I 1 1 I 1 Marine ROTC I [ [

Commission I 100,0 I .1 Commission I I I
| B | e | | I

Navy ROTC I 20 I 1 21 Navy ROTC [ 10 1 I 10

Commission I 95,2 I 4.8 1.1 Commission I 100.0 I [ .5

e e | . , [--eememaan | e I

Performing I 90 I 90 Performing I 49 1 I 49

Arts - I 100.0 I 4.9 Arts - I 100.0 I I 2.6

Participated I I Participated 1 I I

----------  (SESSRPRPRIEY PRIPIPPISON

Other I 101 I 4 105 Other 1 147 1 1 1 148

Participation I 9.2 1 3.8 5.7 Participation I 99.3 1 g 01 7.8
| | L (I R ittt | R e I

Religion [ I Religion I 49 I I 49
I 1 I 100.0 I I 2.6
| [oemmmemaeas | i | I

COLUMN 1801 54 1855 COLUMN 1876 26 1902

TOTAL 97.1 2.9 100.0 TOTAL 98.6 1.4 100.0

- oo e - - a8 - e e . B . Ge w¢ o N e e ey e ST S S S e e e e e e - -

TLT

CHI SQUARE = 7,21 WITH 10 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 29.95 WITH 11 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,706 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.002
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Table 39. Giving to the Academic Program by Table 40, Giving to the Academic Program by

the Characteristic of Affiliation the Characteristic of Affiliation
with an Organization, Class of with an Organization, Class of
1974 1979
COUNT I COUNT |
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW CoL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I Donor I TOTAL - TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- | TP C R PR T B i L e T L LT |
Normal -1 536 I 167 I 703 Normal I 735 1 69 I 804
Activity - | 76.2 1 23.3 I 37.9 Activity - I 91.4 1 8.6 I 42.3
Professional I I I Professional 1 I I
Organization I I I Organization 1 I I
o Jemmcmcnana- | B e I S | T I
Normal I 548 1 118 I 666 Normal I 691 I 16 I 707
Activity - I 82.3 1 17.7 I 35,9 Activity - I 97.7 1 2.3 1 37.2
Campus I I I Campus I I I
Organization 1 I I Organization I I I
R R el R atale I - Jemmeemeaes | T I
Appointed I 81 1 19 1 100 Appointed I 54 1 I 54
Position - I 81.0 I 19,0 I 5.4 Position - I 100.0 I I 2.8
Student I I I Student 1 I 1
Government 1 I I Government I 1 I
D L | it | I Jomemmmmeeea I
Participated I 86 I 12 1 98 Participated I KL 1 1 36
in Athletics 1 g7.8 1 12.2 1 5.3 in Athletics I 97,2 1 2.8 1 1.9
- Jemmmmeeee- | I R B | I
Once I 27 1 g I 36 Once I 25 1 1 1 26
Contributed I 75.0 1 25.0 1 1.9 Contributed I 96.2 1 3.8 1 1.4
to a I I [ to a I I I
Publication I I [ Publication I I I
R T s | I R B  (ETETSTR S I
AFROTC I 18 1 4 1 22 AFROTC I 11 1 [ 11
Commission I 81.8 I 18.2 1 1.2 Commission I 100.0 I I .6
« Jecmmraranna [-vocieanana [ Tl EEE TR | it I

B AA



Table 39. Giving to the Academic Program by Table 40. Giving to the Academic Program by

the Characteristic of Affiliation the Characteristic of Affiliation
with an Organization, Class of with an Organization, Class of
1974, Continued 1979, Continued
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- R el CEETLT LR LTS R e T B e el |
Army ROTC = I 12 I 1 1 13 Army ROTC I 7 1 I 7
Commission I 92.3 1 7.7 1 . Commission I 100.0 I I A
S CEEEEEPE R | el I D | I
Marine ROTC I 1 1 I 1 Marine ROTC I I I
Commission I 100.0 I I .1 Commission I [ I
S PR R I N PR ) (RPN 1
Navy ROTC I 18 1 3 1 21 Navy ROTC I 10 I I 10
Commission I 85.7 1 14.3 1 1.1 Commission I 100.0 I I .5
R | el 1 - Jemememmaas | I
Per forming I 77 1 13 1 90 Performing I 48 1 1 I 49
Arts - I 85.6 I 14,4 1 4.9 Arts - I 8.0 I 2,0 1 2.6
Participated I I I Participated I I I
= Jemrmmemeees | I N | I
Other I 86 I 19 I 105 Other I 143 1 5 1 148
Participation 1 81.9 I 18.1 1 5.7 Participation I 9%.6 I 3.4 1 7.8
 Jemenncncaaa | I R | LR LR 1
Religion I I I Religion I 49 1 I 49
I I I I 100.0 1 I 2.6
- e | et I R e | 1
COLUMN 1490 365 1855 COLUMN 1809 93 1902
TOTAL 80.3 19.7 100.0 TOTAL . 95.1 4.9 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 16.68 WITH 10 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 42.83 WITH 11 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.082 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001
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Table 41. Total Giving by the Characteristic Table 42, Total Giving by the Characteristic

of Affiliation with an Organization, of Affiliation with an
Class of 1974 Organization, Class of 1979

COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
CoL PCT [ ROYW COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- | T B ittt | D T B B ettt |
Normal I 522 1 181 I 703 Normal I 734 1 70 1 804
Activity - I 74.3 1 25,7 1 37.9 Activity - I 91.3 1 8.7 I 42,3
Professional [ I I Professional I I 1
Organization 1 I I Organization 1 I I

- Jemeemenana- | CEETEETEP TS I O B | I
Normal I 534 1 132 1 666 Normal I 689 1 18 1 707
Activity - I 80.2 1 19.8 I 35.9 Activity - I 97.5 1 2,5 I 37.2
Campus I I [ Campus I I I
Organization 1 I [ Organization I I I

- Jememmanaeae | CEEE LT LT I I | CEE TR R I
Appointed I 78 1 22 1 100 Appointed I 54 1 I 54
Position - I 78.0 * 1 22,0 1 5.4 Position - I 100.0 1 I 2.8
Student I I I Student | I I
Government I [ I Government I I I

IS EEEE R | I D R ey | I
Participated I 85 I 13 1 98 Participated I 33 1 3 1 36
in Athletics 1 86.7 I 13.3 1 5.3 in Athletics 1 91.7 1 8.3 1 1.9

D E | e I I L | i I
Once I 27 1 9 I 36 Once I 25 1 1 1 26
Contributed I 75.0 1 25.0 1 1.9 Contributed 1 9.2 1 3.8 1 1.4
to a I [ I to a | I I
Publication I I I Publication I I I

- Jemmnnmanaa. | R e I I E T | T |
AFROTC | 18 I 4 1 22 AFROTC I 11 1 I 11
Commission I 81.8 1 18.2 1 1.2 Commission 1 100.0 I I .6

- oo | I - Jememmmceaa I

T LT



Table 41, . Total Giving by the Characteristic Table 42. Total Giving by the Characteristic

of Affiliation with an Organization, of Affiliation with an Class of
1974, Continued ‘ Organization, Class of 1979,
Continued
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW COL PCT [ ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- | ) O DL LR LY | T B i) CETEE TP |
Army ROTC I 12 1 1 1 13 Army ROTC I 7 1 1 7
Commissiion I 92,3 I 7.7 1 g Commission 1 100.0 I I A
I B e e 1 - Jememmmeae- Jomocmcmanaa I
Marine ROTC 1 1 1 I 1 Marine ROTC I [ I
Commission I 100.0 I I .1 Commission 1 I I
D B s | I R | I
Navy ROTC I 18 1 3 1 21 Navy ROTC I 10 1 I 10
Commission 1 85.7 1 14.3 1 1.1 Commission I 100.0 I I .5
- Jemmenniona- [-ecmmcnnna I B LT | I
Performing I 77 1 13 1 90 Performing I 48 1 1 1 49
Arts - 1 85.6 1 14.4 1 4.9 Arts - I 98.0 1 2.0 1 2.6
Participated 1 I I Participated 1 I [
A P | e I I B | e I
Other I 85 1 20 1 165 Other I 143 1 5 1 148
Participation I 81.0 I 19.0 1 5.7 Participation I 9.6 I 34 1 7.8
e B et | I R B | TSR I
Religion I I I Religion 1 49 1 I 49
I I I I 100.0 I [ 2.6
e e s [-mmmmmemeee I ' S G [emmmmmmes I
COLUMN 1457 398 1855 COLUMN 1804 98 1902
TOTAL 78.5 21.5 100.0 TOTAL 94.8 5.2 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 18,43 WITH 10 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 40.54 WITH 11 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.048 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001
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Table 43. Giving to the Athletic Program by
the Characteristic of Wealth Rating,
Class of 1974

L = - =D - = - S - - - - D D = - - - . - -

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I Donor I TOTAL
Jeecccccaaaa R I
Highest 20% I 1009 I 36 I 1045
Income in I 96.6 I 3.4 I 33.2
State of I 1 I
Residence I I I
e Joecoomcaaaa Jommecencaa 1
2nd Highest I 778 I 19 I 797
20% Income I 97 .6 I 2.4 I 25.3
in State of I I I
Residence I I I
R (T TR I
3rd Highest 1 597 I 13 I 610
20% Income I 87.9 I 2.4 1 19.4
State of I I I
Residence I I I
o Jocmcaeeneaa | I
4th Highest I 451 I 14 I 465
20% Income I 97.0 I 3.0 I 14.8
in State of I I I
Residence I I I
- Jeeoemcccea [eccreceeea I
Lowest I 222 I 9 I 231
20% Income I %96.1 I 3.9 I 7.3
in State of I I I
Residence I I I
o Jocmmceceaaa | I
COLUMN 3057 91 3148
TOTAL 97.1 2.9 100.0

- - - —— - — " — - - — - - — T - - - - - - — T - -~ - - -

CHI SQUARE = 3.98 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.408

- - - - = - - = W W - W W D A WD D WD D D D AP D Y D W D = D D W WD . -
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Table 44. Giving to the Athletic Program by the
Characteristic of Wealth Rating, Class

of 1979

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROU
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I Donor I TOTAL
------------- e e TR P
Highest 20% 1 970 I 21 I 991
Income in I 97.9 I 2.1 I 29.8
State of I I I
Residence I I I

- e R I
2nd Highest 1 842 I 9 I 851
20% Income I 98.9 I 1.1 I 25.6
in State of I I I
Residence I I I

S B e R et I
3rd Highest I 639 I 10 I 649
Income in I 98.5 I 1.5 1 19.5
State of I I I
Residence I I I

I C T R I
4th Highest I 541 I 5 I 546
20% Income I 9.1 I .9 I 16.4
in State of I I I
Residence I I I

R R R I
Lowest I 281 I 6 I 287
20% Income I 97.9 I 2.1 1 8.6
in State of I I I
Residence I I I

- Jecmcmceeeaa Jmmrmeeeeo I
COLUMN 3273 51 3324
TOTAL 98.5 1.5 100.0

- - - - - > - - - - - — - - > - > - - - - - - - — -

CHI SQUARE = 5.49 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.240

- — > T 4D > > W A - - P P P S D = . S D S =P R P = W P VS En e -
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Table 45. Giving to the Academic Program by the
Characteristic of Wealth Rating, Class

of 1974

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I Donor I TOTAL
------------- e el Sttty |
Highest 20% I 855 I 190 I 1045
Income in I 81.8 I 18.2 I 33.2
State of I I I
Residence I I I

- e R I
2nd Highest I 674 I 123 I 797
20% Income I 84.6 I 15.4 I 25.3
in State of I I I
Residence I I I

- Jemecccaeaaa | 1
3rd Highest 1 514 I 96 I 610
20% Income I 84.3 I 15.7 I 19.4
in State of I I I
Residence I I I

R R I
4th Highest 1 391 I 74 I 465
20% Income I 84.1 I 15.9 I 14.8
in State of I I I
Residence I I I

I e et T I
Lowest I 198 I 33 I 231
20% Income I 85.7 I 14.3 I 7.3
in State of I I I
Residence I I I

R Jemrmmee e I
COLUMN 2632 516 3148
TOTAL _ 83.6 16.4 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 3.99 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,

m

SIGNIFICANCE = 0.407
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Table 48, Giving to the Academic Program by the
Characteristic of Wealth Rating, Class

of 1979

COUNT I
ROW PCT 1
CoL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I Donor I TOTAL
------------- J R e LT SIEPIE
Highest 20% I 953 I 38 I 991
Income in I 96.2 I 3.8 I 29.8
State of I I I
Residence I I I

- Jewmccreeaas T I
2nd Highest I 821 I 30 I 851
20% Income I 6.5 I 3.5 I 25.6
in State of I I I
Residence I I I

- Jemecmccaeea e I
3rd Highest I 616 I 33 1 649
20% Income 1 94.9 1 5.1 I 19.5
in State of I I I
Residence I I I

- Jecmmercea Jemomemcwaaa I
4th Highest 1 521 I 25 1 546
20% Income I 95.4 I 4.6 I 16.4
in State of I I I
Residence I I I

- Jeemmeceaea R 1
Lowest I 279 I 8 I 287
20% Income I 97.2 I 2.8 I 8.6
in State of I I I
Residence I I I

R R e I
COLUMN 3190 134 3324
TOTAL 96.0 4.0 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 4,09 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.393



Table 47. Total Giving by the Characteristic Table 48, Total Giving by the Characteristic
of Wealth Rating, Class of 1974 of Wealth Rating, Class of 1979

COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
COL PCT 1 ROW CoL PCT I ROUW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | T B il B Rt T T ) B |
Highest 20% I 836 I 209 I 1045 Highest 20% 1 944 1 47 1 991
Income in I 80.0 I 20,0 I 33.2 Income in I 95.3 I 4.7 1 29.8
State of I I I State of | | I
Residence I I I Residence I I |

R T | e I [omemcmnmnan | CEEE R I
2nd Highest 1 662 I 135 I 797 2nd Highest I 821 | 30 I 851
20% Income I 83.1 1 16.9 I 25.3 20% Income 1 96.5 I 3.5 1 25.6
in State of I I I in State of I I I
Residence 1 I 1 Residence I I I

S B Jommmmmmaaaa I | | I
3rd Highest 1 507 I 103 I 610 3rd Highest I 615 1 3 1 649
20% Income I 83.1 1 16,9 I 19.4 20% Income I 94,8 1 5.2 1 19,5
in State of I I I in State of I I I
Residence I I I Residence I I I

S G ) PR I  (RSRS ) (R I
4th Highest I 383 1 82 1 465 4th Highest I 520 I 26 1 546
20% Income I 82,4 1 17.6 I 14.8 20% Income I 9.2 1 4.8 I 16.4
in State of I I I in State of I 1 I
Residence I I I Residence | I I

 Jemmemeeaaa | I | | I
Lowest 1 194 1 37 1 231 Lowest I 2717 1 10 I 287
20% Income [ 84.0 I 16.0 I 7.3 20% Income I 96.5 1 3.5 1 8.6
in State of I I I in State of I I I
Residence I I I Residence I I I

o Jememeeaenaa | I | | R I
COLUMN 2582 566 3148 COLUMN 3177 147 3324
TOTAL 82.0 18.0 100.0 TOTAL 95.6 4.4 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 4,61 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 3.63 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.329 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.458
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Table 49, Giving to the Athletic Program by Table 50. Giving to the Athletic Program by

Affiliation with a Student Affiliation with a Student
Honorary Organization, Class of Honorary Organization, Class of
1974 1979
COUNT 1 COUNT |
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
CoL PCT 1 ROW COL PCT I ROMW
TOT PCT I Non-Doncr I Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I Donor I TOTAL
------------- | oL T | et B g GECTETFET I |
Academic 1 193 I 2 1 195 Academic I 230 1 2 1 232
Honorary 1 9.0 I 1.0 1 23.0 Honorary [ 99.1 % .9 % 26.6
S e | I R R B il
Active I 126 I 3 1 129 Active I 70 1 2 1 72
Honorary I 97.7 I 2.3 I 15,2 Honorary I 97.2 1 2.8 1 8.3
I C T | I - Jemmecnncaaa [emmcnmanaa. I
Professional I 9% 1 3 1 99 Professional | 101 1 2 1 103
I 97.0 1 3.0 I 11.7 I 98.1 1 1.9 1 11.8
- Jemmccmaanaa | I I C | B I
Departmental 1 92 1 2 1 94 Departmental I 101 I 1 1 102
Society or I 97.9 1 2.1 1 11.1 Society or I 9.0 1 1.0 I 11.7
Organization I I I Organization I I : I
R B | I - Jememmeeaa | |
Honor I 318 1 12 1 330 Honor 1 354 1 8 1 362
Society with I 9%.4 1 3.6 I 39.0 Society with I 97.8 1 2.2 1 41,6
Emphasis in I I I Emphasis in 1 I I
Scholastics 1 [ I Scholastics 1 I I
or Research I I I or Research I I I
R | I O E T | R I
COLUMN 825 22 847 COLUMN 856 15 871
TOTAL 97.4 2.6 100.0 TOTAL 98.3 1.7 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 3,51 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 2,36 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.477 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.670

v ettt e e 8 = e = an > W . = e e e e = e A W e -t v s e e e Y Y D B4 S e A A5 T G Gy We Y Y e e e e A P W D WD e S Em A Be e e e e S e
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Table 51. Giving to the Academic Program by Table 52, Giving to the Academic Program by
Affiliation with a Student ) Affiliation with a Student

Honorary Organization, Class of Honorary Organization, Class of
1974 1979
COUNT 1 COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW CoL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- |t LEBLEEL TS | e B il it ey |
Academic I 159 I 36 1 195 Academic I 221 1 5 1 232
Honorary I 8l.5 I 18.6 I 23.0 Honorary I 97.8 1 2,2 I 26.6
- Jememmeeeeee | LT EEEE 1 - Jememennee [ocmmccmaas I
Active I 84 1 45 1 129 Active 1 66 I 6 1 12
Honorary I 65.1 I 3.9 I 15.2 Honorary I 91,7 1 8.3 1 8.3
O B et | I D B | e I
Professional I 87 1 12 1 99 Professional I 98 1 5 1 103
I 87.9 1 12,1 I 11.7 I 9%5.1 1 4.9 I 11.8
I | I ~ Jemimenna | R e I
Departmental I 69 I 25 1 94 Departmental I 99 1 3 1 102
Society or 1 73.4 1 26.6 1 11,1 Society or I 97.1 1 2.9 I 11.7
Organization I I I Organization I I I
NN EETEER R | I D R | e 1
Honor I 250 1 80 I 330 Honor 1 332 1 30 I 362
Society with I 75.8 1 24,2 I 39.0 Society with 1 91.7 1 8.3 I 4l1.6
Emphasis in I I I Emphasis in I I I
Scholastics I I [ Scholastics I I I
or Research I I I or Research I I 1
B [ommmmmenaae I R CE L | I
COLUMN 649 198 847 COLUMN 822 49 871
TOTAL 76.6 23.4 100.0 TOTAL 94.4 5.6 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 19.85 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE

12.59 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.014

-t . - - - - - - = 4 - " v v A e S mm am S G e e e . v - o o " o v e o v = o " o Ay e = v P Ao e e A - - e = - - . s -
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Table 53. Total Giving by Affiliation Table 54. Total Giving by Affiliation

with a Student Honorary with a Student Honorary
Organization, Class of 1974 Organization, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW CoL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | P ERL TR il LanCET RIS RPN |
Academic 1 157 1 38 1 195 Academic I 226 1 6 I 232
Honorary I 80.5 I 19.5 1 23.0 Honorary I 97.4 1 2.6 1 26.6
R B il Jammemmaaeea I R TP | T I
Active 1 83 I 46 1 129 Active I 66 I 6 1 12
Honorary )\ 64.3 1 .7 1 15.2 Honorary I 91.7 1 8.3 I 8.3
R B | I N T T Jommmmeeeas I
Professional I 85 1 14 1 99 Professional [ 97 1 6 I 103
I 86.9 1 14.1 1 11.7 I 94,2 1 5.8 1 11.8
- Jewemaeaaan | R e I . - Jemmmmeaeas | R L I
Departmental I 67 I 27 1 9% Departmental I 99 1 3 1 102
Society or I 71.3 1 28.7 I 11.1 Society or I 97.1 1 2.9 1 1.7
Organization I I I Organization I I [
R B et | I R B e | |
Honor I 245 1 85 I 330 Honor I 331 1 31 1 362
Society with I 74.2 1 25.8 I 39.0 Society with 1 91.4 1 8.6 1 41.6
Emphasis in 1 [ [ Emphasis in 1 [ I
Scholastics 1 I I " Scholastics I I I
or Research I I I or Research I I I
R B el | I . o Jemmmeeea Jommmeee - =1
COLUMN 637 210 847 COLUMN 819 52 871
TOTAL 75.2 24.8 100.0 TOTAL 94.0 6.0 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 18,08 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHT SQUARE = 11.46 WITH 4 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001 _ SIGNIFICANCE = 0.022
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Table 55, Giving to the Athletic Program by Table 56, Giving to the Athletic Program by

Occupation, Class of 1974 Occupation, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT { ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW CCL PCT I ROW
T0T PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I Domor I TOTAL
-------------- T L LT | e B n) Cr TSP |
Business 1 394 1 33 1 427 Business I 292 1 g8 I 300
1 92.3 1 7.7 1 34.8 I 97.3 1 2.7 I 43.0
~ Jemmnaaianaa | I I L [ommoamnnuaa I
Engineering I 193 1 6 I 199 Engineering I 101 I I 101
I 97.0 1 3.0 I 16.2 I 100.0 I I 14,5
B T | I o D L | T I
Home I 31 1 [ 31 Home I 19 1 1 19
Economics I 100.0 I I 2.5 Economics 1 100.0 I I 2.7
B B | 1 D BT T | CEORE 1
Life 1 103 I 9 I 112 Life I 51 1 I 51
Sciences 1 92,0 1 8.0 I 9.1 Sciences I 100.0 T I 7.3
B BT | e I e | I
Math I 43 I 3 1 46 Math I 32 I I 32
Sciences I 93,5 I 6.5 I 3.7 Sciences I 100.0 I I 4.6
I T | I T B L | CET - 1
Physical I 11 1 I 11 Physical I 9 I I 9
Sciences I 100.0 I 1 .9 Sciences 1 100.0 I I 1.3
R T | R e I I T | T I
Social I 194 I 2 1 196 Social I 103 I 4 I 107
Sciences I 99,0 I 1.0 I 16.0 Sciences | 96.3 I 3.7 I 15.3
B | I B (T ——— I
Miscellaneous I 201 I 4 1 205 Miscellaneous 1 78 1 1 1 79
I 98.0 I 2.0 1 16.7 . I 98,7 1 1.3 I 11.3
- Jememenaa | e 1 I L ey, I
COLUMN 1170 57 1227 - COLUMN 685 13 698
TOTAL 95.4 4.6 100.0 TOTAL 98.1 1.9 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 24,85 WITH 7 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 7,30 WITH 7 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.399

P L L L L L R T T e R L L L P R R R L L Ll
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Table 57. Giving to the Academic Program by Table 58. Giving to the Academic Program by

Occupation, Class of 1974 Occupation, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT 1
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW CoL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I Donor I TOTAL
-------------- T B | B e T T L ) |
Business I 329 I 98 I 427 Business 1 291 1 9 1 300
I 77.0 1 23.0 1 34.8 [ 97.0 1 3.0 I 43.0
B T Jommomenenen I - Jomemaaeaes (TR I
Engineering I 161 1 38 1 199 Engineering I 97 1 4 1 101
1 80,9 I 19.1 I 16.2 i 96.0 1 4,0 1 14.5
B B ) I B T | (ISP I
Home I 26 1 5 I 31 Home I 19 1 I 19
Economics I 83.9 1 16.1 I 2.5 Economics I 100.0 I I 2.7
o Jemecccanaan | e I - Jewmomanaaas [enencnaanaa I
Life I 75 1 37 1 112 Life I 31 1 20 1 51
Sciences I 67.0 I 33.0 I 9,1 Sciences | 60.8 I 39.2 1 7.3
I | R e 1 ' I T | e I
Math I 36 I 10 1 46 Math I 32 I I 32
Sciences I 78.3 1 21,7 1 3.7 Sciences I 100.0 1 I 4.6
O P | I e Jememeeeaa  C T —— I
Physical I 9 I 2 1 1 Physical I 9 1 I 9
Sciences I 81.8 1 18,2 1 .9 Sciences I 100.0 I I 1.3
O | I “ Jemmmenaaaa. Jomccmamaeaa I
Social I 160 I 36 I . 196 Social | 104 I 3 I 107
Sciences I 81.6 I 18.4 I 16.0 Sciences 1 97.2 1 2.8 I 15.3
- Jermmmaaaaaa | T I o Jomameeaeaan [emmmmmnaeas 1
Miscellaneous 1 179 1 26 1 205 Miscellaneous I 76 1 3 1 79
I 87.3 1 12.7 1 16.7 I 9.2 I 3.8 I 11.3
R B | I - Jomemcnaeaaa | I
COLUMN 975 252 1227 © COLUMN 659 39 698
TOTAL 79.5 20.5 100.0 TOTAL 94 .4 5.6 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 21,26 WITH 7 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 119.25 WITH 7 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,003 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001
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Table 59. Total Giving by the Characteristic Table 60. Total Giving by the Characteristic

of Occupation, Class of 1974 of Occupation, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT I
CoL PCT I ROW COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Bonor I  Donor 1 TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- T Bt | T T P it CUET RPN |
Business I 309 I 118 1 427 Business | 289 1 11 1 300
1 72.4 1 27.6 1 34.8 I 96,3 I 3.7 1 43.0
B R I S T | (R 1
Engineering I 156 1 43 1 199 Engineering I 97 1 4 1 101
I 78.4 1 21,6 1 16.2 I 96,0 I 4,0 I 14,5
e B il | I I i | R ———— I
Home I 26 I 5 I 31 Home I 19 1 I 19
Economics I 83.9 1 16.1 1 2.5 Economics I 100,00 I I 2.7
I B bl | I I B | B I
Life I 70 I 42 1 112 Life I 31 1 20 1 51
Sciences I 62.5 1 37.5 1 9.1 Sciences I 60,8 I 39,2 1 7.3
B T Jommcmmmanaa I R T | B I
Math I 4 1 12 1 46 Math I 32 1 I 32
Sciences I 73.9 1 26.1 I 3.7 Sciences I 100.0 I I 4.6
N R I - Jemememaacaa | R 1
Physical I 9 I 2 1 11 Physical I 9 I 1 9
Sciences I 81.8 I 18,2 1 ) Sciences I 100.0 I I 1.3
R T i | I D B | I
Social I 159 1 37 1 196 Social I 103 1 4 1 107
Sciences I 81.1 I 18.9 I 16.0 Sciences 1 9%.3 1 3.7 I 15.3
B T | B I S P | [ — I
Miscellaneous 1 178 1 27 1 205 Miscellaneous I 76 1 3 1 79
I 86.8 I 13.2 1 16.7 [ 9.2 1 3.8 1 11.3
B Jommmmemaaas I B e | IR 1
COLUMN 941 286 1227 COLUMN 656 42 698
TOTAL 76.7 23.3 100.0 TOTAL 94,0 6.0 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 32.60 WITH 7 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 108.59 WITH 7 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,001 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001
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Table 61. Giving to the Athletic Program by
Anticipated Salary Range,
Class of 1974

P L L L L L L R R R e e I i

COUNT 1
ROW PCT I
:COL PCT 1 ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- Jecmommcmmcamamemeeean]
$15,000 1 645 1 12 1 657
I 98,2 1 1.8 1 44,7
S L L Jrmmmceaaas 1
15,000~ I 528 1 22 1 550
25,000 I 96.0 1 4,0 I 37.4
- Jameemnaaa | R 1
25,000~ 1 226 1 19 I 245
50,000 I 92,2 1 7.8 1 16.7
o Jemmemeaa- | LT P I
$50,000 I 18 1 1 1 19
I 94,7 1 5.3 1 1.3
B B Jrmemecmnees 1
COLUMN 1417 54 1471
TOTAL 96.3 3.7 100.0

R e e e R e R R e L TR

CHI SQUARE = 18,18 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,001

e e e - o " Sm P " wn AP S R R A e o A s S AP WS S = e M wv 08

Table 62. Giving to the Athletic Program by
Anticipated Salary Range,
Class of 1979

- - . ey . by T AP o ey S - e P - G o G e e e e R D WP . e

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
coL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- | R e L led b T ey |
$15,000 I 301 1 9 1 310
I 97.1 1 2.9 I 53,9
I e it | 1
15,000~ I 252 1 3 1 255
25,000 I 98.8 I 1.2 1 44.3
I R | R I
25,000~ 1 9 I 1 9
50,000 I 100.0 I 1 1.6
- e [-memmmaa 1
$50,000 I 1 1 1 1
I 100.0 I I .2
D T ) 1
COLUMN 563 12 575
TOTAL 97.9 2.1 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 2.26 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,521
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Table 63. Giving to the Academic Program by
Anticipated Salary Range,
Class of 1974

- o " o " - - . 58 Pm s e S e e A D NS A L e e e A S - ee S = e o S

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
COL PCT 1 ROW
T0T PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- | T B L LT |
$15,000 I 544 1 113 1 657
I 82.8 1 17.2 1 44.7
- Jememeeeeen ) T I
15,000~ I 422 1 128 1 550
25,000 I 76.7 1 23.3 1 37.4
O e e | 1
25,000~ I 174 1 71 1 245
50,000 1 71,0 1 29,0 I 16.7
S B | GO T TR 1
650,000 I 13 1 6 I 19
I 68.4 1 31.6 1 1.3
o Jemmamaoaaes ) (RS I
COLUMN 1153 318 1471
TOTAL 78.4 21,6 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 17.4 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,

SIGNIFICANCE = 0,001
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Table 64. Giving to the Academic Program by
Anticipated Salary Range,
Class of 1979

- o P 0 . e %0 T e v G vE W S n S YD W P we e wm BN e WS W WE W W TR T W T e e e T W

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Domor I TOTAL
-------------- ) (RSP PR,
$15,000 - I 303 1 7 1 310
1 97,7 1 2.3 1 53.9
S PR (O I
15,000- 1 224 1 31 1 255
25,000 I 87.8 1 12.2 1 44.3
S PR ) P I
25,000~ 1 6 I 3 1 9
50,000 I 66.7 I 33.3 1 1.6
S PR ) PR I
$50,000 I 1 1 I 1
I 100.0 I I .2
S PR ) (R I
COLUMN 534 41 575
TOTAL 92.9 7.1 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 30.25 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.521
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Table 65. Total Giving by Anticipated
Salary Range, Class of 1974

- " - " > e - - 8 - e PO s - " - - wO S v e e =P v ey e S e e e

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
COL PCT 1 ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | bl LRt TE T |
$15,000 I 538 I 119 1 657
I 81.9 1 18.1 I 44.7
R T D | R 1
15,000- I 407 1 143 1 550
25,000 I 74.0 1 26,0 I 37.4
B B i) LEE B TP 1
25,000- I 166 I 79 1 245
50,000 I 67.8 I 32,2 1 16.7
o Jommcomanaaa (RN I
$50,000 I 12 1 7 1 19
I 63.2 I 36,8 1 1.3
R T Jommommmneas i
COLUMN 1153 318 1471
TOTAL 78.4 21.6 100.0
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CHI SQUARE = 17.4 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001

Table 66. Total Giving by Anticipated
Salary Range, Class of 1979

D s Y e T 08 e A A% m G P S T S e Ve TR RO s e S e e N D . e

COUNT I
ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
-------------- | R ) |
$15,000 I 300 I 10 1 310
I 96.8 1 3.2 I 53.9
T | I
15,000~ I 221 1 34 1 255
25,000 I 86.7 1 13.3 1 44.3
R AR  (S—— I
25,000- I 6 I 3 1 9
50,000 I 66.7 i 33.3 1 1.6
R T B T T e I
$50,000 I 1 1 I 1
I 100.0 I I .2
I T | I
COLUMN 528 47 575
TOTAL 91.8 8.2 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 26.83 WITH 3 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.001
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Table 67. Giving to the Athletic Program Table 68. Giving to the Athletic Program

by Place of Residence while in by Place of Residence while in
College, Class of 1974 College, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT [
ROW PCT 1 ROW PCT I
CoL pCT I ROW COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT [ Non-Donor I Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- S R L LTS | R B EE T !
Greek I 668 I 30 1 698 Greek I 623 1 19 1 642
I 9%.7 I 4.3 1 22.9 I 97.0 I 3.0 I 21.0
D R | I i [---cccnaeee I
On-Campus I 15695 1 46 1 1641 On-Campus I 1654 1 19 I 1673
I 97.2 1 2,8 1 53.8 I 98.9 I 1.1 I 54,7
“ Jemmcecanann [emmmnccnans I SN CLEEEEEEEEE [ecmamcncns I
Off-Campus I 696 I 16 I 712 0ff-Campus I 733 1 9 I 742
I 97.8 I 2.2 1 23.3 I 98.8 I 1.2 1 243
B CEEETERS e e I - Jommmomnenas | I
COLUMN 2959 92 3051 COLUMN 3010 47 3057
TOTAL 97.0 3.0 100.0 TOTAL 98.5 1.5 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 5,62 WITH 2 'DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 10,88 WITH 2 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0.060 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.004
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Table 69. Giving to the Academic Program Table 70. Giving to the Academic Program

by Place of Residence while in by Place of Residence while in
College, Class of 1974 College, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT 1 ROW PCT I
COL PCT I ROW CoL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Doner I Donor I TOTAL
------------- R e | e s SCTLELTTTEERY EEP PR TS|
Greek I 565 I 133 1 698 Greek I 616 1 26 1 642
I 80.9 I 19.1 I 22.9 I 9%.0 I 4.0 I 21.0
B | 1 D EEEE TR | CEPEEEEEEERS I
On-Campus I 1371 1 270 I 1641 On-Campus I 1613 1 60 1 1673
I 83.5 1 16,5 I 53.8 I %.4 1 3.6 1 54,7
- Jemmmmmeeaas [-mecoene --1 S B [rmmemcmeas I
0ff-Campus I 602 I 110 1 712 0ff-Campus I 703 1 39 1 742
I g84.6 I 15.4 1 23.3 I 9,7 1 5.3 1 24.3
I e it e I S CEE e | I
COLUMN 2538 513 3051 COLUMN 2932 125 3057
TOTAL 83.2 16.8 100.0 TOTAL 9.9 4.1 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 3.61 WITH 2 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 3.66 WITH 2 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,165 SIGNIFICANCE = 0.161
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Table 71, Total Giving by Place of Re§idence Table 72. Total Giving by Place of Residence

while in College, Class of 1974 while in College, Class of 1979
COUNT I COUNT I
ROW PCT I ROW PCT |
COL PCT 1 ROW COL PCT I ROW
TOT PCT [ Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL TOT PCT I Non-Donor I  Donor I TOTAL
------------- | el LELEELEE TS | T EaGGEECEEES CEEEEEEEEEES CEPEEEE PR |
Greek [ 549 1 149 I 698 Greek I 611 1 31 1 642
I 8.7 1 21,3 I 22.9 I 95.2 I 4.8 1 21.0
R | I R | I
On-Campus I 1344 1 297 1 1641 On-Campus I 1609 I 64 1 1673
I 81.9 1 18.1 I 53.8 I 9%.2 1 3.8 1 654.7
- Jemacmmmeeen [ommecmmaan I - Jrmmeenaeaas [omeccanaanas I
Off-Campus I ~ 594 1 118 1 712 0ff-Campus I 700 I 42 1 742
[ 83.4 1 16.6 I 23.3 I 94.3 1 5.7 1 24.3
I | I I | CEPETEEEEERS I
COLUMN 2487 564 3051 COLUMN 2920 137 3057
TOTAL 81.5 18.5 100.0 TOTAL 95.5 4.5 100.0
CHI SQUARE = 5.68 WITH 2 DEGREES OF FREEDOM, CHI SQUARE = 4,27 WITH 2 DEGREES OF FREEDOM,
SIGNIFICANCE = 0,058 SIGNIFICANCE = 0,118
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