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ABSTRACT

ELIZABETH ANN MILLER JOHNSON
FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH NON-TRADITIONAL UNDERGRADUATE 
ALUMNI GIVING TO ALMA MATERS 
Under the direction of OLIVIA BOGGS, Ed. D.

Both public and private institutions of higher education face revenue shortfalls.

In order to close budget gaps, colleges and universities must identify new revenue 

sources. Historically alumni are large providers of voluntary support to higher education 

institutions, but the numbers of alumni contributing financially is decreasing. The 

purpose of the study was to uncover motivating factors influencing alumni gift-giving 

behaviors by non-traditional (25+ years of age) and traditional (21-24 years o f age) 

undergraduate alumni. The quantitative study utilized five years o f ex-post facto data 

from a national alumni survey administered at 101 higher education institutions in the 

United States. The obtained data included responses from 24,559 respondents. Multiple 

cross-tabulations were performed.

The research revealed that traditional undergraduate alumni had the greatest 

propensity for contributing financially. Both female non-traditional and traditional 

alumni had the highest frequencies of donorship. Only two student activities had the 

highest proportions associated with making financial contributions by both non- 

traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni: participation in career and professional 

organizations and community service. The alumni involvement factor with the highest



proportions associated with making financial contributions identified by both non- 

traditional and traditional alumni was identifying job opportunities for graduates. The 

highest percentage of contributing financially revealed by both non-traditional and 

traditional alumni was associated with attending athletic events.

Results from the study suggest that higher education institutions should develop 

targeted fundraising efforts for non-traditional undergraduate alumni, as they make 

contributions to their alma maters in similar proportions as do traditional alumni. 

Institutional leadership can address the importance of professional and career services 

and community service to non-traditional alumni by providing resources in each of these 

areas to the increasing non-traditional student population. Advancement professionals 

can recognize that non-traditional undergraduate alumni want to stay connected to alma 

maters after graduation and make financial contributions in similar percentages as 

traditional alumni. By expanding outreach activities to non-traditional students and 

graduates now, new donors will be generated for the future.



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION

Undergraduate students are traditionally thought to be between the ages of 18 -  

24 (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Benshoff & Lewis, 1992; Choy, 2002; Horn & Berktold, 

1998; Knowles, 1980; Paulsen, 1990). However, an increasing number of undergraduate 

students, entering or returning to college, are over the age of 25 (Anderson, 2003; Horn & 

Carroll, 1996; Kasworm, 2003; Kazis, Callahan, Davidson, McLeod, Bosworth, Choitz,

& Hoops, 2007; NCES, 2011). Institutions of higher education consider undergraduate 

students over the age of 25 to be non-traditional or adult students (Knowles, 1980; Bean 

& Metzner, 1985; U.S. Department of Education, 2002).

Over the past 30 years, non-traditional students enrolled in postsecondary 

institutions have increased by more than 89 % compared to traditional student growth of 

69% in the United States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). While the percentage of 

traditional-aged students in colleges and universities increased by 27% between 2000 and 

2009, non-traditional student enrollment increased by approximately 30% (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2012). This resulted in 36% of the 2009 postsecondary college enrollment being 

non-traditional students (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). The National Center for Education 

Statistics projects that during the period of 2010 to 2021, undergraduate students ages 18 

to 24 enrolling in postsecondary degree-granting institutions will increase by 10% while

1
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undergraduate students ages 25 and above will increase by 20%, two times more than 

traditional undergraduate students (U.S. Department of Education, 2013).

Among the many explanations for increases in non-traditional student 

populations is the fact that less than 60% of traditional-aged undergraduates 

earn baccalaureate degrees in six years (Knapp, Kelly-Reid, & Ginder, 2012; Soares, 

2009). Many of these students return some years later to complete degree requirements. 

The percentage of non-traditional student enrollment may rise higher than projected 

influenced by 21st century economy demands for employees to have some form of 

postsecondary education prior to hiring or advancement (Bureau of Labor Statistics,

2012; Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2006). With the majority o f the United 

States’ population continuing to work past the previously established retirement age of 65 

the on-going need for continuing education will expand (Crouch, 2012).

The majority o f U.S. colleges and universities significantly depend on alumni 

donations to supplement revenue streams from tuition and dwindling governmental 

support. Non-traditional undergraduates are a specific and unique higher education 

alumni segment representing a new, untapped source for higher education institutions 

(Hoyt, 2004; Hurst, 2008). The Council for Aid to Education reported that individuals 

are more likely to support institutions granting their undergraduate degrees than 

institutions awarding graduate degrees (Clolery, 2007). Recognizing and capitalizing on 

this trend could open lucrative, new revenue opportunities for undergraduate schools 

experiencing population surges of non-traditional undergraduate alumni.

Reductions in appropriations from state (Baum, Bell, & Sturtevant, 2010; 

Katsinas, D’Amico, & Friedel, 2011; SHEEO, 2011) and federal governments (Field,
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2008; Field, 2011; Lederman, 2007) are well documented. Corporate and private 

endowments (National Association of College and University Business Officers, 2011) 

have dwindled as well, while institutional operating budgets have increased with 

supply/demand and cost fluctuations in goods and services (American Association of 

University Professors, 2011; Ehrenberg, 2004). In 2011, the Council for Aid to 

Education reported that colleges and universities raised $28 billion in 2010, the same 

amount reported in 2006. Adjusted for inflation, 2010 donations were 8% lower than 

those received in 2006. In 2013, the Council reported a small gain in amounts raised in 

2012, but adjusted for inflation, “giving was virtually unchanged” (Council for Aid to 

Education). Historically, state and local support for higher education has comeback once 

economic growth resumes, but there is often a significant delay. During a five year 

period after the economic slowdown occurred in 2001-2002, only a 17% increase in total 

state and local government support was realized (National Association of College and 

University Business Officers, 2009). Additionally, undergraduate enrollment levels of 

traditional-aged 18-year olds from lower and lower-middle income families have been 

negatively influenced by reductions in federal aid and tuition increases (Bersudskaya & 

Wei, 2011, Matthews, 2011; The College Board, 2011).

The potential benefits higher education institutions can experience by increasing 

alumni contributions are huge, including fiscal stability and shifts in college rankings 

affected by percentages o f alumni giving (U.S. News & World Report, 2012), foundation 

philanthropy, and corporate giving. According to U.S. News & World Report’s 2013 Best 

Colleges edition, averages in alumni giving for the top one hundred colleges and 

universities dropped by almost 15% in the past five years (Hopkins, 2012).



The economic downturn significantly influenced the stability of college and 

university endowments at all levels in the United States and Europe. In 2008, due to a 

repressed U.S. economy, Ivy League schools, including Harvard and Princeton, 

experienced the worst single-year endowment return in 40 years (Faust & Forst, 2008) 

with reductions o f 30% and 22.7% respectively (Wilson, 2009). In 2009 a report by the 

National Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO) identified 

endowment losses averaging 23% (NACUBO, 2009) and after bouncing back to gains in 

2011, the 2012 report identified losses of -.3% (Kiley, 2013). Harvard’s and Yale’s 

educational endowments have been declining since in 2009. Princeton, University of 

Michigan, Columbia University, University of Chicago, University of California, and 

Duke are notable higher education institutions with decreases in their endowments in 

2012 as well (Kiley, 2013).

There are many examples of universities having experienced decreased state or 

federal funding, yet embraced private support as “a more meaningful part o f the 

university’s budget” (Masterson, 2008, p. 25). The combination of declining government 

funding and endowment income, exasperated by the recent economic recession, have 

caused most higher education institutions to identify new revenue sources, particularly 

from alumni. Although U.S. colleges and universities witnessed an 8.2% increase in 

charitable contributions, only 3.8% went toward operational expenditures (Council for 

Aid to Education, 2012). Increasing the institutional base of contributors can help offset 

the economy’s cyclical highs and lows which effect endowment income. Over the past 

decade the slumping economy, encumbered borrowing conditions, and decreased 

government aid contributed to shrinkages in operational and capital budgets o f higher
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education institutions (Douglass, 2010; NACUBO, 2009; Pope, 2003). The largest 

portion of private financial support for higher education institutions, 25 to 30%, comes 

from individual contributions of traditional alumni (Ayers and Associates, 2002; Hurst, 

2008); however, participation is declining (Council for Aid to Education, 2009). And, 

yet engagement o f the rising population of non-traditional undergraduates has not 

happened holding at bay their future contributions and increased propensity for 

contributing to their alma maters (Hurst, 2008; Radcliffe, 2011).

Research is sparse related to the increasing non-traditional student population 

(McCoin, 2002). Likewise, research on non-traditional alumni is deficient related to 

financial giving to alma maters (Hoyt, 2004; Hurst, 2008). In 2013, little is known about 

student experiences, alumni involvement, and determining factors that contribute to 

giving patterns of non-traditional undergraduate alumni. During a time when finding 

alternative income sources has been a struggle for higher education institutions, these 

student populations have expanded and could be highlighted as new revenue resources.

According to research, offices that provide services to and solicitation of alumni 

have not adjusted their focus on contributions and have limited understanding of 

motivation patterns of varied student populations (Hoyt, 2004; Hunter, Jones, & Boger, 

C., 1999; Sun, Hoffman & Grady, 2007). Solicitation campaigns run by higher education 

institutions traditionally served populations 18-21 years of age and capitalized on 

affinities to alma maters fostered during undergraduate on-campus academic 

(Brittingham & Pezzullo, 1990; Radcliffe, 2011) and student activities (Baade & 

Sundberg, 1996; Belfield & Beney, 2000; Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Clotfelter, 2001, 

2003; Conner, 2005; Hoyt, 2004; Monks, 2003; Mosser, 1993; Okunade, 1993, 1996;
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Pearson, 1999; Taylor & Martin, 1995; Young & Fischer, 1996). However, growing 

populations of non-traditional undergraduate students are more influenced by external 

commitments which alter their on-campus experiences and reduce involvement with the 

institution. As non-traditional undergraduate students proliferate on college campuses, 

benefits will become more evident for examining student experiences and alumni 

involvement factors that encourage affiliation and stimulate donations by non-traditional 

undergraduate students (Black, Dawson & Ferdig, 2006).

Studies indicate that in recent years downward shifts in federal and state funding 

and endowment investment income have prompted increased solicitation of funds from 

alumni by large and small, public and private colleges and universities (Council for Aid 

to Education, 2011). While some research differentiates patterns of alumni giving based 

on traditional undergraduate alumni, minimal targeted research has been produced on the 

significantly growing population of non-traditional undergraduate alumni.

Observers of higher education’s changing financial future recommend 

cultivation of a larger percentage o f alumni donors (Weerts & Ronca, 2009). Based on 

previous research o f traditional undergraduate students, implications for higher education 

leadership include revisiting affinity-building practices to increase engagement and 

expanded understanding of variations in motivators for participation in student activities 

and alumni programs unique to non-traditional undergraduates (Clotfelter, 2001,2003; 

Connor, 2005; Gaier, 2005; Holmes, 2009; Hoyt, 2004; Leslie & Ramey, 1988; Monks, 

2003; Sun, Hoffman, & Grady, 2007; Tom & Elmer, 1994; Weerts, 2007; Weerts & 

Ronca, 2009). Research has identified the importance of long-standing connections to 

institutions by most donor groups (Leslie & Ramey, 1988). Not known at this time is
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which student experiences and alumni involvement activities are motivationally effective 

to affect the patterns of making charitable contributions by non-traditional undergraduate 

alumni.

Statement of the Problem 

The decline in alumni giving is a significant issue for 4-year higher education 

institutions. The largest portion of private financial support for higher education 

institutions, 25 to 30%, has come through individual contributions (Ayers & Associates, 

2002). According to the Council for Aid to Education (2009), decreasing numbers of 

alumni donors and competition for dollars has risen to a level of critical importance.

Great potential exists in the untapped revenue source of non-traditional undergraduate 

alumni where research is currently lacking on motivators and patterns of financial giving 

because prevailing views assume that non-traditional alumni would mirror traditional 

alumni populations (Hurst, 2008). Accordingly, this study addresses the problem of 

diminished alumni giving, particularly the lack of knowledge regarding giving patterns 

and motivating determinants of the rapidly growing population of non-traditional 

undergraduate alumni.

Purpose of the Study 

Researchers focused on alumni giving behaviors have expressed the criticality for 

educational leaders to update and expand understanding of donor group motivations and 

the nature of relationships with educational institutions (Leslie & Ramey, 1988;

Radcliffe, 2011). Using selected characteristics o f alumni donors, the purpose of this 

study was to investigate the propensity for contributing financially on the part o f non- 

traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni. Focusing on factors associated with



gender, student experiences, and alumni involvement the research draws a profile of non- 

traditional undergraduate alumni revealing patterns of making financial contributions to 

their alma maters. For future engagement strategies higher education advancement 

professionals and leadership can benefit from information revealed in this research 

concerning this alumni population’s motivators and their propensity for contributing 

financially. The need to understand giving practices of non-traditional undergraduate 

alumni will continue to rise as higher education institutions continue to decrease 

fundraising gaps by soliciting private financial support (Hodge, n.d.; Hurst, 2008; 

Radcliffe, 2011).

Research Questions 

The research for this study identified and compared variables related to age, 

gender, student experiences, and alumni involvement factors that were associated 

with the dependent variable of financial support to alma maters by non-traditional and 

traditional undergraduate alumni. The research analyzed frequencies and determined 

percentages to compare differences in response proportions between the two populations. 

Data from a national organization were analyzed to answer the four questions which 

guided this study.

RQ1 Do non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni report contributing 

financially to alma maters in the same proportions?

RQ2 Do male and female non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni report 

contributing financially to alma maters in the same proportions?



RQ3 Do non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni who participated in

student activities as undergraduates report contributing financially to alma maters 

in the same proportions?

RQ4 Do non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni who participated in 

alumni activities report contributing to alma maters in the same proportions?

Theoretical Framework 

Two theories which provided a structure for understanding motivators for non- 

traditional undergraduate alumni giving were Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs Theory 

(Maslow, 1943) and Social Exchange Theory (Homans, 1958). Since non-traditional 

student enrollment is expected to grow over the next ten years (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2011), opportunities exist for increasing revenue sources, developing a future 

focus, and gaining tangible benefits by expanding understanding of motivational 

variations for financial giving by non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni in 

higher education today (Hurst, 2008). The hierarchy of needs and social exchange 

theories describe various motivators which are relevant to non-traditional undergraduate 

students.

The majority o f non-traditional undergraduates have to satisfy more diverse levels 

o f needs as identified by Maslow (1943) in his hierarchical framework. Since these 

students attend colleges and universities part-time, evenings, weekends, and/or online 

their access to traditional student experiences and institutional services is limited (Bean & 

Metzner, 1985; Benshoff & Lewis, 1992; Choy, 2002; Horn & Berktold, 1998; Knowles, 

1980; Paulsen, 1990). Non-traditional students also experience challenges that the 

majority o f traditional undergraduate students do not, including balancing work, family,
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and school with limited parental safety nets and on lower incomes (Rash, Skinner, Cline, 

& Blanch, 2008). While attending school, non-traditional undergraduate students face 

greater financial, employment, and health issues (de Vise, 2011). Student support 

services and resources are often available for traditional undergraduate students through 

the college or university; whereas, non-traditional undergraduate students have limited 

availability (Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance, 2012; Benshoff & 

Lewis, 1992; Chao, n.d.; Kerka, 1989).

Homan’s (1958) perspectives on social exchange theory have been described as 

actions that are based on rewarding reactions by others (Emerson, 1976), and, they beg 

consideration regarding the impact of influential behavior of institutions on non- 

traditional undergraduate alumni. The student experiences of the majority of non- 

traditional undergraduates are very different from traditional undergraduates, and may 

affect the propensity for alumni involvement and giving after graduation. Based on the 

social exchange theory, a student’s reinforcement of connections with the institution 

through student experiences, and then as an alumnus through alumni activities, can 

potentially strengthen affinity and increase financial contributions (Brittingham & 

Pezzullo, 1990; Radcliffe, 2011).

Research on hierarchical motivations and relevance to a social exchange approach 

helped clarify more productive ways of cultivating, building, and reinforcing crucial 

relationships for successful fundraising directed toward this growing non-traditional 

undergraduate alumni population. Drawing broadly from the intersection of Maslow’s 

(1943) motivation theory and Homan’s (1958) social exchange theory, propositions about 

the antecedents and outcomes of financial giving were constructed. The conceptual
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framework for this research was to produce an empirically-based description of gender 

and motivating behaviors related to student experiences and alumni involvement of non- 

traditional undergraduate alumni which are associated with engagement and propensity to 

give to alma maters (see Figure 1).

Gender

Dependent
Variable

Student
Experiences

Alumni
Involvement

Financial
Contributions

Nontraditional 
& Traditional 

Undergraduates

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework.

Historically development and administrative officers of higher education 

institutions have not identified ages o f alumni donors on the date of graduation (Dean, 

2007); therefore, a general lack of awareness exists regarding the growth of age diversity 

(Kuh et al., 2006) and motivational variations regarding contributing financially to their 

alma maters. Because higher education has not yet studied non-traditional undergraduate 

alumni engagement variations in relationship to giving behaviors, the potential impact on 

donor giving has been unrealized. Non-traditional undergraduate alumni may contribute 

far less than traditional undergraduate alumni only because o f attitudinal and behavioral 

factors (Bauman, 2004) which are identified in this study.

Significance of the Study 

Charitable contributions to top research institutions in the United States (Council 

for Aid to Education, 2012), have recently increased while government and corporate
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funding for higher education have decreased magnifying the importance of seeking 

alternate pathways for essential financial donations (NCSL, 2010). Alumni are the 

primary source of this type of outside funding (Council for Aid to Education, 2007). 

Conducting research to identify motivating factors influencing charitable giving by non- 

traditional undergraduate alumni toward charitable giving may benefit higher education 

leadership and development officers’ future strategic planning (Gardner, 2010).

Non-traditional undergraduates represent the fastest increasing percentage of 

student enrollment (U.S. Department of Education, 2011); yet, they are a significantly 

understudied population (McCoin, 2002). They beckon all financially challenged higher 

education institutions to focus deliberate attention on them (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Horn 

& Carroll, 1996; NCES, 2011). Realizing that the fastest growing non-traditional 

undergraduate student population may have dissimilar needs that are associated with 

making financial contributions, university development officers and educational leaders 

can tailor activities and programs to expand support and engagement for non-traditional 

undergraduates while students and as alumni (Ullman, 2011).

Elevated understanding of the population will provide colleges and universities 

with a deep well of support in revenue, time, and interest. Cultivation of greater alumni 

giving evolves from thoroughly understanding the perceptions held by non-traditional 

undergraduate students regarding their greatest social and service needs during 

enrollment years. The sooner the behaviors of this specific population are understood, 

the more responsive college and university leadership can be incorporating them into the 

designs of future fundraising campaigns and institutional engagement plans. Higher 

education fundraising programs that assertively and effectively engage all segments of



alumni are essential for the maximization of institutional private financial support (Sun, 

Hoffman & Grady, 2007; Ullman, 2011).

Procedures

The study used a descriptive survey research design and analyzed pre-existing 

data from the Alumni Attitude Study®. The data were obtained from Performance

Enhancement Group, Ltd. of Houston, Texas. Undergraduate alumni from the years 2004 

to 2008 were obtained from the 2012 Alumni Attitude Study ’sG master file which 

included over one million alumni records from 160 four-year colleges and universities. 

The data, which contained no personal identifiable information related to participants or 

higher education institutions from which they graduated, were uploaded into a database 

using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS version 18).

Four categories o f variables were selected for this study: age, gender, student 

activities, and alumni experiences. Within these four categories, 27 attributes were used 

to identify factors associated with making financial contributions to higher education 

institutions. Through analysis of these variables, university advancement professionals 

will be better informed about age, gender-specific, student activities, and alumni 

involvement factors that are associated with contributing financially to alma maters.

These attributes were chosen as a result o f having been included in previous research on 

charitable giving (Table 1). Table 1 each attribute analyzed by each category.
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Table 1

Attributes Associated with Major Categories

Age Gender Student Experiences Alumni Involvement

Traditional Male • honor society • mentoring students
(18-25 years . • fraternity/sorority 

61113 6 • intramural athletics
• identifying job

old) opportunities for graduates
• intercollegiate athletics • providing feedback to the

Non- • music/theater/art [university] on how it is
traditional • community service perceived
(> 26 years • religious organizations • recruiting students
old) • residence halls • serving as ambassadors or

• professional or career-related advocates for the
organizations [university]

• academic clubs • providing financial
• ethnic and/or cultural centers support for [the university]
• newspaper, radio, or (e.g. donations)
yearbook • networking with other 

alumni
• volunteering for [the 
university]

• providing leadership by 
serving on boards, 
committees, etc.
• attending general alumni 
and university events
• attending athletic events

Note. From Alumni Attitude Study© survey by Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd.

Previous studies related to gender, student activities, and alumni involvement 

have either reported on results from alumni in a general population or by specific school, 

such as business. Prior research has not differentiated the undergraduate alumni 

population by age. With the increase in non-traditional aged undergraduate student 

populations, twenty-five years old and older, neither researchers nor advancement 

professionals have identified factors likely to motivate non-traditional undergraduate 

alumni toward making financial contributions to their alma maters.
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The dependent variable, based on one Alumni Attitude Study® survey question,

asked whether the participant had made a financial contribution to a college or university 

that they had attended. The financial contribution was not restricted by date or length of 

time financial contributions had been made. The study reported frequencies and 

percentages of contributions for different ages, genders, student activities, and alumni 

experiences.

Descriptive statistics used for the data analysis consists of descriptive statistics 

using SPSS and portray graduates in terms of demographic attributes, student activities, 

and alumni involvement. Based on the Alumni Attitude Study® survey questions, 

individual records have been identified as traditional-aged, 18 to 25 years of age, and 

non-traditional-aged, 26 years of age and older undergraduate students. Participant 

records of Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. which did not indicate age-related data 

were excluded from this research. Cross-tabulations conveyed differences between 

proportions of reported financial contributions of non-traditional and traditional 

undergraduate alumni based on the factors of gender, student activities, and alumni 

involvement.

Survey Instrument 

The Alumni Attitude Study® survey is a proprietary instrument created 

cooperatively by Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. and alumni associations from 

eleven public and private universities for the purpose of studying alumni attitudes toward 

their alma maters. The universities participating in the creation of the instrument include 

the following: Baylor University, Indiana University, Iowa State University, Kansas 

State University, Lehigh University, Northwestern University, Oklahoma State



University, State University of New York -  Buffalo, University of Georgia, University of 

Michigan, and University of Nebraska. Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd., a 

Houston, Texas consulting firm, provided data from the national Alumni Attitude Study®

which were uploaded into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to 

describe frequencies and percentages related to age, gender, student experiences and 

alumni involvement, and the dependent variable o f financial support by the targeted 

alumni populations (Warner, 2008). Descriptive statistics were used to report on the 

sample of observations for the two populations included in the study and to identify any 

emerging patterns related to motivational behaviors (Warner, 2008).

Limitations and Delimitations

Quantitative research has limitations that may affect the results of a study 

(Creswell, 2005). The following limitations are relevant to this ex-post facto research. 

Selection to use the Alumni Attitude Study® survey limited the depth of analysis. The 

survey consisted of no-yes and Likert-type scaled questions which only provided 

numerical and categorical data (Creswell, 2005).

A variable used in this study was age at graduation which identified non- 

traditional and traditional students. Age was calculated based on responses to survey 

questions for year of graduation and current age when completing survey. A large 

number of survey respondents did not include one or both of the answers needed to 

calculate age. This reduced the records for analysis of variables by 61% from 24,559 to 

9,561.

The survey responses analyzed were limited to a five year period, 2004 to 2008. 

The attributes for the student experience and alumni involvement variables were limited
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by using The Alumni Attitude Study® survey. It was difficult to clearly discern which

activity was most relevant to alumni giving since many of the student experience 

attributes covered several activities within one variable, i.e. music/theater/art and 

newspaper/radio/yearbook, or vague descriptions o f an activity, i.e. ethnic and/or cultural 

centers, or attend athletic events.

Respondents’ personal disclosures about student experiences and alumni 

involvement may be predisposed based on memories, biases, prejudices, and individual 

perspectives (Sun, Hoffman & Grady, 2007). The inability to recall specifics could affect 

data accuracy in instances o f intentional misrepresentation and unintentional 

misclassification of information (Creswell, 2005).

In addition, the survey was mailed or emailed to varied proportions of 

undergraduate alumni populations from higher education institutions. Since individual 

institutions determined populations to survey fewer response rates may have been 

garnered from institutions whose distributions were restricted. Non-traditional student 

populations do not fit long-held definitions of traditional college students, and as a group 

have historically been considered by higher education institutions as a marginal 

population (Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance, 2012). As such, 

response rates from this population may have been low even if  they were all surveyed. 

These limitations may have affected the outcome of the research, but could not be 

controlled by the researcher. Delimitations of using the Alumni Attitude Study® survey

were the narrowing of the respondents’ sample to the five years between 2004 to 2008, 

and o f the independent variables that were studied.
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Definition of Terms

The following definitions clarify the major terms used in this study.

Alumni: A group of people, both males and females, who have graduated from a 

school or university (BusinessDictionary.com).

Alumni Involvement: Various activities and events provided to graduates by 

university alumni relations officers in order to engage alumni for as long as possible in 

the life of higher education institutions (Dean, 2007).

Demographic: Descriptive characteristics specific to populations of people 

including age, gender, race, and ethnic origin (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010).

Donor: An individual making a contribution directly to an IRS qualified 

organization or legal representative of said organization, or to a qualified trust for said 

organization, or in a similar specifically authorized legal arrangement (IRS, 2011). For 

this study, contributions have been limited to financial contributions.

Financial Contributions: Any type of irrevocable gift given to higher education 

institutions by alumni with assignable monetary value for a purpose designated by the 

donor without expectation of tangible or economic benefits except tax benefits and life 

income in the case of planned/deferred gifts. Such gifts might include: personal cash, 

securities, books, equipment, real property, outright or through planned/deferred gift 

vehicles, charitable gift annuity, retained life estate, charitable remainder trust or life 

insurance). Donors may specify unrestricting of funds or gifts for use in meeting needs 

identified by the university, college/school, or related support organization (IRS, 2011).

Non-traditional Student: A student who is 25 years of age or older upon entering 

or returning to college (Bean & Metzner, 1985; BenshofF & Lewis, 1992; Choy, 2002;



19

Horn & Berktold, 1998; Knowles, 1980, Paulsen, 1990; U.S. Department o f Education,

2002). In the literature and throughout this study, the term non-traditional student is used 

synonymously with adult student and non-traditional aged student. For this study, a 

narrow definition of non-traditional students is being used to categorize this specific 

student population.

Student Experiences'. College experiences refer to the time period, activities, and 

interactions having occurred during students’ pursuit of an academic degree (Kuh et al., 

2006). These can include academic, social, and co-curricular activities in which an 

undergraduate student participated.

Traditional Student: Individuals who are aged 18-24 years old, first-time 

baccalaureate degree-seeking at a four-year higher education institution, and beginning 

and completing a degree in four to six years are considered to be undergraduate students 

(Choy, 2002; Knapp et al., 2010).

Undergraduate Student: A student enrolled in a college or university who has not 

received a bachelor’s or equivalent degree (College Dictionary, 1973).

Summary

Non-traditional undergraduate student enrollment is increasing as 

traditional student enrollment is decreasing at four-year and research higher education 

institutions in the United States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). This phenomenon may 

impact alumni revenue streams which colleges and universities depend on to supplement 

tuition and decreasing governmental support (Baum, Bell, & Sturtevant, 2010; Katsinas, 

D’Amico, & Friebel, 2011; Field, 2008,2011; Lederman, 2007; SHEEO, 2011). 

Additionally, organizations such as U.S. News & World Report and Princeton Review,



publish college rankings which are affected by increases in percentages of alumni making 

financial contributions to alma maters. Non-traditional undergraduate students engage 

with their colleges and universities in differing ways; therefore, significant benefits exist 

for institutional leaders who become aware of key relationships between student 

experiences and alumni involvement activities unique to this growing student population 

(Holmes, 2009; Hoyt, 2004; Monks, 2003; Sun, Hoffman, & Grady, 2007; Weerts & 

Ronca, 2009). To determine relevance for non-traditional students and alumni and build 

affinity with institutions, it will be important to deeply investigate existing student 

experiences and alumni involvement programs and practices.

Chapter 2 examines the current literature on non-traditional students enrolled in 

higher education institutions: motivations influencing this specific population’s giving 

patterns, gender factors, student experiences, and alumni involvement. All of these 

could influence undergraduate alumni toward making financial contributions to their 

alma maters; and, the impact for higher education institutions could be significant. 

Chapter 3 includes the descriptive research methodology that provides a detailed account 

of the collection and analysis of the quantitative data. Chapter 4 reports the summary 

data analysis and correlations between gender, student experience, and alumni 

involvement of non-traditional and traditional undergraduate students as it relates to their 

financial support of alma maters. Chapter 5 presents a summary of the study, 

conclusions, and recommendations for future research, which found both traditional and 

non-traditional undergraduate alumni reported similar student activities and alumni 

involvement factors associated with contributing financially.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The review of literature discusses research on factors associated with alumni 

giving to higher education institutions and their relationship to non-traditional 

undergraduate alumni. First, this chapter discusses non-traditional undergraduate 

students to clarify the comprehensiveness of current definitions and differentiate the 

narrow perspective used for this research. Data supports how this specific population is 

increasing in colleges and universities in the U.S. Second, an investigation of relevant 

theories in behavioral psychology on motivation explains various stimuli for charitable 

giving correlated to current research on alumni giving. Third, socio-demographic 

determinants are reviewed, focusing on gender as another factor associated with 

individual giving. Fourth, an analysis is presented on previously identified and 

researched undergraduate student experiences while attending higher education 

institutions. Fifth, a research review highlights identifiable alumni involvement factors 

which may be related to philanthropy. Sixth, research related to the needs of non- 

traditional students currently enrolled in colleges and universities is presented with 

implications for prospective alumni cultivation.

Non-traditional Undergraduate Students 

Non-traditional undergraduate students, sometimes called adult learners 

(Knowles, 1980), may be defined by one or any combination of the following: age 25 

years old or older; suspends enrollment in a higher education institution for at least one 

year after high school; attends part-time for a portion of the academic year; works 35 or 

more hours per week while enrolled; is considered financially independent for purposes

21
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of determining eligibility for financial aid; has dependent children, parents, or others 

except a spouse; is a single parent defined as not married or married but separated and 

has dependents; or completed high school requirements with a GED or other completion 

method, or given academic credit for life experience (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Benshoff & 

Lewis, 1992; Choy, 2002; Horn & Berktold, 1998; Knowles, 1980; Paulsen, 1990, U.S. 

Department o f Education, 2002).

Population Shifts

Dramatic shifts in student enrollment populations were discernible as early as the 

1940’s, especially for age groups of 25 and over (U.S. Department o f Education, 1993). 

The Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 (P.L. 78-346, 58 Stat. 284m), known also as 

the GI Bill, provided benefits to veterans for attending colleges and universities (Batten, 

2011). Bound and Turner (1999) found that within a ten-year period, over two million 

World War II veterans took advantage of the education benefits provided by the GI Bill. 

Based on the registration ages required for enlistment, the majority o f those veterans 

returning home and entering college would have been 25 years of age or older. While 

veterans of the Korean War used the GI Bill to earn degrees as well, the numbers were 

lower. The reason for this shift may have been prompted by the opportunity for 

educational deferments while attending higher education institutions (Bound & Turner, 

1999).

Between 2000 and 2010,18 to 24 year olds in the U.S. population have increased 

by 3.5 million. During the same ten year period, 25 to 64 year olds have increased by 

16.6 million (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). In 2012, the U.S. Census Bureau reduced its
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population growth projections by more than 32 million. According to the U.S. Census 

Bureau (2012), prompting the slower growth will be the reduction in birth rates and 

immigration levels (Cohn, 2012). Both of these issues will impact student enrollment in 

higher education institutions in the future.

Increase of Non-Traditional Students in Higher Education

For more than 30 years the numbers o f full-time college/university students have 

been slowly increasing for dependent-on-parents, post-high-school, traditional-aged 

undergraduates (Baer, 2011; Benshoff & Lewis, 1992; Choy, 2002) as non-traditional 

student enrollment numbers have been soaring. During the years 1980 to 2009 non- 

traditional student enrollment increased by almost 90% while traditional student 

enrollment increased by less than 70% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). In 2011, 53% of 

student enrollment in higher education was comprised of non-traditional students (U.S. 

Department o f Education, 2012). For the next ten years the projected increase for 

traditional students is only 12%. The non-traditional student population is projected to 

increase by 26% over the next ten years (U.S. Department of Education, 2012).

In the forty year span of 1970 -  2010, non-traditional undergraduate enrollments 

in postsecondary institutions have increased by more than 96% compared to a 58% 

growth by traditional undergraduates (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). College and 

university enrollments between 1998 and 2008 reported 48% as non-traditional aged and 

28% as traditional-aged students; a year later, 2009, non-traditional aged enrollment was 

38% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). The National Center for Education Statistics projects 

that between 2009 and 2020 postsecondary degree-granting institutions will experience a
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9% increase in enrollments of undergraduate students ages 18 to 24, whereas enrollment 

of undergraduate students ages 25 and above will increase by 37%, four times that of 

traditional undergraduate students (U.S. Department of Education, 2011).

More than one out of three traditional-aged students entering a four-year higher 

education institution does not earn a bachelor’s degree in six years. In 2002 only 37% of 

full-time, first-time bachelor’s degree candidates attending four-year higher education 

institutions completed the degree within four years, 58% within six years, and 60% 

within eight years (Knapp, Kelly-Reid, & Ginder, 2012). Segmented data from the U.S. 

Department of Education revealed that of the numbers of students seeking the bachelor’s 

degree 30% graduated from public institutions, 52% from private nonprofit institutions, 

and 15% from private for-profit institutions (Knapp et al., 2012).

Motivation

There are a variety o f psychological and behavioral theories related to motivation, 

as well as many positing individual preferences for contributing financially to higher 

education institutions. Motivation is a conscious or unconscious state or condition that is 

activated or energized by stimulus, incentive, or motives to create behavior generating 

action which initiates direction or purpose (Borkowski, 2011; Kleinginna & Kleinginna, 

1981). According to theorists, reasons for motivation include satisfying basic needs, 

desiring to meet goals, wanting to achieve a certain level of being, or fulfilling an ideal 

(Kleinginna & Kleinginna, 1981).

The study o f motivation has progressed since the late 1800s when English 

Parliament members debating the Education Act of 1870 comprised the first group of
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subjects (Haywood, 1971). In the twentieth century, behavioral psychologists focused 

research on motivation in order to construct predictive theories for human behaviors 

(Scott, 2000). However, motivation is an extremely intricate evolutionary process 

(Borkowski, 2011).

Over the course of two hundred years, motivation theory has been developed to 

explain the processes and structures that assign meaning to internal and external needs, 

thereby directing action toward satisfaction o f needs, including personal development, 

relatedness, encouragement, meaningfulness, autonomy, and achievement. Working on 

the assumption that individuals are motivated by the desire to satisfy inner personal 

needs, needs theories, or content theories, describe specific factors that motivate 

individuals (Borkowski, 2011). Understanding needs theories can enhance recognition of 

stimulators, energizers, and initiators of donor behavior. Through analysis of needs, these 

theories describe how individuals can be energized, directed, sustained, and prevented 

from being motivated (Alderfer, 1972; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Maslow, 1943). Needs 

theories also help explain how behavior can be initiated, diverted, and/or stopped 

(Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Herzberg, Mausner & Snyderman, 1993; McClelland,

1985).

Motivation Theories

There are many different views as to what motivates individuals. Maslow’s 

Hierarchy of Needs (1943) identified five levels of need satisfaction: physiological, 

security, belonging, esteem, and self-actualization. Other behavioral psychologists 

including Clayton Alderfer (1972), and motivation studies by Edward Deci and Richard
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Ryan’s (1985) explored satisfaction, energization, and direction of behavior. Clayton 

Alderfer’s ERG Theory (1972) condensed Maslow’s theory from five levels of need into 

three: existence, relatedness, and growth. Deci and Ryan’s Self-Determination Theory 

(1985) identified active encouragement from the environment as a basic need.

Using the analogy that attending school is like doing one’s job, three other 

motivation theories related to workplace environments developed concerning fulfillment 

of needs. They include Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory (1959), Hackman and 

Oldham’s Job Characteristics Model (1980), and McClelland’s Acquired Needs Theory 

(1961). Herzberg’s Motivation-Hygiene Theory separates motivation into extrinsic and 

intrinsic determinants of motivation which includes institutional policies and procedures 

as extrinsic hygiene factors and achievement and recognition as intrinsic motivating 

factors (Borkowski, 2011; Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1993; Scott, 2000). 

Hackman and Oldham’s Job Characteristics Model identified five core motivational 

needs: skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback (Hackman & 

Oldham, 1980; Borkowski, 2011). McClelland’s Acquired Needs Theory, also known as 

the theory of needs or learned needs theory, focuses on three motivating factors which are 

needs for achievement, power, and affiliation (McClelland, 1961).

While six needs or content theories with potential relevancy to this study were 

identified above, there are also process theories related to motivation which may also be 

applicable. Process theories contain some components of the content theories and vice 

versa. Some process theories identified in literature include Social Exchange Theory,
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Expectancy Theory, Equity Theory, Satisfaction-Performance Theory, Goal Setting 

Theory, and Reinforcement Theory (Borkowski, 2011).

While many theories on motivation exist, this review of literature focuses on 

Maslow’s Hierarchy o f Needs (1943) and Homans’ Social Exchange Theory (1958). 

Narrowing to the two theories, one needs and one process, benefits this study by 

providing a structure for understanding donor motivators, and particularly for non- 

traditional undergraduate alumni. Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs Theory (1943) and 

Homan’s Social Exchange Theory (1958) identify multiple needs to be satisfied for this 

specific population before financial contributions to alma maters is actualized.

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs Theory

One of the most widely recognized theories for human motivation is Abraham 

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs (1943). According to his theory, humans are driven by a 

compulsion to satisfy a succession of needs -  physiological, safety, love and belonging, 

esteem, and self-actualization; however, basic physiological and safety needs must first 

be met before an individual is impelled to seek a higher order need. Maslow formed a 

theory based on five levels of need differentiated into two main principles: deficiency and 

progression (Wahba & Bridwell, 1976). His premise was that only unsatisfied needs 

could influence behavior. First to be met are physiological deficiency levels such as the 

basic human issues of hunger, thirst, and shelter. Once those needs are met individuals 

are free to satisfy other levels of deficiency which include safety and security (Maslow, 

1943). As a segment of the non-traditional student population comes from low-income 

households, basic need fulfillment can be challenging (Rash, Skinner, Cline, & Blanch,
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2008). Two additional levels o f needs related to deficiency in Maslow’s theory include 

social needs of belonging and love, and esteem needs of praise and recognition. 

According to Maslow (1943), self-actualization needs relate to a higher level o f human 

development which he classified as progression needs. Populating the (human) social 

needs stage are connected desires and feelings relating to being with friends, intimate 

relationships, being parents, or acceptance in groups or communities. This third level of 

needs related to love and belonging strongly connects with student experiences and 

alumni involvement (Hummel, 2010). The fourth level of needs, positive self-esteem, 

revolves around two levels, a lower one and a higher one. The lower level is framed as 

the need for respect from others, status, fame, glory, recognition, attention, reputation, 

appreciation, and dignity. The higher level involves the need for self-respect, confidence, 

competence, achievement, mastery, independence, and freedom (Maslow, 1943). This 

level is also perceived to be a motivating factor for alumni giving (Anderson, 1981; 

Okunade, Wunnava, & Walsh, 1994).

Maslow (1943) asserts that the first four levels of needs must be satisfied before 

the fifth level of self-actualization can be realized, which is rarely achieved by humans. 

This fifth level is perceived by Maslow as self-fulfillment, complete and ultimate 

satisfaction which could be realized through creative and challenging opportunities 

(Maslow, 1943). Research on the fifth level expands the perspective of self-actualization. 

According to Heylighen (1992), self-actualizers feel empathy and kinship towards 

humanity as a whole; and, a sense of service to humanity can translate to a propensity 

toward charitable giving (Hoyt, 2004; Krane, 2010). Through research it has been found
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that the more positive a person feels towards accomplishing an action the more likely he 

or she completes the action (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996).

The Hierarchy of Needs Theory (1943) offers an early and fundamental view of 

human motivation. While not a theory generally ascribed to motives for charitable 

giving, it does correlate to factors related to alumni giving, specifically related to non- 

traditional undergraduate alumni. Non-traditional undergraduates’ motives for starting or 

returning to school may include beginning a new career, such as transitioning from 

homemaker to employee, or advancement through existing employers, both of which can 

be associated with increased income and meeting basic (human) needs. Contributing 

financially to alma maters may be delayed for a period of time while individuals progress 

to meet basic needs o f food, thirst, shelter, safety and security. Needs of belongingness 

and love relate directly to social motives and can be associated with student experiences 

and alumni involvement factors (Osterman, 2000). Non-traditional undergraduate 

students have experienced involvement in companies, communities, and/or social 

organizations and most likely are contributing to them in various ways. However, non- 

traditional undergraduate students need to feel engaged, appreciated, and respected by 

educational institutions (Grace, 2006). Esteem needs can describe any number of 

motives associated with higher education experiences including power and public 

recognition (Vemer & Davison, 1982). The highest need, self-actualization, can be 

associated with the concept of altruism, or the pattern of giving behavior related to 

helping another without thought of reward before or after enrollment or graduation 

(Piliavin & Chamg, 1990). The five levels are represented as steps in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. Adapted from Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 
pyramid described in A Theory o f  Human Motivation (Maslow, 1943).

Grace (2006) recommends cultivating an environment of matching values 

between educational institutions and non-traditional undergraduate students. This is 

promoted when higher education leaders and spokespersons broadcast a desire to aid 

future community leaders and citizens in preparing and developing forward movement in 

their careers. Barnett (2010) suggests that higher education leaders and development 

officers, cognizant of rising non-traditional undergraduate enrollments, create strategies 

for encouraging charitable giving behaviors by initiating strong relationships early in 

student experiences anticipating longer durations.

Since Maslow wrote his initial theory of motivation much research has evolved 

negating, as well as, affirming his ideas. Wahba and Bridwell (1976) reviewed research 

literature that showed limited empirical support for the needs hierarchy and other areas of 

Maslow’s theory. The population used for Maslow’s study was limited and levels of
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needs, particularly self-actualization, were difficult to measure. However, a study by Ed

Diener with the University of Illinois (Yates, 2011), revealed that Maslow’s theory was

substantially correct. In cultures all over the world acquisition o f needs was found to be

valuable to individual happiness. As structured by Maslow the order o f the five levels of

needs appeared to have minimal influence on how much each contributed to the overall

satisfaction and enjoyment of individual lives. Self-actualization was defined differently

based on the diverse cultural needs identified in the hierarchy (Yates, 2011).

Social Exchange Theory

In 1958 George Homans developed social exchange theory to comprehend the

social psychology of human behavior during interactions based on conditional reciprocity

from others, i.e. give and take and/or cost-benefit relationships. Some of the identified

behaviors related to these exchanges: power, conformity, status, leadership, and justice

(Cook & Rice, 2003). The specific social behavior could be an exchange of material or

non-material goods, such as approval or prestige.

Persons that give much to others try to get much from them, and 
persons that get much from others are under pressure to give much 
to them. This process of influence tends to work out at equilibrium 
to a balance in the exchanges. For a person in an exchange, what he 
gives may be a cost to him, just as what he gets may be a reward, 
and his behavior changes less as the difference o f the two, profit, 
tends to a maximum. (Homans, 1958, p. 606)

According to Blau (1964), social exchange theory explains the rudimentary maintenance

of any relationship as the basis for continued behavior in social structures. Homans’

based persistence of exchange relations on the reinforcement principles set forth by B. F.

Skinner (Cook & Rice, 2003).
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This theoretical concept has been interpreted as a continuum between pure 

altruism and reciprocal altruism (Collett & Morrissey, 1997). It builds from altruism and 

structures a give-and-take transaction as a two-way process scaffolded from social 

interactions and affiliations (Scott & Seglow, 2007). Social exchange theory is not 

reliant on exchanges of tangibles with monetary value, but rather infers individual and 

community connections and relationships fulfilling intangible needs (Blau, 1964). This 

theory postulates that people, as social beings, desire doing good through social 

endeavors (Piliavin & Chamg, 1990).

Social exchange differs from purely economic exchange because exchanged 

obligations may be in the future and unspecified; whereas, economic exchange is a 

formal contract for a specified item or service with stipulated quantities or blocks of time. 

Social exchange involves reciprocity - one person does another a favor with a general 

expectation o f some future return, leaving to the receiver the manner in which the favor 

will be repaid. Social exchange begets feelings of personal obligation, appreciation, and 

trust, while economic exchange does not (Blau, 1964).

Levine and White (1961) go further by identifying three determinants of an 

exchange system: (1) the accessibility of each individual to required resources; (2) the 

objective(s) of each individual; and (3) the degree to which consensus exists between the 

individuals. The degree of exchange dependence on other individuals is determined by 

required needs of individuals. A low level of need for appreciation and recognition may 

reduce the social exchange opportunities between two people, and vice versa. However,
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the relationship of social exchange enables participants to exercise power, influence, 

social networks, trust, and emotion in daily activities (Cook & Rice, 2003).

Results of a 2002 survey of university alumni supported previous research that 

organizational identification and perceived need were more likely to influence giving if 

the identified need was worthy and credible (Brady, Doble, Utter, & Smith, 2002; 

Connolly & Blanchette, 1986; Dean, 2007; Diamond & Kashyap, 1997; Hoyt, 2004; 

Miracle, 1977; Taylor & Martin, 1995). Conversely, Pearson (1999) found that a 

significant deterrent to giving was feelings among alumni that the institution’s need for 

(financial) gifts was not as great as that of other nonprofit organizations. In this study 

social exchange theory suggests that alumni donors make decisions on whether 

institutional identity and/or perceived need is worthwhile to support, in part, due to the 

presence or absence of benefit to them (Weerts & Ronca, 2007).

Homans’ focus on elementary social behavior was criticized as too simplistic 

attributing all social behavior to psychology rather than sociological phenomena, 

eliminating the importance of institutional/organizational interactions and emphasizing 

only relationships as social processes. Based on rewards and punishment, Homans’ work 

stated that receiving rewards increased repeated positive behavior up to the limit of 

diminishing marginal utility; however, the reward value lessened when constantly 

repeated or when not meeting recipient expectations (Cook & Rice, 2003).

Alumni (financial) support can be associated with social exchange theory by 

studying alumni perceptions of the value of past experiences and current involvement, 

including undergraduate extracurricular activities such as student organizations, athletics,
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and Greek Life (Harrison, Mitchell, & Peterson, 1995; Meer & Rosen, 2011; Monks,

2003). For most non-traditional undergraduate students these types of extracurricular 

activities are either not available or time prohibitive; therefore, lack of engagement may 

have emotional costs with no benefits. Faculty/student ratios, strong academic 

reputations, positive contacts with faculty and staff, and overall graduation rates may 

result in stronger engagement between non-traditional undergraduate alumni and alma 

maters (Clotfelter, 2003; Monks, 2003; Gunsalus, 2004). Connections may vary between 

non-traditional students depending on how they view alma maters, degrees of satisfaction 

with academic experiences, and levels of engagement in alumni activities (Clotfelter, 

2003; Miracle, 1977; Monks, 2003). These factors can fulfill needs and influence the 

social exchange relationships, as well as the extent to which non-traditional 

undergraduate alumni donate to alma maters (Weerts & Ronca, 2007).

Determinants of Charitable Giving 

Research has determined that voluntary charitable giving evolves from 

combinations of influences: psychological, economic, social and other factors.

Incentives or deterrents to giving include demographic factors (marital status, age, sex, 

and residence), socioeconomic variables (number and ages of children, race, social class, 

and employment status), as well as past giving and current income strata (Johnson & 

Rosenfeld, 1991). Individual philanthropic behaviors are also affected by psychographic 

factors such as perceptions of self and individual charities, donor lifestyles, values, and 

beliefs. Significant and relevant determinants to all donors typically include tax impact, 

education, religious affiliation, and affinity (Okunade & Berl, 1997). Pickett (1986) also
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presented the impact of environmental factors and institutional characteristics on 

institutional gift giving.

Giving to higher education institutions comes primarily from alumni, parents, and 

other individuals, corporations, and foundations, with a small share o f giving coming 

from religious organizations, fund-raising consortia, and through other avenues. The 

greatest share of individual donations comes from alumni, who are influenced by the 

same demographic, economic, and social factors mentioned above (Ayers and Associates, 

2002; Hurst, 2008). This review focuses on specific variables related to demographic 

factors associated with student experiences and alumni involvement.

Determinants of Alumni Giving 

Over the past 30 years in an effort to aid fundraising by advancement 

professionals, factors associated with alumni giving have been investigated by 

scrutinizing degrees of donor involvement in higher education institutions. Donor 

involvement is related to formation of attitudes based on reading alumni publications, 

following successful sports teams, and the impact of relatives attending an institution. 

Determinants of alumni giving can also be sorted into five main domains based on 

personal philanthropic ideals, demographic factors, institutional characteristics, 

institutional affinity, and perceived need. Each of these is addressed below.

Philanthropic Ideals

Alumni who give to their alma maters generally believe that personal donations 

make a difference (Diamond & Kashyap, 1997), meet an institutional need (Connolly & 

Blanchette, 1986; Diamond & Kashyap, 1997; Taylor & Martin, 1995), and will be used
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in an effective manner (Diamond & Kashyap, 1997). Expressed reasons for making 

charitable contributions also include ideals of helping subsequent generations, desires for 

making positive impacts, and desires to display gratitude toward individual institutions by 

giving back (Ashcraft, 1995; Diamond & Kashyap, 1997; Hubert, 2009; Patouillet, 2000; 

Taylor & Martin, 1995).

Demographic Factors

Of particular interest to educational leaders is a body of literature focusing on 

significant demographic factors (Okunade, 1996; Clotfelter, 2003) related to alumni 

making financial contributions to alma maters: age, i.e. number of years between 

graduation and onset of giving (Bristol, 1990; Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Okunade & 

Berl, 1997; Sun, Hoffman & Grady, 2007); growth of personal income (Belfield &

Beney, 2000; Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Lindahl & Winship, 1992; Okunade et al.,

1994; Taylor & Martin, 1995); marital status (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995); distance 

between residence and alma mater (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995); academic major of 

alumni (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Hueston, 1992; Okunade et al., 1994; Okunade & 

Berl, 1997); employment status ((Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995); ages and overall size of 

family, number of family members graduating from the same institution, and in same 

occupational industry (Okunade & Berl, 1997), and whether alumni earned a graduate 

degree at the same institution (Okunade et al., 1994). Women give more than men, as do 

alumni living in affluent neighborhoods within 250 miles o f the institution (Holmes,

2009).
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Individual and household incomes provide the best indicators of relative donation 

that higher education might expect from alumni donors (Baade & Sundberg, 1996; 

Belfield & Beney, 2000; Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Clotfelter, 2001,2003; Conner, 

2005; Hoyt, 2004; Monks, 2003; Mosser, 1993; Okunade, 1993,1996; Taylor & Martin, 

1995; Young & Fischer, 1996). Gender and ethnicity may influence satisfaction ratings 

toward institutions (Adelman, 1991; Helm & Sedlacik, 1998; Rienzi, Allen, Sarmiento, & 

McMillan, 1993; Umbach & Porter, 2002) Bruggink & Siddiqui (1995) confirmed earlier 

investigations indicating that characteristics associated with greater giving included 

income. These researchers also identified characteristics generating negative correlations 

which included living greater distances from the college and being unemployed 

(Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995). The negative correlation between levels of giving and 

living greater distances from campus and giving levels was corroborated in a study 

conducted by a private institution (Diamond & Kashyap, 1997).

A 1989 study identified increases in growth rate o f donations which paralleled the 

two factors of alumni age-income profiles until retirement, and negative growth after 

retirement (Olsen et al., 1989; Clotfelter, 2001,2003). In a 1994 study at a large public 

university, Okunade, Wunnava and Walsh (1994) found that growth rates o f alumni 

donations declined after the age of 52. Findings of Belfield and Beney (2000) supported 

the Okunade and Berl (1997) study noting that alumni giving increased with age but in 

decreasing proportions. More recently Wunnava and Lauze (2001) found that older 

alumni were more likely to give.



A major finding highlighted the significance of demographic differences on 

academic interactions. Married and partnered students displayed faster time-to-degree 

progress than single students. Students with dependent children experienced longer time- 

to-degree progress than those without dependents (Price, n.d.).

Gender

Gender is an important factor to consider when analyzing alumni giving.

Between 2000 and 2009 numbers of females enrolled in higher education rose 40 %, 

while the number o f males rose 35 % (NCES, 2011). Belfield and Beney (2000) found 

gender effects to be statistically significant as a predictor of alumni giving (Sun, Hoffman 

& Grady, 2007); and, females were found to have a higher propensity to give than males. 

However, Belfield and Beney (2000) also found that married females had a lower 

probability to give.

Since 2005 the number o f female students has exceeded the number of male 

students. Between 2005 and 2010, the number of male students increased by almostl .6 

million, compared with a 1.9 million increase in the number of female students (NCES, 

2011). While traditional student enrollment, both male and female, increased less than 20 

% in college enrollment between 2005 and 2010, non-traditional enrollment, both male 

and female, increased more than 25.6 % and 24.3 % respectively. The National Center 

for Education Statistics projects that in 2020 the traditional female student enrollment 

population will be over 25 % larger than the traditional male population. An even more 

noteworthy 2020 projection is that the non-traditional female student enrollment 

population will be 72 % greater than the non-traditional male population (U.S.
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Department of Education, 2011).

In a 2011 study on high net worth women’s philanthropy, those who were 

engaged in a network shared these motivating factors: giving back to the community, 

making a difference, and organizational efficiency. Women were also more motivated to 

give when volunteering at an organization where opportunities were available to set 

examples for young people (The Center on Philanthropy, 2011). However, a 23-year 

longitudinal study by Wunnava & Lauze (2001) found no difference in gender as 

predictors of giving.

Institutional Characteristics

Satisfaction is an important criterion to motivate alumni to make financial 

contributions to their alma maters (Hoyt, 2004). The two strongest predictors of alumni 

giving behavior are satisfaction with educational experiences or positive 

emotional attachments/engagement with colleges or universities (Baker, 1998; Caboni, 

2003; Calvario, 1996; Gaier, 2005; Gallo & Hubschman, 2003; Hoyt, 2004; Mael & 

Ashforth, 1992; Melchiori, 1988; Miller & Casebeer, 1990; Monks, 2003; Sun et al.

2007; Patouillet, 2000; Pearson, 1999; Rosser, 1997; Simari, 1995; Wastyn, 2009; Weerts 

& Ronca, 2007). Research also reveals that private or public institutions, enrollment size, 

characteristics of student body, perceived quality o f education, financial support and 

resource allocation, and reputation all relate to alumni giving behaviors (Leslie & Ramey,
t

1998).
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Institutional Affinity

Affinity relates to levels of positive feelings about individual institutions. Donors 

expect reciprocal care and concern from institutions when financial or volunteer support 

is given; and, shared values are encompassed into institutional affinity. Feelings about 

undergraduate experiences can build positive or negative affinity which can affect current 

and/or future giving from alumni (Boyle & Boice, 1998; Drezner, 2009). Institutional 

affinity is built upon satisfying the specific needs and experiences of students and alumni 

which can include networking opportunities, forging relationships with faculty and 

programs, and providing volunteer opportunities (Fusch, 2013).

Perceived Need

Perceived need is also a determinant o f alumni giving. Donors prefer giving to 

higher education institutions over other competing charitable causes when they perceive 

that donations meet significant institutional needs and when assurances are given that 

donations will be used effectively (Hoyt, 2004). Donors often have personal concerns 

and want to address institutional needs and problems directly as experienced and defined 

by the recipients, oftentimes reflected in their personal experiences with the institution as 

students. Schervish (1992) redefines the motivation to give as “adopting” an institution 

in order to provide sustenance, encouragement, and guidance by both the giver and the 

receiver.

Student Experiences 

Most higher education institutions offer a variety of opportunities for students to 

participate in formalized extracurricular activities and student organizations, including
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intercollegiate athletics, special interest student groups, Greek fraternities and sororities, 

community service, and student government (Ashcraft, 1995; Astin, 1977; Fitch, 1991; 

Hanson, 2000; Kuh et al., 1994; Wilson, 2009). Based on student on-campus experiences 

many college and university graduates express strong social and emotional connections 

for alma maters (Calvario, 1996; Hanson, 2000; Leslie & Ramey, 1988, Wastyn, 2009). 

Alumni express that their levels of satisfaction relate directly to student experiences, 

which then influence continued involvement with their alma maters (Calvario, 1996; 

Ikenberry, 1999; Johnson & Eckel, 1998; Volkwein, Webster-Saft, Xu, & Argrotes 1989; 

Young & Fischer, 1996).

Institutional Characteristics

Social affiliations are only part of the complex interactions that make up the 

whole of giving motivations. Diamond and Kashyap (1997) demonstrated that when 

academic institutions deliver multiple connections during enrollment processes that direct 

relationships evolve between the institution and students which, then, exemplify pro

social behaviors. In another study, Baade & Sundberg (1996) presented evidence 

supporting the dependency between alumni giving and the institutional characteristics of 

quality and development, as well as, student characteristics such as quality (academic 

achievement) and wealth. Pickett (1986) stated that institutional quality is perceived as 

“an organization that is accomplishing its proclaimed mission at a high level of 

effectiveness” (p. 233).

Using existing data from the ACT Alumni Outcomes study, survey researchers 

identified a positive correlation between institutional quality and giving (Gallo &
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Hubschman, 2003). Quality of education at private colleges was found to be a significant 

motivator for alumni giving (Ayers & Associates, 2002; Hoyt, 2004.; Sun, Hoffman & 

Grady, 2007). In a study of accounting alumni it was found that the quality of teaching 

and institutional reputation for both undergraduate and graduate levels proved to be the 

best indicators of giving (Danko-McGhee, 1991). Okunade and Berl (1997) also found 

that alumni who valued achieving B.S. or B.A. degrees were more likely to contribute 

financially, as were those whose attitude was positive toward the overall university 

experience, both of which indicate institutional quality.

Elite donors, who gave more than $1 million each to the University of Michigan, 

were interviewed. Three significant themes emerged: university’s role in society, 

perceived educational experiences, and factors related to advancement activities. The 

areas within the perceived education experience included outstanding academic 

experience, participation/knowledge gained in extracurricular activities, and faculty as 

mentors (Hurst, 2008).

Student Satisfaction

The most important determinant of alumni giving, according to Monks (2003), 

was individual levels of satisfaction with his or her academic experience. According to 

Tinto (1993), satisfaction is highly correlated with engagement and is represented by 

students’ sense o f belonging and loyalty to a college or university (Astin, 1993; Kuh, 

1991), persistence (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991), and academic performance (Bean, 

1980). Similarly graduating senior survey data confirmed that satisfaction with the 

undergraduate experience correlated with alumni donation intents (Wastyn, 2009).
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Students who have active communication with faculty and administrators develop 

stronger relationships with, and expanded perceptions of the institutional reputations, 

which also increases pro-social behavior for supporting institutions post-graduation (Sun, 

Hoffman & Grady, 2007; Sung & Yang, 2009). Quality instruction and interactions with 

faculty enhance student experiences and engagement (Cross, 1981; Graham & Gisi,

2000; Pearson, 1999; Umbach & Porter, 2002; Volkwein & Carbone, 1994). Research on 

smaller institutions indicated that enlarging affiliations with students correlated with 

receiving larger personal alumni gifts (Baade & Sundberg, 1993,1996). While Ashcraft 

(1995) did not find significance for alumnus attachment to faculty members, Drezner 

(2009) recognized that alumni propensity to give begins in the classroom. His research 

encouraged viewing first-year students as future alumni and initiating education about 

institutional needs and creating opportunities to provide support prior to graduation.

Tinto (1993) noted that student persistence is reinforced most by integration; and, 

that academic integration is critical (Berger & Braxton, 1998). Good faculty mentoring 

and advising can strongly influence student persistence (Golde, 2000). Weidman, Twale 

and Stein (2001) noted that it is incumbent on faculty to build academic programs infused 

with information designed to guide students through a continuous process from 

admission to entry into professional roles. In 1996 Boyle found that higher rated 

departments achieved socialization by providing opportunities for collaboration between 

students and faculty, regular social events, professional seminars, and research meetings, 

all considered as features o f academic and student experiences (Boyle & Boice, 1998).
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Several studies confirmed that expressing satisfaction with educational 

experiences or voicing positive feelings toward alma maters influences giving (Calvario, 

1996; Hubert, 2009; Melchiori, 1988; Pearson, 1999). Perceived quality of education is 

also acknowledged as an important motivator for giving (Baade & Sundberg, 1996; 

Belfield & Beney, 2000; Conner, 2005; Hoyt, 2004; Leslie & Ramey, 1988; Mann, 2007; 

Okunade, 1993). Students’ levels of satisfaction with educational experiences also 

correlate well with donating (Clotfelter, 2001, 2003; Hoyt, 2004; Monks, 2003). 

Satisfaction is also derived from perceived outcomes of performance, such as skills 

learned or job attainment (Hartman and Schmidt, 1995). Pearson (1999) found a strong 

correlation between satisfaction with student experiences and alumni donations. His 

research also connected satisfaction with educational, academic, and social experiences; 

therefore, expressing broader measures of institutional quality (Clotfelter, 2001,2003).

In 2007, Sun, Hoffman and Grady’s research described alumni propensity toward 

giving as it related to receiving favorable treatment and having experienced satisfaction 

with academic experience. Alumni who believed that attainment o f a college education 

contributed to career success were inclined to become donors. Alumni who had negative 

feelings and beliefs based on student experiences had less of a propensity to give (Sun, 

Hoffman & Grady, 2007). Results of the Sun, Hoffman and Grady (2007) study 

indicated that alumni satisfaction was higher among those who believed that their 

university’s contributions toward education and student experiences made positive 

impacts on careers. Satisfaction was also greater for alumni who developed relationships 

with university faculty and staff during educational experiences. This finding was
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consistent with other research published in dissertations revealing significant differences 

between student experience predictors, donors, and non-donors.

Student Engagement 

Engagement has been found to be positively associated with undergraduate 

student involvement (Astin, 1985; Outcalt & Skewes-Cox, 2002; Pike, 2005), quality 

student services (Graham & Gisi, 2000), social involvement and fulfilling peer 

relationships (Volkwein & Carbone, 1994). Investigations by Bruggink and Siddiqui 

(1995) confirmed that characteristics associated with greater giving included 

fraternity/sorority membership. A study by Connor (2005) corroborated earlier findings 

that undergraduates who were involved in activities correlated with being donors post

graduation.

Student Financial Support 

Research findings were split on whether alumni who received scholarships or 

financial aid as students were more likely to give (Baade & Sundberg, 1996; Clotfelter, 

2003; Dugan, Mullin, & Siegfried, 2000; Hoyt, 2004; Monks, 2003). Some researchers 

did not differentiate between financial aid in the form of scholarships and grants, not 

requiring repayment, and loans requiring repayment by students as alumni (Baade & 

Sundberg, 1996; Clotfelter, 2003). All four studies found no significant difference in 

levels of alumni giving. Other researchers based findings on more specific factors such 

as scholarships, grants, and loans (Dugan et al., 2000; Hoyt, 2004; Monks, 2003). Most 

indicated that scholarships increased the likelihood of alumni donations (Dugan et al., 

2000; Hoyt, 2004; Monks, 2003). On the other hand, two recent research studies that
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included loans as a separate factor found loans to be negatively correlated with giving ( 

Dugan et al., 2000; Monks, 2003).

Alumni Involvement 

In 2011 the Council for Aid to Education (CAE) reported higher education’s 

sources of voluntary support to be $30.3 billion. Alumni giving represented 25.7 % of all 

gifts, totaling $7.8 billion, second highest voluntary source of support for higher 

education institutions (Council for Aid to Education, 2012). Table 2 displays a 

proportionate breakdown of total voluntary support and total gift amounts for 2011.

Table 2

Sources o f  Voluntary Support fo r  Higher Education, 2011

Source Amount % Distribution

Alumni $7,800,000,000 25.7%

Non-alumni Individuals $5,650,000,000 18.6%

Corporations $5,020,000,000 16.6%

Foundations $8,675,000,000 28.6%

Religious Organizations $305,000,000 1.0%

Other Organizations $2,850,000,000 9.4%

Note. Council for Aid to Education. (2012). Colleges and universities raise $30.30 
billion in 2011: 8.2 % increase fueled by gifts for capital purposes [Press 
release]. Retrieved from http://www.cae.org/content/pdf7VSE_2011_ 
Press_Release.pdf

http://www.cae.org/content/pdf7VSE_2011_
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Alumni Giving and Involvement Factors

Bruggink and Siddiqui (1995) confirmed earlier investigations indicating alumni 

involvement to be characteristic of greater giving. Pickett (1986) believed that the 

potential to raise funds increases when institutions are perceived as fulfilling their 

missions (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Gaier, 2005; Taylor & Martin, 1995; Weerts & 

Ronca, 2007). Leslie and Ramey’s (1988) research supports Pickett’s beliefs about 

perceived institutional quality. They found that institutional quality, in terms of 

expenditures per student, has a favorable impact on donor groups. Leslie and Ramey also 

found that alumni donors respond to evidence of critical financial need, as well as 

accentuation of traditions and institutional prestige (1988). Seymour, as cited by Young 

and Fischer (1996), cited other predictors of alumni giving including institutional pride as 

a primary reason for alumni choosing to support alma maters. All of these factors 

suggest that getting alumni involved in institutional activities and expressing financial 

need may be causally related to initiating or continuing to donate.

Institutional Affinity

Alumni who feel a positive emotional attachment to a higher education institution 

are more likely to contribute, as evidenced in numerous studies (Baade & Sundberg,

1993, 1996; Brady, et al., 2002; Brittingham & Pezzullo, 1990; Calvario, 1996; Diamond 

& Kashyap, 1997; Gallo & Hubschman, 2003; Hoyt, 2004; Hubert, 2009; Leslie & 

Ramey, 1988; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Melchiori, 1988; Okunade & Berl, 1997; Pearson, 

1999; Taylor & Martin, 1995; Wunnava & Lauze, 2001; Young & Fischer, 1996). During 

active enrollment and after graduation, building positive connections between institutions 

and students increases willingness to recommend and recruit on behalf o f alma maters
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(Harrison, Mitchell & Peterson, 1995; McDearmon & Shirley, 2009). These positive 

motivations are further enabled when college or university leaders express appreciation, 

when relationships develop with other alumni and advancement staff, and when program 

outcomes of supported institutions are known (Gardner, 2010).

Alumni Programming

Seymour, as cited by Young and Fischer (1996), identified alumni programming 

as an important factor in donor contributions to alma maters. The primary purpose of 

alumni programs is to provide former students an everlasting link to alma maters. While 

alumni programs provide engagement opportunities with institutions, they also solidify 

relationships with alumni who in turn generate many kinds of support for and on behalf 

of alma maters. Basic alumni programming may include, but not be limited to, the 

following for different constituent and/or regional populations: admissions and student 

recruitment, student and alumni career assistance, student programming, athletic 

relations, homecoming and special events, alumni recognition, minority alumni 

programs, young alumni programs, older alumni programs, alumni family camps, and 

alumni affinity groups/chapters/clubs (Barrett, 1986).

Student Engagement with Alumni Association 

There is a link between giving as a student and giving as an alumnus. Research 

has found that student participation in alumni and institutional advancement activities 

during undergraduate years establishes a strong foundation for future involvement with 

alma maters (Nayman, Gianneschi & Mandel, 1993). There are several ways to involve 

and engage future alumni, including student alumni associations for undergraduates
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which have existed since the late 1940’s (Todd, 1992). Students are acclimated into an 

institution’s advancement culture through opportunities to serve in key planning and 

management positions (Nayman, Gianneschi & Mandel, 1993).

Students can also participate in institutional advancement activities by becoming 

financial contributors. Many of these programs are available at most universities: senior 

class gift programs, phone-a-thons side-by-side participation with alumni collecting 

donations for annual funds, and organized outreach activities. These opportunities give 

students a feeling of ownership and a sense of belonging to an institution.

Non-traditional Undergraduate Student Donor Profile

Current donor motivation literature focused on traditional undergraduate students

may not be applicable to non-traditional undergraduate students for several reasons.

Non-traditional undergraduate students are older than traditional-aged students, and

therefore do not enjoy the same formative experiences with younger adult peers on

campus. In addition, non-traditional students may feel marginalized on undergraduate-

centered campuses, or concentrated on satellite campuses, and may not have the same

student experiences available to them (Radcliffe, 2011). Osborn (1990) studied non-

traditional aged students and noted the following:

It makes sense that after graduation these older students don’t identify 
with alumni programs geared toward remembering college days for the 
dorms, parties, and bowl games. The tried and true standards -  reunions, 
homecomings, and class agents -  have limited success, (p. 42)

While Brittingham and Pezzullo (1990) believed that student activities were not

strong predictors of future giving, many other researchers identified student factors that

did predict alumni giving. Satisfying educational experiences and faculty relationships
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for non-traditional students may positively impact alumni attachments (Monks, 2003; 

Pearson, 1999; Taylor & Martin, 1993).

Engagement with non-traditional undergraduate students means different things. 

Non-traditional student involvement on campus is connected to services, not activities. 

Institutions wanting to achieve connectivity with non-traditional undergraduate students 

must exhibit student-centered services including providing a range of services from 

flexible payment methods to business service hours which accommodate working 

professionals (Knowles, 1980). Major differences between non-traditional and traditional 

students in higher education institutions include the following: most live off-campus not 

in dorms rarely taking advantage of sports, entertainment, religious groups or student 

professional organizations (Cage, 2008). Bean and Metzner (1987) found that non- 

traditional students do not attend higher education institutions for socialization 

opportunities. Allen (1993) reported that programs such as part-time on-campus jobs, 

child care on or near campus, and easy parking near campus buildings were more 

meaningful to non-traditional students.

Taylor and Martin (1993) found that student engagement resulted from 

participation in student organizations which became a strong predictor o f giving; 

however, those organizations must be relevant and available to non-traditional students. 

Since many non-traditional students balance work, family, other obligations, and 

academic requirements, they highly value expedient, practical, career-applicable courses 

and programs (Fong, 2004). To increase awareness and knowledge about work/life 

balance methods and career transitions, non-traditional students need counseling (Choa,
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n.d.) and career services (Kasworm, 2003; Kerka, 1989; Nesheim, Guentzel, Gansemer 

Topf, Ross, & Turrentine, 2006).

Student satisfaction is a predictor of alumni giving (Clotfelter, 2001,2003; Hoyt, 

2004; Littrell, 1989; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Melchiori, 1988; Monks, 2003; Stutler & 

Calvario, 1996). The frequently cited inadequacy of non-traditional undergraduate 

student engagement contributed to low levels of alumni giving and reflected student 

dissatisfaction levels (Gilardi & Guglielmetti, 2011). Attachment to and engagement 

with institutions positively correlates with alumni giving; however, non-traditional 

undergraduate students’ experiences are generally departmentally based and foster little 

or no engagement with the broader institution (Kuh et al., 2006). Positive experiences 

with faculty can contribute to positive academic integration, leading to better institutional 

engagement, lower attrition, higher satisfaction, and potential for increased giving (Baade 

& Sundberg, 1993,1996; Graham and Gisi, 2000; Pearson, 1999; Sun, Hoffman &

Grady, 2007; Sung & Yang, 2009;Umbach and Porter, 2002; Volkwein and Carbone, 

1994).

Career advancement is a leading driver for non-traditional student re-enrollment 

to complete undergraduate degrees or pursue postsecondary degree programs (Bauman, 

et al., 2004). Somewhat different from traditional students, non-traditional students may 

have multiple levels o f experience and varied career goals (AACRAO Consulting, 2009). 

Career services offered to non-traditional students provide the means for setting realistic 

expectations for post-graduation careers (Nesheim et al., 2006). Career counselors who 

have experience outside of academia can use upper tier tools and resources that benefit
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non-traditional students with resume writing, interviewing, negotiation techniques, 

current job search strategies (Kasworm, 2003), and options associated with career 

decisions (Hill & Campbell, 2003). Career counseling also aids non-traditional students 

by delivering professional development initiatives, employer participation at job fairs, 

connections to internships, and links to full-time employment during and after graduation 

(AACRAO, 2009). Non-traditional students who gain more job opportunities may 

achieve higher income levels which, in turn, may increase propensities for financial 

contributions (Hoyt, 2004).

Mael and Ashforth (1992) observed that individuals uninvolved as a student were 

also more likely to be uninvolved as alumni. This may also be true for non-traditional 

students. Broader engagement can increase intellectual development (Pontius & Harper, 

2006) and can be even more important for non-traditional students (Brandes & O’Dair, 

2009; Brus, 2006; Nettles & Millet, 2006). In an effort to overcome issues of isolation 

Brandes and O’Dair (2009) recommended that campuses create social and co-curricular 

opportunities for faculty and non-traditional students.

Summary

The review of the literature in this chapter very broadly defined the special 

population termed non-traditional undergraduates as students who are 25 years of age or 

older and seeking a four-year degree. Research was presented which identified increases 

in non-traditional student enrollment, starting with Veterans from World War II who used 

the GI Bill (Bound & Turner, 1999) through projections of up to 75% of total college 

students in 2019 (NCES, 2011). Between 2000 -2009 (NCES, 2011) non-traditional
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undergraduate student enrollment topped 43% compared to traditional student enrollment 

o f only 27% presenting compelling reasons for academic institutions to engage 

non-traditional undergraduates during enrollment and post-graduation.

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs Theory (Maslow, 1943) and Homan’s Social 

Exchange Theory (Homans, 1958) provide a framework for discerning stimulators, 

energizers, and initiators o f behaviors associated with alumni giving. Additionally 

gender, student experiences, and alumni involvement were identified as determinants of 

increased propensities toward charitable giving on the part of traditional and non- 

traditional undergraduates. With women surpassing men in higher education enrollments 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2011), along with women earning more and displaying 

higher propensities for making charitable donations (Belfield & Beney, 2000), 

engagement of women is significant for higher education leadership and development 

officers.

By strengthening engagements and increasing numbers of interactions between 

students and on-campus experiences student affinity for and understanding of 

institutional quality will deepen. When these perceptions are regarded as worthy and 

credible, they are more likely to influence giving (Brady et al., 2002; Dean, 2007; 

Diamond & Kashyap, 1997; Hoyt, 2004; Leslie & Ramey, 1988; Miracle, 1977; Taylor & 

Martin, 1995). Satisfaction with student activities and involvement during undergraduate 

years correlate with alumni giving (Clotfelter, 2001,2003; Hoyt, 2004; Littrell, 1989; 

Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Melchiori, 1988; Monks, 2003; Stutler & Calvario, 1996; 

Wastyn, 2009).
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Keeping alumni involved with alma maters through various institutional activities 

and making them aware of financial needs linked to fulfillment of institutional missions 

also increases alumni donations (Barrett, 1986; Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Gaier, 2005; 

Taylor & Martin, 1995; Todd, 1992; Weerts & Ronca, 2007; Young & Fischer, 1996). 

Basic alumni programming specific to variations in alumni constituencies, i.e. young 

alumni, or regional populations enhances connections to alma maters (Young & Fischer, 

1996).

Non-traditional student involvement on campuses is connected to services, not 

activities. Providing convenient student support services and relevant career-applicable 

courses and programs that allow for balance of work, family, and other obligations along 

with academic requirements are critical (Allen, 1993; Cage, 2008; Chao, n.d.; Fong,

2004; Kasworm, 2003; Kerka, 1989; Knowles, 1980; Metzner & Bean, 1987; Nesheim et 

al., 2006). Non-traditional students have also expressed the significance of feeling 

engaged and valued in order to develop a propensity for alumni financial giving (Hoyt, 

2004; Monks, 2003; Sung & Yang, 2009.) As career advancement is the leading driver 

for non-traditional student enrollment in degree-granting institutions the potential for 

increased alumni giving lies in providing diverse levels of career services to support 

multiple levels of student experiences and knowledge desirable for job opportunities and 

income increases (AACRAO, 2009; Bauman, et al., 2004; Hill & Campbell, 2003; 

Kasworm, 2003; Nesheim et al., 2006).

University leaders and development officers benefit from expanded understanding 

of marked distinctions between non-traditional and traditional undergraduates,



55

experiences, and engagement preferences (Osborn, 1990). Individuals uninvolved as 

students are more likely to be uninvolved as alumni, and this is particularly true of non- 

traditional undergraduate alumni (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). The current study does 

contribute to the literature on fundraising research related to an increasingly important 

population, the non-traditional student.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY

Methods applied in this research study are presented in this chapter. The study 

used survey descriptive research methods were used to assess survey responses from non- 

traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni from four-year colleges and universities 

across the United States. Individual attributes within four main categories were 

compared against financial contributions as reported by alumni to higher education 

institutions. The four main categories of variables were age, gender, student activities, 

and alumni involvement. Attributes found to be associated with contributing financially 

could be used by higher education leaders and advancement officers to develop more 

effective programs and outreach efforts to increase financial support. Resulting data can 

provide awareness to higher education leadership and expand knowledge of student and 

alumni services uniquely designed to foster and maintain engagement with financial 

contributors. Chapter 3 contains the following: (a) research questions, (b) research 

design, (c) population, (d) instrumentation, (e) data collection, and (f) data analysis.

Research Questions 

The study was guided by the following research questions.

RQ1 Do non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni report contributing 

financially to their alma maters in the same proportions?

56
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RQ2 Do male and female non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni report 

contributing financially to their alma maters in the same proportions?

RQ3 Do non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni who participated in

student activities as undergraduates report contributing financially to their alma 

maters in the same proportions?

RQ4 Do non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni who participated in

alumni activities report contributing financially to their alma maters in the same 

proportions?

Research Design

This study was conducted using a quantitative descriptive survey research design. 

This design was used because pre-existing characteristics of two groups of survey 

participants and historic data had already been established. The two groups used in this 

research are non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni who responded to 

questions on the Alumni Attitude Study® survey. Non-traditional and traditional

undergraduate alumni responses to the financial contributions question were compared 

based on individual attributes associated with gender, student activities, and alumni 

involvement.

Population

The population for this study were alumni from four-year higher education 

institutions who responded to their alma maters’ request to complete and return the 

Alumni Attitude Study® survey. The survey was distributed at the direction of

development officers at 160 four-year colleges and research institutions in the United 

States during the years 2001 - 2011. The database owned by Performance Enhancement
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Group, Ltd. o f Houston, Texas consisted o f more than 300,000 alumni responses in 2011. 

Since this research focuses only on undergraduate alumni, individuals who graduated 

with a graduate or professional degree were omitted from the overall surveyed population 

(R. Shoss, personal communication, May 1,2011).

Sample

A sample o f alumni from the total population of participants was extracted for this 

research study (Creswell, 2005). Five years o f data (2004 -  2008) collected from 101 of 

the 160 higher education institutions covering eleven graduation years (1990 through 

2000) were provided to the researcher by Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. The 

data were composed of 24,559 undergraduate alumni who responded to survey questions 

related to making financial contributions of which 9,561 records met the criteria for age, 

student activities, and alumni involvement activities. The records that met the criteria for 

age, gender, and financial contributions were 9,384. Performance Enhancement Group, 

Ltd. created an algorithm to determine participants’ ages at graduation based on answers 

to Alumni Attitude Study® survey questions pertaining to graduation year and age and

survey completion dates. Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. categorized the data 

sample into two subgroups: (a) 18 to 25 years o f age, and (b) age 26 and older. All 

personal identification information, including names of participants’ higher education 

institutions, was removed from the data by Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. prior 

to delivery to the researcher (Shoss personal communication, November 2010).

Instrumentation

The research instrument used in this study was the Alumni Attitude Study® 

survey (see Appendix A) (Performance Enhancement Group, 2001). In 2001
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advancement professionals from eleven universities and alumni associations approached 

Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd., a market research firm in Houston, Texas, about 

creating a feedback tool to measure and compare alumni perceptions and preferences in 

order to assess the strength of alumni relations. This collaboration was the beginning of 

the Alumni Attitude Study®. In conjunction with these universities and the associations, 

Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. developed a 22-question assessment and defined 

methods for dissemination via mail and email. A database was built to capture and share 

alumni data across institutions and benchmarks were established to give appropriate 

context to survey results (History, Alumni Attitude Study®, 2011).

The Alumni Attitude Study® questionnaire is a proprietary product of 

Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. Four-year colleges and universities contract with 

Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. for data collection (Alumni Attitude Study®

Overview, n.d.). Results provided to higher education institutions are intended to be used 

to strengthen alumni relations through activities and communications. Institutional 

leaders and advancement officers can use the information to increase alumni donors 

(Alumni Attitude Study®, 2011).

Institutional users o f the Alumni Attitude Study® survey disseminated and

gathered alumni data through various methods seeking to obtain the largest numbers of 

responses within established timeframes. Since the survey distribution occurred during 

the years 2001 to present, higher education institutions employed various mail and email 

methods and followed-up by sending duplicate surveys through the mail, and making 

telephone calls in order to receive the largest possible numbers o f responses. According
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to Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd., bias has been addressed through different 

means of contact (Performance Enhancement Group, 2002). Additionally, Performance 

Enhancement Group (n.d.) conducts telephone interviews on behalf of the higher 

education institutions to ensure contact with statistically significant percentages of non

respondents having also been approached by mail or email.

The Alumni Attitude Study survey contains 22 numbered questions, comprised 

of closed-ended no/yes, Likert-type questions and open-ended questions (see Appendix 

A). An item numbered 23 asks for respondent comments. Non-numbered questions 

collect demographic information, including graduation year, degree level obtained, 

gender, and current age when completing survey. Fifteen questions assess current alumni 

attitudes toward, and involvement with, alma maters based on multiple student 

experiences and alumni involvement activities. One question solicits a description of 

participants’ financial support to alma maters. One question asks for feedback on various 

marketing efforts by development offices. One question requests level o f loyalty to the 

alma mater as a whole, and then differentiates specific college/school attended, academic 

major or academic department, faculty member or instructor, student organization, or 

athletics. Additionally, there are four open-ended questions, o f which two relate to 

student experiences and two ask about alumni participation.

Study Variables

Twenty-seven attributes within four variables were used to compare factors 

associated with financial contributions to higher education institutions by both non- 

traditional and traditional alumni. Many of the variables incorporated in the Alumni 

Attitude Study® survey also appeared in previous research on charitable giving. The



variable gender had two values, male and female. Twelve attributes related to student 

experiences were separated by the researcher into four general areas: academics, career, 

recreation, and social. The attributes pertaining to academics included the following: (a) 

honor society, and (b) academic clubs. Student experience attributes related to career 

included the following: (a) professional or career-related organizations, and (b) 

newspaper, radio, or yearbook. The student experience attributes comprising the 

recreation subcategory included: (a) intramural athletics, and (b) intercollegiate athletics. 

Student experiences subcategorized into social attributes included: (a) fraternity/sorority, 

(b) music/art/theater, (c) community service, (d) religious organizations, (e) residence 

halls, and (f) ethnic and/or cultural centers. There were eleven attributes related to 

alumni involvement analyzed: (a) mentoring students, (b) identifying job opportunities 

for graduates, (c) providing feedback to [the university] about how it is perceived, (d) 

recruiting students, (e) serving as ambassadors/advocates for [the university], (f) 

providing financial support for [the university] (e.g. donations), (g) networking with other 

alumni, (h) volunteering for [the university], (i) providing leadership by serving on 

boards, committees, etc., (j) attending general alumni and university events, and (k) 

attending athletic events.

The dependent variable is whether or not participants have contributed financially 

to alma maters. The Alumni Attitude Study® survey question related to providing

financial support to a university provided five answer options. For this research the four 

answers that indicated participants’ previous or current provision of financial support 

were grouped together as an affirmative response. The answer that indicated zero 

financial support to universities by participants was the one negative response.
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Validity

The Alumni Attitude Study® survey questionnaire has been used by 160 four-year 

and research higher education institutions over a ten year period. Performance 

Enhancement Group’s Consulting Manager, Robert Shoss, reports that results provided to 

higher education institutions have high statistical validity and reliability (R. Shoss, 

personal communication, June 3, 2012). No empirical confirmation of validity and 

reliability of the research instrument were provided by Performance Enhancement Group, 

Ltd. Concurring information was obtained from research performed at two institutions 

that used the Alumni Attitude Study® survey for analysis o f their alumni population. The

Alumni Attitude Study® gathers basic information using a survey questionnaire, the 

purpose of which is measuring and comparing values, preferences, and perceptions 

believed to motivate alumni to engage with their alma maters (History, Alumni Attitude 

Study®, 2011).

The Alumni Attitude Study® survey is composed of twenty-two questions that

assess alumni demographics, overall experience at individual institutions, student 

experiences, and levels o f alumni involvement. Content validity was established by 

professional representatives from eleven schools that created and tested the instrument in 

collaboration with Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. The basic twenty-two 

question survey has remained the same since its adoption by the eleven co-creator 

institutions in 2001.

The Alumni Attitude Study® survey was created to satisfy higher education 

institutions’ needs to assess institutional performance on student and alumni-
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related programs and activities, to qualify alumni attitudes and opinions, and to solicit 

feedback from alumni on matters of importance to them. Questions in the survey relate 

to participation in student activities including honor societies, fraternities and sororities, 

cultural events, athletics, community service, and career opportunities. The survey also 

questions participation in activities, effectiveness of institutions’ support of alumni 

participation in activities, including mentoring and recruiting students, networking, and 

leadership opportunities. Attitudinal and opinion questions incorporate how well the 

institutions prepared alumni for work, career opportunities, and landing jobs. While not 

reported in this study, feedback from alumni is solicited through questions related to 

barriers to participation and effectiveness of communications to alumni.

According to the creators of the Alumni Attitude Study® higher education 

institutions have derived great value from using the survey as it has helped them become 

more effective and efficient with alumni programming, more successful reconnecting 

alumni to alma maters, and affirmed strengths and weaknesses o f alumni relations efforts 

(Alumni Attitude Study®, 2012).

Construct validity occurs when the survey/questionnaire is valid for its intended 

purpose (Warner, 2008). The Alumni Attitude Study® questionnaire, created in 2001 in 

conjunction with eleven higher education institutions, was designed to collect data and 

draw comparisons regarding attitudes toward alma maters based on student and alumni 

experiences. The following universities were original partners: Baylor University, 

Indiana University, Iowa State University, Kansas State University, Lehigh University, 

Northwestern University, Oklahoma State University, State University of New York -  

Buffalo, University o f Georgia, University o f Michigan, and University of Nebraska
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(Alumni Attitude Study®, 2011). The Alumni Attitude Study® has provided a means for

comparison of results with peer institutions, and for setting baselines and benchmarks to

measure and track progress. Benchmarking provides empirical data to higher education

leadership to enhance decision-making concerning selection of student and alumni

services targeted to foster and maintain engagement and expand potential for financial

contributions. According to Professional Enhancement Group, Ltd., construct validity is

evident through its use for more than ten years by 160 higher education institutions. The

survey is not a predictive instrument. However, the instrument is valid in that the results

allow appropriate reasoning to be made about a specific group of people, higher

education institution alumni, for the purpose of gauging levels o f engagement and

program effectiveness (Warner, 2008).

Feedback from institutions that have used the Alumni Attitude Study® survey

include the following. Raleigh Mann, (former) Senior Associate Vice President for

Alumni Services at Mercer University, stated:

There were several benefits realized: the first and most important benefit 
is that it gave our alumni an opportunity to respond to a University request 
for feedback on how we can improve the educational journey at Mercer 
thereby emphasizing to alumni that we care about their feedback.
(Our Clients, Alumni Attitude Study®, 2012, Testimonials, para. 1)

Richard Engel, Assistant Vice Chancellor for Alumni Relations at the University of

California at Davis commented that:

The Alumni Attitude Study1®1 provided our institution with useful data 
that helped restructure our membership and alumni programs as well as 
allowed us to create and implement a strategic plan to fulfill our alumni’s 
needs. (Our Clients, Alumni Attitude Study , 2012, Testimonials, para. 2)

Keith Sticktenoth, Associate Executive Director, Communications and Marketing, at the
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University o f Cincinnati noted:

The Study provided us with a baseline of data to compare and chart over 
time. This is essential to the strategic planning phase and the results helped 
us develop plans that would engage our alumni and confirm the benefits of 
our ‘next step’ initiatives. (Our Clients, Alumni Attitude Study®, 2012, 
Testimonials, para. 4)

Anthony McAdoo, Senior Director - Arkansas Alumni Association, stated the following:

The Alumni Attitude Study1®1 is a vital part of implementing our strategic 
plan which is transforming our alumni program into a new business model.
The findings have provided us the information we need to effectively and 
efficiently engage our alumni (and future alumni) through geographic and 
area segmentation. (Our Clients, Alumni Attitude Study ,2012,
Testimonials, para. 11)

Reliability

To determine whether a measurement tool used in research is reliable, it must 

consistently measure the same thing repeatedly under the same conditions (Warner, 

2008). To reduce concerns pertaining to statistical reliability Performance Enhancement 

Group, Ltd. attempts to collect a minimum of 500 survey responses at each higher 

education institution. In the instrument’s development process, confidence intervals and 

test/retest assessments were conducted to insure instrument reliability and that revisions 

were made based on feedback from representatives o f the eleven initial higher education 

institutions and Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. (R. Shoss, personal 

communication, June 3,2012). Confidence intervals report the reliability o f the sample 

mean to insure that institutional alumni samples are representative of the entire alumni 

population and are reported when survey results are delivered to institutions 

(Performance Enhancement Group, 2002). The basic survey remained the same during 

the distribution years o f 2001 to 2008 (R. Shoss, personal communication, June 3,2012).
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Using institutional data from the Alumni Attitude Study® two independent studies 

tested for reliability in their results. A study by Baker (2004) using the Alumni Attitude 

Study® survey at the University of Central Florida (n = 1,179) reported Cronbach alphas

in the range of .69 to .95 on factors related to alumni involvement with the University. 

Factors related to student experiences received .78 to .90. In McAdoo’s (2010) study 

using the Alumni Attitude Study® survey at the University o f Arkansas (n = 2,670),

reported results based on Cronbach’s alpha tests were .879 for factors related to overall 

opinion of that University.

Data Collection

For this study data came from surveys o f four-year college and research 

institutions that had been previously collected and compiled by Performance 

Enhancement Group, Ltd. of Houston, Texas. Participant samples were representative of 

alumni populations at multiple demographically diverse institutions (Creswell, 2005) as a 

result of accessing the more than ten years of data collected by Performance 

Enhancement Group, Ltd. An email inquiry with a follow-up telephone call to 

Performance Enhancement Group’s Robert Shoss, Managing Consultant, requesting use 

of proprietary data for this research were made (R. Shoss, personal communication, 

September 8,2012) and a letter of agreement was received (Appendix B).

As this study focuses on attitudes, values, and behaviors of non-traditional and 

traditional undergraduate alumni, the actual size of the non-traditional alumni sample was 

decided through the use of a determination model created by Shoss based on each 

individual participant’s year of graduation and age upon completion o f the questionnaire.
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The graduation years 1990-2000 and survey collection 2004-2008 by Performance 

Enhancement Group, Ltd. were used to produce a combination of non-traditional and 

traditional undergraduate alumni for this study. Within an Excel spreadsheet containing 

individual records to be used in the research, Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. 

coded traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni responses separately: traditional 

(1) and non-traditional (2). The Excel-coded database was delivered to the researcher by 

way of an email attachment (R. Shoss, personal communication, April 17,2012).

Institutional Review Board Approval 

An application for research was submitted to the Office o f Research Compliance 

of Mercer University for Institutional Review Board approval. A letter from 

Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. located in Houston, Texas, was provided to the 

Institutional Review Board authorizing access to the data (see Appendix B).

Once approval from Mercer was obtained (Appendix C), research data received from 

Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. were reviewed to insure removal o f all individual 

and institutional identifiers. Because the study used archival data, there was no potential 

harm for survey participants.

Response Rate

The response rate was based on the existing data on which secondary analysis was

conducted. The Alumni Attitude Study® survey had been distributed to alumni at

approximately 160 four-year colleges and research institutions between the years 2001 

and 2011. Since multiple higher education institutions distributed the survey, the size of 

the total distribution is unknown to Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd., providers of 

the instrument. However, according to Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd. (2011),
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response rates from individual institutions range from 5% to 35% with alumni 

distribution rates from 3,000 to 150,000 alumni per institution.

Data Analysis

Data received from Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd.’s Alumni Attitude 

Study® surveys were exported into the eighteenth version of the IBM Statistical Package

for Social Sciences (SPSS) for analysis purposes. Subgroups of data were created based 

on traditional undergraduate alumni, ages 18 to 25 years of age when attending four-year 

higher education institutions, and non-traditional undergraduate alumni, ages 26 years of 

age and older when attending four-year higher education institution. Descriptive 

statistics were produced from the data based on the identified subgroups. Data were 

examined for missing values. Below are the four research questions identified, as well as 

the statistical methods used to answer the questions.

RQ1 Do traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni report contributing 

financially to alma maters in the same proportions?

This question was answered by the proportions of non-traditional and traditional 

undergraduate alumni responding to the survey question addressing contributing 

financially.

RQ2 Do male and female non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni report 

contributing financially to alma maters in the same proportions?

Respondents self-identified by gender in an initial non-numbered demographic 

question. A cross-tabulation was designed to determine non-traditional and 

traditional undergraduate male and female alumni responses. A second cross-



69

tabulation was designed to determine financial contributions made by male and 

female respondents.

RQ3 Do non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni who participated in 

student activities as undergraduates report contributing financially to their 

alma maters in the same proportions?

Cross-tabulations assisted in the determination of response proportions 

for each o f the 12 attributes representing student experiences and financial giving. 

RQ4 Do traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni who participated in 

alumni activities report contributing financially to alma maters in the 

same proportions?

Cross-tabulations assisted in the determination of response proportions

for each of the 11 attributes representing alumni involvement and financial giving.

Summary

Chapter 3 introduced this study as a quantitative study of 9,561 undergraduate 

alumni from 101 four-year colleges and universities across the United States. A 

descriptive survey design method was used to describe historical data. Cross-tabulations 

conveyed differences between financial contributions made by non-traditional and 

traditional undergraduate alumni based on age and gender. Proportions were used to 

report differences between non-traditional and traditional students participating in student 

activities and alumni activities and making financial contributions. Included in this 

chapter were four guiding research questions which form the basis of the study.

The population surveyed completed and returned the Alumni Attitude Study® 

survey during the years 2004 - 2008. The graduation years of this sample population
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were from 1990 to 2000. Prior to data being received, Performance Enhancement Group, 

Ltd. categorized the sample into two subgroups: traditional aged students 18 to 25 years 

of age and non-traditional aged students 26 years of age and older. The attributes 

included two age categories, gender, participation in 12 specific student activities, and 

involvement in 11 specific alumni activities. Chapter 4 provides the results of the data 

analysis.
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS

Chapter 4 examines selected variables from the Alumni Attitude Study® survey to

determine the proportions of giving among the two categories, non-traditional and 

traditional undergraduate alumni to make financial contributions. The variables in this 

study are age, gender, student experiences, and alumni involvement as reported by 

participants in the Alumni Attitude Study®. The significant attributes of the four 

variables were identified by applying descriptive survey research analysis.

The Alumni Attitude Study® survey data included a total o f 31,164 individuals

who responded to the survey during the five year period o f 2004 to 2008 which were the 

first five years demonstrating the largest identifiable non-traditional population (R. Shoss, 

personal communication, May 1,2011). Represented in the population were 

undergraduate alumni earning degrees from 101 four-year colleges and universities 

during the years 1990 to 2000. The researcher chose to study only undergraduate alumni 

who participated in student activities while attending college and/or following graduation 

in alumni activities and their reported financial contributions to alma maters.

Non-traditional and traditional alumni donorship was examined using twenty- 

seven attributes. The variables included age at graduation (18 to 25 and 26 and over), 

gender (male and female), student experiences (twelve) subcategorized into 4 major areas 

(academics, career, recreation, and social (Table 3), and alumni involvement activities
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(eleven). The dependent variable was represented by the reported status of financial 

contributions to undergraduate alma maters.

Table 3

Student Experience Subcategories and Attribute Listing

Subcategory Title Attributes

Academics Honor Society, Academic Clubs

Career Professional or Career-related Organizations 
Newspaper/Radio/Y earbook

Recreation Intramural Athletics, Intercollegiate Athletics

Social Fraternity/Sorority, Music/Theater/Art, 
Community Service, Religious Organizations, 
Residence Halls, Ethnic/Cultural Centers

Through the data cleaning process the researcher inspected and corrected errors, 

or identified missing data as recommended by Creswell (2005). Using SPSS all variables 

were sorted in ascending order to ensure identification o f omissions or out-of-range 

responses. No records were used or included in the analysis that were found to have 

missing values, or a “0” as a response related to determination of age, gender, and 

financial contributions. Starting with a database of 31,164 respondents and adjusting for 

non-reporting of financial contributions, the remaining 24,559 records were used in the 

research analysis. Those records omitting the reporting of financial contributions were 

considered outliers, and 6,605 records were removed from the research database.

Frequencies of each of the studied variables are presented in Table 4. Responding 

alumni confirmed that 81.4% made financial contributions and 18.6% did not contribute.
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More females (52.9%) than males (47.1%) were represented in the sample. Respondents 

identifiable by age demonstrated that 78.6% were traditional undergraduate students (less 

than 26 years of age at graduation) and 21.4% were non-traditional undergraduate 

students (26 years of age or older at graduation).

Table 4

Frequencies and Percentages o f  Sample Demographics

n %
Total Population 31,164 100.0
Contributed Financially:
Contributed 19,995 81.4
No Financial Contribution 4,564 18.6
TOTAL 24,559 100.0
Gender:
Male 11,328 47.1
Female 12,743 52.9
TOTAL 24,071 100.0

(Table 4-Continues)
(Table 4-Continued)
T raditional/Non-T raditional
Traditional 7,514 78.6
Non-Traditional 2,047 21.4
TOTAL 9,561 100.0

Based on the reported demographic information above, almost 19% of 

respondents did not contribute to their alma maters. Additionally 61% of respondents did 

not disclose age. Because it cannot be determined the age category in which the 19% of 

non-donors fall, the researcher could not report whether they are primarily non-traditional 

undergraduate alumni or a combination of both non-traditional and traditional 

undergraduate alumni.
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Research Questions 

To determine how many traditional and non-traditional undergraduates 

contributed financially to alma maters, the data collected were from the Alumni Attitude 

Study® survey targeted the four research questions below. Response frequencies from

participating alumni were analyzed. The results o f the SPSS analyses are stated below. 

Research Question 1

The purpose o f the first research question was to identify similarities or 

differences between traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni regarding 

contributing financially to alma maters.

RQ1 Do traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni report making financial 

contributions to alma maters in the same proportion?

Variations in respondent answers were studied by analyzing Question 20 on the 

Alumni Attitude Study® survey, “Which of the following best describes your financial

support of the XYZ University?” Individual university names were inserted into each 

participant’s survey in lieu of “the XYZ University.” Frequencies were calculated based 

on the combination o f four answers scored as “1” representing “Have financially 

supported...but do not plan to continue,” Have not financially supported...but plan to in 

the future,” “Currently financially support...and plan to continue,” and “Currently 

financially support...and plan to increase in future.” Frequency was also calculated for 

one answer identified as “2” representing “Have not financially supported...and do not 

plan to [make a financial contribution] in the future. These two values were
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then used in the final analyses. Table 5 shows the cross-tabulated results between 

traditional (n = 6,081) and non-traditional (n = 1,544) undergraduate alumni who 

reported making financial contributions. The sample size was large (n = 9,561). In this 

analysis the difference in giving was only 5.5% between traditional (80.9%) and non- 

traditional (75.4%) undergraduate alumni who contributed financially.

Table 5

Traditional and Non-Traditional Students Who Contributed Financially

Traditional Non-Traditional
n % n %

Contributed Financially 6,081 80.9 1,544 75.4
No Contributions 1,433 19.1 503 24.6
TOTAL 7,514 100.0 2,047 100.0

Research Question 2

The purpose o f the second research question was to distinguish differences 

between giving patterns of traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni based on 

gender.

RQ2 Do male and female traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni report 

making financial contributions to alma maters in the same proportions?

Data were analyzed for this question using gender patterns and financial 

participation by traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni based on 

demographic information from the Alumni Attitude Study® survey. As can be seen by

the frequencies cross-tabulated in Table 6, there is a difference between traditional (n = 

6,081) and non-traditional (n = 1,544) undergraduate alumni who reported making
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financial contributions. The analysis revealed that both male and female traditional 

undergraduate alumni were more likely to contribute to alma maters than were non- 

traditional undergraduate alumni (Table 6).

Table 6

Traditional and Non-traditional Alumni Who Contributed Financially By Gender

Traditional 
Male Female 

n % n %

Non-Traditional 
Male Female 

n % n %
Contributed 2,716 82.2 3,270 80.0 706 75.8 792 74.5
Financially
No 588 17.8 816 20.0 225 24.2 271 25.5
Contribution
TOTAL 3,304 100.0 4,086 100.0 931 100.0 1,063 100.0

As illustrated in Table 6, a larger proportion of traditional male and female 

undergraduate alumni (n = 5,986) in making financial contributions was greater 

compared to non-traditional alumni (n = 1,498). More traditional female alumni (3,270) 

reported making financial contributions than did traditional male alumni (2,716). 

However, the percentage of males who reported contributing financially was higher 

(82.2%) than female alumni (80.0%). The number of non-traditional females (792) had 

higher frequency of giving than non-traditional males (706). However, due to the 

response rate, the percentage of non-traditional males (75.8%) who reported contributing 

financially was higher than the non-traditional female percentage (74.5%).

Research Question 3
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The purpose of the third research question was to identify propensities for alumni 

giving by traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni based on participation in 

student activities during their time of enrollment in higher education institutions.

RQ3 Do traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni who participated in 

student activities as undergraduates report contributing financially to their 

alma maters in the same proportions?

The student activities variable identified in Question 9 on the Alumni Attitude 

Study® survey was broken into four categories for data analysis by the researcher: 

academics, career, recreation, and social. The researcher identified sub-groups under each 

category and assigned attributes to each. The academics category included honor society 

and academic clubs. The career category included professional/career organizations and 

newspaper/radio/yearbook. Intramural or intercollegiate athletics were included in the 

recreation category. The social category included fraternities/sororities, 

music/arts/theater, community service, religious organizations, residence halls, and 

ethnic/cultural centers. Table 7 presents a comparison of observed frequencies and 

percentages for each student activity attribute. Data resulting from this question were 

analyzed using a cross-tabulation of specified student activities and participation reported 

by traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni in relationship to financial 

contributions to alma maters.

As illustrated in Table 7, participation by traditional undergraduate alumni in 

student activities were identified by the large numbers. All of the student activities were 

perceived to be slightly more important for traditional alumni as their proportion of
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contributing financially was greater than non-traditional alumni. The student activity that 

was ranked highest by frequency of giving by both traditional and non-traditional alumni 

was participation in professional/career-related organizations. Traditional alumni ranked 

participating in community service second by the frequency of their answers while non- 

traditional alumni ranked honor society participation second. Moreover the highest 

percentage of giving by traditional alumni was for intercollegiate athletics (88%); for 

non-traditional alumni the highest percentage was recorded for community service.

Table 7

Traditional and Non-Traditional Alumni Who Contributed Financially and 
Participated in Student Activities

Traditional (T) 
(n=7,514) 

n %

Non-Traditional (NT) 
(n=2,047) 

n %

%
Difference 
T & NT

ACADEMICS 
Honor Society 
YES 1,740 84.5 328 81.2 3.3
NO 320 15.5 76 18.8
TOTAL 2,060 100.0 404 100.0
Academic Clubs 
YES 1,469 87.1 157 84.4 2.7
NO 218 12.9 29 15.6
TOTAL 1,687 100.0 186 100.0
CAREER
Professional/Career
YES 2,888 85.3 581 82.1 3.2
NO 497 14.7 127 17.9
TOTAL 3,385 100.0 708 100.0
Newspaper/Radio/Yearbook 
YES 727 82.7 59 77.6 5.1
NO 152 17.3 17 22.4
TOTAL 879 100.0 76 100.0

(Table 7 -continues)
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(Table 7 -  continued)

RECREATION 
Intramural Athletics 
YES 2,143 86.2 98 79.7 6.5
NO 344 13.8 25 20.3
TOTAL 2,487 100.0 123 100.0

Intercollegiate Athletics 
YES 781 88.0 35 83.3 4.7
NO 106 12.0 7 16.7
TOTAL 887 100.0 42 100.0

SOCIAL
Fraternity/Sorority
YES 1,433 87.0 63 75.9 11.1
NO 214 13.0 20 24.1
TOTAL 1,647 100.0 83 100.0

Music/Theater/Art
YES 1,205 83.2 171 80.3 2.9
NO 244 16.8 42 19.7
TOTAL 1,449 100.0 213 100.0
Community Service 
YES 2,583 87.6 313 86.2 1.4
NO 365 12.4 50 13.8
TOTAL 2,948 100.0 363 100.0
Resident Halls 
YES 2,300 84.6 99 77.3 7.3
NO 418 15.4 29 22.7
TOTAL 2,718 100.0 128 100.0
Ethnic/Cultural Centers 
YES 872 86.2 151 79.9 6.3
NO 140 13.8 38 20.1
TOTAL 1,012 100.0 189 100.0

Focusing on students’ activities, more similarities are evident in a comparison of 

traditional and non-traditional alumni who reported contributing financially. Figure 3 

provides a graphic representation of percentages of financial contributions for all student 

activities distinguishing traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni.
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For traditional undergraduate alumni the highest percentage of giving was 

associated with intercollegiate athletics and for non-traditional undergraduate alumni the 

highest percentage of giving was associated with community service. Community 

service was also important for traditional undergraduate alumni and had the second 

highest percentage of giving. For non-traditional students the second highest percentage 

of giving was associated with academic clubs.

Traditional

Non-traditional

Figure 3. Comparison of Traditional and Non-Traditional Alumni Percentages of 
Making Financial Contributions by Student Activities. This graph reflects the 
percentage of giving based on student activities.

Percentages for some student activities are relatively lower for non-traditional 

undergraduate alumni. Respectively intramural athletics (4%), residence halls (4%), 

newspaper/radio/yearbook (4%), and fraternities/sororities (4%) were the activities which 

had the lowest percentage of non-traditional undergraduate participation. However, the 

highest participation rates in student activities by non-traditional students were
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professional/career-related (17%), honor society (14%), and community service (10%). 

Table 8 identifies the top five student activities traditional undergraduate alumni 

participated in and the percentages who gave. Most notable are population size 

variations related to participating in the five student experiences.

Table 8

Student Activities Ranked by Responses

Category Traditional
Responses

Traditional
Ranking

Category Non-
Traditional
Response

Non-
Traditional
Ranking

Professional/Career
Organizations

2,888 1 Professional/Career
Organizations

581 1

Community
Service

2,583 2 Honor Society 328 2

Residence Halls 2,300 3 Community
Service

313 3

Intramural
Athletics

2,143 4 Music/Theater/Art 171 4

Honor Society 1,740 5 Ethnic/Cultural
Centers

151 5

Note: Numbers based on respondents who reported making financial contributes.

Research Question 4 

The purpose of the fourth research question was to determine the propensity for 

alumni giving on the part of traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni based 

on involvement in alumni activities after graduation.

RQ4 Do traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni who participated in

alumni activities report contributing financially to their alma maters in the same 

proportions?
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Using results of Question 8 on the Alumni Attitude Study® survey and the

alumni’s assigned levels of importance to various activities, a cross-tabulation was run on 

financial participation by traditional and non-traditional alumni. Importance was re

scored so that ‘ 1’ = Not Important, and ‘2 -  4’ = 2, = Important. Table 10 displays the 

results. The entries are only for alumni who reported at least one being important. The 

traditional alumni that participated in the survey contributed at a higher rate.

Eleven alumni involvement activities were surveyed. Table 9 presents a 

comparison of observed frequencies and percentages for each alumni activity alumni 

attribute. Data resulting from this question were analyzed using a cross-tabulation of 

specified alumni activities and participation reported by traditional and non-traditional 

undergraduate alumni in relationship to financial contributions to alma maters.

As illustrated in Table 9, participation by traditional undergraduate alumni in 

alumni activities were reported at a higher frequency. The alumni activities identified by 

highest frequency of reporting by the participants were job opportunities for graduates 

and providing feedback to the university regarding community perceptions respectively.

Several associations were recognized when comparisons were made between non- 

traditional and traditional alumni who reported contributing financially based on 

continued involvement with alma maters. Based on percentages of responses to alumni 

involvement activities, traditional alumni had higher frequency of reporting financial 

contributions than non-traditional alumni. Moreover the highest percentage of giving 

related to alumni activities by traditional alumni (86.8%) and non-traditional alumni 

(85.4%) was attending athletic events. For traditional and non-traditional alumni,
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providing financial support for the university was identified as the second highest 

percentage at 86.6% and 83.6% respectively. For both traditional and non-traditional 

undergraduate alumni, volunteering for the university was reported as the third highest 

alumni involvement activity: 85.5% for traditional and 83.3% for non-traditional alumni. 

Weerts and Ronca (2009) found that high levels of student engagement were predictors 

of positive alumni activity in volunteering.

Table 9

Traditional and Non-Traditional Alumni Who Contributed Financially and Participated 
in Alumni Activities

Traditional (T) Non-Traditional (NT) % Difference 
(n= 7,514) (n= 2,047) Between T

n % n % & NT
_________________________________________Giving

Mentor Students
Contribute Financially 5,358 83.8 1,282 77.8 6.0
No Financial Contribution 1,032 16.2 365 22.2
TOTAL 6,390 100.0 1,647 100.0
Identify Job Opportunities \ 
Contribute Financially 5,545 83.1 1,287 78.0 5.1
No Financial Contribution 1,130 16.9 363 22.0
TOTAL 6,675 100.0 1,650 100.0
Feedback on Perception
Contribute Financially 5,424 83.3 1,286 78.9 4.4
No Financial Contribution 1,089 16.7 344 21.1
TOTAL 6,513 100.0 1,630 100.0
Recruit Students 
Contribute Financially 4,755 84.2 1,198 80.4 3.8
No Financial Contribution 893 15.8 292 1906
TOTAL 5,648 100.0 1,490 100.0

(Table 9 -  Continues)
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Table 9 -continued)

Ambassadors or Advocates
Contribute Financially 4,570 84.3 1,247 79.7 4.6
No Financial Contribution 851 15.7 318 20.3
TOTAL 5,421 100.00 1,565 100.0
Provide Financial Support 
Contribute Financially 5,378 86.6 1,232 83.6 3.0
No Financial Contribution 832 13.4 242 16.4
TOTAL 6,210 100.0 1,474 100.0
Network with Alumni
Contribute Financially 5,392 84.4 1,199 80.7 3.7
No Financial Contribution 995 15.6 286 19.3
TOTAL 6,387 100.0 1,485 100.0
Volunteer
Contribute Financially 4,823 85.5 1,039 83.3 2.2
No Financial Contribution 819 14.5 209 16.7
TOTAL 5,642 100.0 1,248 100.0
Leadership on Boards 
Contributed Finanacially 4,519 84.1 1,169 80.9 3.2
No Financial Contribution 855 15.9 276 19.7
TOTAL 5,374 100.0 1,445 100.0
Attend University Events
Contribute Financially 4,521 85.4 1,059 83.1 2.3
No Financial Contribution 771 14.6 216 16.9
TOTAL 5,292 100.0 1,275 100.0
Attend Athletic Events
Contribute Financially 4,387 86.8 776 85.4 1.4
No Financial Contribution 667 13.2 133 14.6
TOTAL 5,054 100.0 909 100.0

Figure 4 provides a clear representation of the similarities and differences in 

alumni activities by both traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni based on 

percentage of participation.
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Traditional

“ • “ Non-traditional

Figure 4. Comparison of Traditional and Non-Traditional Alumni Percentages of 
Making Financial Contributions by Alumni Involvement Activities. This graph 
reflects the percentage of giving based on alumni activities.

Although ranked as number one based on frequency, identifying job opportunities 

for graduates was still the lowest percentage (83.1%) for traditional undergraduate 

alumni, because there was a high frequency of alumni who did not contribute financially 

associated with participation. For non-traditional undergraduate alumni, mentoring 

students was the lowest percentage alumni activity associated with participation and 

financial contributions at 77.8%. A total of 5,424 traditional undergraduate alumni 

indicated contributing financially to their universities, while 1,130 did not contribute.

The Alumni Attitude Study® survey asked respondents to assign levels of

importance to self and other alumni in regard to participation in post-graduation alumni 

activities. Table 10 identifies the top alumni involvement factors and the total number of 

alumni who indicated a propensity for making financial contributions. Identifying job 

opportunities for graduates and providing feedback to university regarding community
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perceptions were the top two categories responded to most frequently by both traditional 

and non-traditional alumni. Both traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni 

assigned importance to providing financial support for the university. Based on the total 

responses, the bottom alumni involvement factor reported by both traditional and non- 

traditional alumni who had a propensity for contributing financially was attending 

athletic events.

Table 10

Alumni Involvement Activities Ranked by Responses

Category Traditional
Alumni

Response

Traditional
Rank

Category Non-
Traditional

Alumni
Response

Non-
Traditional

Rank

Identify Job 
Opportunities

5,545 1 Identify Job 
Opportunities

1,287 1

Provide 
Feedback on 
Perceptions

5,424 2 Provide 
Feedback on 
Perceptions

1,286 2

Network with 
Alumni

5,392 3 Mentor
Students

1,282 3

Provide
Financial
Support

5,378 4 Serve as 
Ambassadors

1,247 4

Mentor
Students

5,358 5 Provide
Financial
Support

1,232 5

Note: Numbers based on respondents who reported making financial contributions.
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Summary

This chapter delivered an analysis of data generated by 9,561 alumni from 101 

colleges and universities in the United States. The survey instrument and resulting data 

were used to determine frequencies o f traditional and non-traditional undergraduate 

alumni and their propensity for contributing financially to alma maters based on age, 

gender, student activities, and alumni involvement variables. Two different populations 

of college and university alumni were examined.

The findings revealed that more traditional undergraduate alumni reported making 

financial contributions to alma maters than non-traditional undergraduate alumni. In 

addition, results revealed that male undergraduate alumni, traditional and non-traditional, 

both to be more likely to contribute to alma maters than were females.

Analyses identified relationships between student experiences, alumni 

involvement factors, and alumni giving. Students’ participation in career and 

professional activities were found to be important for all alumni, with traditional alumni 

more likely to contribute than non-traditional alumni. The highest percentages o f giving 

by traditional alumni were associated with intercollegiate athletics and for non-traditional 

alumni were for community service.

Related to alumni involvement after graduation, identifying job opportunities for 

graduates had the highest frequencies of giving by both traditional and non-traditional 

undergraduate alumni. Providing feedback to the university regarding community 

perceptions was the second highest frequency for both traditional and non-traditional 

alumni. However, there was a contrast in the third ranking; for traditional alumni it was
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networking with other alumni but for non-traditional alumni it was mentoring students. 

The results further emphasize traditional and non-traditional alumni continuous 

involvement in activities after graduation. Chapter 5 provides discussion, conclusions, 

and recommendations for further research related to non-traditional undergraduate 

alumni.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 

Chapter 5 provides a summary of this research study beginning with the purpose 

for and methods used to identify factors associated with alumni giving. .Included in this 

discussion is a general overview of the results for the survey of traditional and non- 

traditional undergraduate alumni, and educational leadership implications derived from 

the survey. The findings o f each research question is detailed and aligned with research 

previously covered in the literature review chapter of this dissertation. The chapter 

concludes with recommendations for research and future studies on the specific alumni 

sample featured herein.

For many public and private colleges and universities in the United States raising 

financial resources has become critical. Prompted by rising costs of higher education, 

declining private resources, and reductions in state and federal appropriations, there is a 

sense of urgency for locating new revenue sources. Significant financial donors, alumni 

have often provided the largest levels of support to alma maters (Council for Aid to 

Education, 2011); however, the number of alumni donors is decreasing (Russell, 2013).

Literature supports that when institutions target segments of the alumni 

population for gift giving, in general, they are alumni who have already been engaged in 

university life through student and/or alumni activities. Engaged students are

89
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significantly more likely to be engaged alumni (Clotfelter, 2003; Fusch, 2011; Gaier, 

2005; Hoyt, 2004; Monks, 2003) and are more likely to be donors (Weerts & Ronca, 

2009). However, over the past forty years the alumni population has been changing.

The numbers of non-traditional students, 25 years or older pursuing a baccalaureate 

degree, are increasing at colleges and universities, particularly at the undergraduate level. 

Often these types of students have fewer opportunities to participate in on-campus 

student activities. Reduced participation and engagement may negatively influence 

contributing financially to alma maters as graduates. A key question for higher education 

leaders to entertain is whether factors pertaining to giving are the same for both 

traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni.

Summary of the Study 

The purpose o f this study was to determine whether specific factors could be 

associated with the propensity for contributing financially to alma maters on the part of 

traditional aged and non-traditional aged undergraduate alumni. Two theoretical models, 

accepted as determining factors associated with motivating behaviors served to frame this 

research: Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs and Homan’s Social Exchange Theory. The 

research focused on variables associated with demographic characteristics, undergraduate 

experiences, and activities after graduation. Multiple attributes identified with student 

activities and alumni involvement activities were analyzed for importance. Four research 

questions were developed to examine associations between donor gift-giving behaviors 

and age, gender, student activities, and alumni involvement. The following research 

questions guided this study.
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RQ1 Do non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni report 

contributing financially to alma maters in the same proportions?

RQ2 Do male and female non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni 

report contributing financially to alma maters in the same proportions?

RQ3 Do non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni who participated 

in student activities as undergraduates report contributing financially to 

alma maters in the same proportions?

RQ4 Do non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni who participated 

in alumni activities report contributing financially to alma maters in the 

same proportions?

A large data pool of information was analyzed through the acquisition of

historical data obtained from a national survey, the Alumni Attitude Study® survey.

Using cross-tabulations four variables with a total o f 27 factors associated with 

contributing financially were analyzed. The major emphasis was to determine whether 

specific factors were the same for non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni 

making financial contributions.

Discussion of Findings

This study sought to identify associated factors related to age, gender, student 

activities, and alumni involvement and the propensity for contributing financially to their 

higher education institutions. The results of the research revealed numerous similarities 

and dissimilarities between non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni and 

making financial contributions.
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It was revealed that over a five year period 80% of all alumni surveyed at 101 

colleges and universities made or planned to make financial contributions. Forty percent 

of survey respondents were identified by age (40%); and of the total 79% of traditional 

aged alumni did contribute financially compared to 21% of non-traditional aged alumni. 

Age has been identified as a demographic determinant of alumni giving in the literature 

(Clotfelter, 2003; Johnson & Rosenfeld, 1991; Okunade, 1996), but unrelated to student 

ages when attending college. This study supports assumptions held by many 

advancement professionals that traditional aged undergraduate alumni tend to make more 

financial contributions, but the percentage difference between the two contributing 

populations was only 5.5% However, this research did not address sameness or 

differences between financial contribution dollar amounts made by traditional or non- 

traditional undergraduate alumni.

Overall differences in male and female traditional and non-traditional 

undergraduate alumni giving patterns were identified in this study. Of the overall total 

number of alumni reporting financial contributions, females made up 54% of the donors 

to higher education institutions. Fifty-five percent of female traditional alumni reported 

the propensity for contributing financially with 45% of male traditional alumni reporting 

propensity for contributing financially. Fifty-three percent of female non-traditional 

alumni reported the propensity for contributing financially compared to 47% of male 

non-traditional alumni. The research conducted by this author supports the literature that 

women give more to higher education institutions than do men (Belfield & Beney, 2000;
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Holmes, 2009). This research found that similar percentages o f traditional and non- 

traditional undergraduate female alumni are institutional donors.

Student participation in career and professional organizations and community 

service was found to have high frequencies of reporting for both traditional and non- 

traditional alumni. This supports the literature in regards to making charitable 

contributions to organizations and institutions with which there is a sense of engagement 

and affinity (Clotfelter, 2001, 2003; Connor, 2005; Gaier, 2005; Holmes, 2009; Hoyt, 

2004; Leslie & Ramey, 1988; Monks, 2003; Sun, Hoffman, & Grady, 2007; Tom & 

Elmer, 1994; Wannuva & Lauze, 2001; Weerts, 2007; Weerts & Ronca, 2009).

Cross (1981) and Bean and Metzner (1985) identified multiple factors related to 

non-traditional student engagement including social integration and various types of 

student activities shown to have an impact for non-traditional students. Both segments of 

the alumni population identified career-related activities as the most frequently reported 

student activity associated with alumni giving, which may indicate increased values by 

all ages of students for institutional support for moving their careers forward after 

graduation. Neither career-related activities nor community service could be identified in 

previous research as motivating factors of alumni giving by both traditional and non- 

traditional alumni.

Attending athletic events garnered the highest percentages for contributing 

financially as reported by both traditional and non-traditional alumni. This supports 

previous research related to alumni giving and athletics (Baade & Sundberg, 1996; 

Harrison, Mitchell, & Peterson, 1995; Meer & Rosen, 2011; Monks, 2003). However,
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based on information obtained from non-traditional undergraduate alumni in this 

research, attending athletic activities after graduation had a higher frequency of 

participation and financial contributions. With regard to propensity for giving, 

“participating” in intercollegiate athletics was ranked next to last by traditional 

undergraduate alumni and last by non-traditional alumni. Since all alumni can choose to 

be involved in athletic activities pre and post-graduation re-engaging with education 

institutions, higher frequencies of giving may be realized for by both traditional and non- 

traditional alumni.

Conclusions

The review of literature provides a broad overview of motivating factors 

associated with alumni in general, and non-traditional alumni specifically, who contribute 

financially to higher education institutions. Factors related to age, gender, student 

experiences, and alumni involvement that have been studied serve to aid higher education 

and advancement leaders toward more current understanding of alumni populations in 

anticipation of attracting increased donorship. As competition for charitable gifts 

increases, higher education institutions are seeking to engage former students which 

should include non-traditional, as well as, traditional undergraduate alumni.

Based on the findings of this study, unexpected frequencies occurred. The 

percentage of contributing financially was similar between non-traditional (76.0) and 

traditional (79.8) undergraduate alumni. However, the numbers of participant records 

between non-traditional (2,047) and traditional (7,514) undergraduate alumni were
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disproportionate. Because higher education institutions can select samples of alumni 

who can receive the survey, this could contribute to the disproportionate response.

The number o f non-traditional and traditional female alumni donors that 

participated in the survey and had the propensity to make financial contributions 

outpaced the number of non-traditional and traditional males making financial 

contributions. Yet the percentages of non-traditional and traditional females not 

contributing were greater than non-traditional and traditional males making financial 

contributions. Based on previous research, females contribute financially more often 

than males; therefore, emphasizing that non-traditional female students should not be 

overlooked by colleges and universities as a donor.

Of those non-traditional and traditional alumni who reported participating in 

professional and career-related organizations, a higher percentage of traditional alumni 

donated. Higher education institutions are experiencing increased demands by state and 

federal governments, and by parents, to ready their sons and daughters for employment; 

therefore, research supporting the need for career activities is expanding. Through the 

provision of career-related services many of these stakeholders can be positively affected. 

Career-related activities support graduates by increasing employment opportunities 

which can lead to the increased likelihood of loan repayment and contribute toward 

continuation of student loan funding.

Student participation in community service activities was also highly ranked by 

both traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni. Theories chosen for this 

study’s framework emphasize altruism and self-actualization, both o f which can be
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motivators for community service action. Social exchange theory assumes that 

interactions between individuals and the community connect and build relationships 

which satisfy intangible needs. Intangible needs expressed by Maslow include love, 

belonging, and self- esteem. According to Piliavin and Chamg (1990), people desire to 

do good works through social endeavors, such as community service, and gain feelings of 

love, community, and self-esteem from their participation. Providing and/or encouraging 

community service or service learning projects for both traditional and non-traditional 

students can increase student satisfaction and engagement with the higher education 

institution as well as the propensity for making financial contributions as alumni.

Similar to the social integration experienced when students participate in 

community service activities, higher levels o f social support obtained through student 

activities can lead to engagement. Most student organizations are required to have 

faculty advisors; therefore, sole reliance on professional and career organizations to 

increase alumni giving would challenge higher education institutions. With the increase 

of faculty responsibilities to teach, publish, participate on committees and faculty related 

councils, it is difficult for faculty to have time to supervise student organizations. With 

increases in adjunct faculty populations, part-time with limited university responsibilities 

other than teaching, student organizations would be supported by staff or go 

unsupervised. Currently many campus organizations for professional and career services 

are delivered by career service professionals, and operate with minimal staff and 

resources. Emphasis has increased on employment opportunities, internships, employer 

partnerships, career events and workshops. This research identifies the importance of
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professional and career activities and their association with alumni giving as reported by 

both traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni. The high frequencies reported 

by non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni in the categories of 

professional/career related organizations under student activities and seeking jobs for 

graduates under the alumni involvement indicated the need to review services offered in 

this area and contributing financially.

Engagement between higher education institutions and alumni can also be 

fostered through alumni providing job opportunities through the career services office to 

students and alumni. The research established the importance to both non-traditional and 

traditional alumni of identifying job opportunities for graduates. Institutional 

collaboration between career development staff and alumni benefits not only students, but 

also alumni who want to stay connected with future graduates.

The research has identified attending athletic events had a higher frequency of 

contributing financially by both traditional and non-traditional alumni. Athletic 

programs, particularly those with winning teams, generate pride in institutions, foster 

community, and re-engage alumni to their higher education institutions. Intercollegiate 

sports allow alumni to share school memories with family and friends o f all ages, provide 

opportunities for entertainment and fun, and initiate rivalries in work and community 

environments.

Recommendations for Further Research 

Based on the findings o f this study, further research by higher education leaders 

and advancement professionals is warranted. This study covered a five year period, 2004
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to 2008, and included survey respondents from 101 colleges and universities in the 

United States incorporating individuals completing undergraduate degrees during the 

years 2000 -  2009. This study reflects 9,561 traditional and non-traditional alumni 

reporting financial giving status to their alma maters. Historical data from the Alumni 

Attitude Study® surveys were used to analyze various factors related to alumni giving. A

recommendation for further research is an analyses of data from 2009 to present to 

discover whether the frequencies have remained the same, decreased or increased 

between non-traditional and traditional undergraduate alumni that contribute financially. 

In addition, this study can be the benchmark for comparison of survey results at 

individual colleges and universities.

Approximately one-fifth of the alumni population does not contribute financially 

to higher education institutions. Conducting more research would lead to further 

understanding of the primary influencing factors and reasons for non-traditional and 

traditional undergraduate alumni to make financial contributions. The usefulness o f a 

survey is limited by the types o f questions that can be asked, answered, and calculated. 

Future qualitative research could expand the types of questions that can be asked to 

discern additional factors for not contributing financially, especially pertaining to non- 

traditional alumni. Further study regarding inclusion and exclusion of populations for 

surveys and decision-making on the part of schools may expand understanding of 

variations in response frequencies by traditional and non-traditional undergraduate 

alumni.
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The researcher’s findings support the literature on females financially 

contributing in greater numbers than males. This study could be further enhanced by 

initiating new research on this phenomenon for the purpose of revealing findings related 

to female motivation and economic status. Future research focused on traditional and 

non-traditional female alumni could uncover reasons for giving that would lead to 

development of student and alumni programs and events targeted specifically for females.

Summary

This study sought to determine whether selected donor characteristics and student 

and alumni activities were associated with the propensity for contributing financially to 

alma maters by traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni. During the past 

five years, federal government funding for higher education has been negatively affected 

due to the economic recession. In 2013, sequestration may initiate massive cuts in 

financial aid, research, and other programs that also affect higher education institutions 

(Bidwell, 2013). Over the past five years states have cut spending on higher education 

more sharply (Lederman, 2013). In addition, the numbers of donors to higher education 

institutions have continued to decrease due to the recent economic recession 

(Philanthropy Journal, 2012). To address these issues, four research questions were 

posed and answered.

Age, gender, student activities, and alumni involvement variables included 27 

attributes and were compared to both non-traditional and traditional alumni responses to 

the Alumni Attitude Study® survey and contributing financially. Traditional 

undergraduate alumni were identified as having a greater propensity for making financial
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contributions than non-traditional undergraduate alumni. Both traditional and non- 

traditional female undergraduate alumni displayed a greater propensity for making 

financial contributions than male alumni. Participation in professional and career-related 

organizations was the factor that engendered the highest number of financial contributors 

by both traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni. Participating in community 

service activities as a student was also identified as important by both traditional and non- 

traditional contributors. Providing job opportunities for graduates and attending 

intercollegiate sports events were revealed to be top alumni involvement activities 

selected by both traditional and non-traditional undergraduate alumni.

Additional study is warranted to identify reasons for alumni choosing not to make 

financial contributions to alma maters. Higher education leadership and advancement 

professionals who recognize and capitalize on the importance attributed by both 

traditional and non-traditional alumni to career-related activities, community service, and 

athletic events may achieve greater success in increasing numbers o f financial 

contributors to alma maters.
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Dear Alumnus/a,

The XYZ Alumni Association at XYZ University works hard every day to serve your 

interests. Your opinions and concerns are an important part o f our planning efforts. We 

value your input. Please help us better understand what you expect of your university and 

your alumni association by completing this survey. Your input is critical to helping us 

meet your expectations.

We are grateful for your participation. We are listening and are committed to taking 
action based on the feedback you provide us. Thank you for your participation.
Go Mascot!

John/Jane Doe 
Title
XYZ University/XYZ Alumni Association

Please provide the following information and then hit the submit button to access your 
survey. Thank you for your time and your participation.

, ,  _ , • Select year (first degree) ▼Year o f graduation I _________—JYear o f graduation
, . , _ , . . . Click here for choicesDegree obtained from this university I

How close to the XYZ University do you currently live?
Click here for choices ▼

Gender I 

Ethnic Origin

Click here for choices ▼

Click here for choices

Current Age Click here for choices

Your current location

City
rsState I 

Country

Select State
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AAS Core Questionnaire
There are many different ways that we can help you customize your survey. Check 
out the red text below for a few examples o f how we can put your institution's brand 
on this survey.

Section I

To start, would you please tell us a bit about yourself and your experience with the XYZ university?

1. How would you ra te  your decision to  a tten d  th e  XYZ University?
r

o  Bad decision
r

o  Fair decision
r

o  Good decision
r

o  Great decision
a

o  No opinion
2. How often do you prom ote th e  XYZ University to  o thers?

C
o  Never

r
o  Occasionally

C
o  Regularly

r
o  All the time

o  No opinion
3. How d o se  to  th e  XYZ University do you currently live?

I Click here for choices 
o * *
4. Which of th e  following best describes your experience a s  a  studen t?
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r
o

o

o

o

Poor

Fair

Good

Excellent
(•

No opinion
Which of th e  following best describes your experiences a s  an  a lum nus/a?

r
Poor

r
Fair

r
Good

r
Excellent 

No opinion
Which of th e  following describes your overall curren t opinion of th e  XYZ University?

r
Poor

r
Fair

r
Good

r
Excellent

a
No opinion

How well did th e  h ighest degree earned  from th e  XYZ University prepare you for each 
of th e  following:

Poor Fair Good Excellent No
preparation preparation preparation preparation opinion

a. Current work 

status
r r r

b. Commitment to 
continuous 
learning

r (?

c. Responding to new 
career

opportunities

r

d. Contributing to my p  

community
r

e. Deepening my C  C  C  (•

understanding and
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commitment to
personal

development

f. Further graduate 

education

8. How Im portant is it for you and alumni in general to  do th e  following and how well does 
th e  XYZ University do a t  supporting alumni in doing them ?

Im portance for alumni to  Quality of support from th e
do th e  item XYZ University

1 = Not important 1 = Poor

2 = Somewhat important 2 = Fair

3 = Very important 3 = Good

4 = Critically important 4 = Excellent

a. Mentoring students r r c r

b. Identifying job 
opportunities for 
graduates

r c r

c. Providing feedback to 
the XYZ University about 

how it is perceived

r

d. Recruiting students C r r

e. Serving as ambassadors 

or advocates for the XYZ 
University

r r

f. Providing financial 

support for the XYZ 
University (e.g.

r r r r
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donations)

Networking with other C C C C 
alumni

r

h. Volunteering for the XYZ C C C C 
University

r

i. Providing leadership by 

serving on boards, 
committees, etc.

e r r c

j. Attending general 
alumni and university 

events

r r r r r

k. Attending athletic events C C C C r c r r

Section II
The following questions are about your experience as a student.

9. In  which of th e  following organizations/activ ities did you partic ipate a s  a  studen t? 
(Choose all th a t  apply.)

No Yes No Yes

a. Honor Society b. f '  Fraternity/Sorority

c. Intramural athletics d. <• Intercollegiate athletics

r Music/theater/art f. <• Community service

g. <• Religious organizations h. Residence halls

i. Professional or career related
organizations

j. f '  Academic clubs

k. ^  Ethnic and/or cultural centers I. Newspaper, radio, or

yearbook

m. Other
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10. How im portant w as each of th e  following to  your experience a s  a  studen t, and how well 
did th e  XYZ University do a t  providing them ?

Im portance
University's
perform ance

1 = Not important 1 = Poor

2 = Somewhat important 2 = Fair

3 = Very important 3 = Good

4 = Critically important 4 = Excellent

a. Admissions process r r r r r r r r

b. Relationship with other students r  r  r  r r r r r

c. Academics/classes r r r r r r r r

d. Relationship with the faculty r r r r r r r r

e. Attending athletic events r r r r r r r r

f. Attending cultural events 
including films, lectures, and 
other arts

r r r r r r r r

g. Opportunity to participate in 

fraternity/sorority
r r r r r r r r

h. Orientation for new students r r r r r r r r

i. Relationship with administration p  

and staff
r r r r

j. Student leadership opportunities r  r  r  r r r r r

k. Student employment r r r r r r r r
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opportunities

I. Skills/training for career C C C C C C C C

m. Lessons about life C C C C C C C C

n. Exposure to new things C C C C C C C C

o. Traditions or values learned on 
campus

r r r r  r r r r

p. Opportunity to interact with C C C C C C C C
alumni

11. Name one person who had a special im pact on your experience a s  a  studen t. Please 
also provide a  brief description of th e  relationship.________

“1
12. Name one program  o r activity th a t  had a special im pact on your experience a s  a 

studen t. P lease also  provide a brief description of th e  program  or activity.

d

U

Section III
The balance o f the questions pertain to your experience as an alumnus/a.

13. W hat a re  barriers to  your participation in alumni activities? (Choose all th a t  apply.)

No Yes No Yes

a. <• Time b. Cost of event(s)

c. Value (cost as compared to d. f  Type or subject m atter of
benefit) the event

e. Don't know anyone f. (• ?" I won't make a difference
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g. f  Just don't want to h. <• f* Geographical distance

i. ^  Concern about future solicitation j. ^  Family or job

commitments

k. Not interested in the XYZ I. <• Do not know how to get

University involved

m. Other

14. How w ould you m ost like to  be contacted  by th e  XYZ University?
| Click for choices j r j

15. In  your relationship w ith th e  XYZ University, p lease describe how often you do or have 
done each of th e  following.

A few
Never One tim e tim es Frequently No opinion

a. Attend local Alumni Association C C C C  < • "

events

b. Get in touch with other alumni C C C C  ( •

c. Read alumni e-mail C C C C C

d. Read the alumni magazine C C C C  < •

e. Use printed alumni directory C C C C <•

f. Use electronic alumni directory C C C C <•

g. Attend University sporting C C C C (•
events

h. Attend class reunions C C C C  <•

i. Visit campus C C C C (•

j. Visit University Web site C  C  C  C  (•
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k. Volunteer to work on 

campus/event
r

16. For each of th e  com m unication m ethods listed below, p lease tell us how im portant th a t 
m ethod is to  you and also  ra te  th e  XYZ University's effectiveness in utilizing th a t 
m ethod.

Im portance Effectiveness

1 = Not important 1 = Poor

2 = Somewhat important 2 = Fair

3 = Very important 3 = Good

4 = Critically important 4 = Excellent

1 2  3 4 1 2  3 4

a. Alumni web site r r r r r r r r

b. University web site r r r r r r r r

c. Electronic newsletter r r r r r r r r

d. Reunion mailings r r r r r r r r

e. E-mail r r r r r r r r

f. Communication regarding 

services and benefits
r r r r r r r r

j. Invitations to University activities r r r r

h. The alumni magazine r r r r

r r 

r r

r r  

r r

i. Periodic informational 

communications
r r r r r r r r

j. Invitations to alumni activities r r r r r r r r
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k. Viral videos/YouTube/Online 
Networking
(MySpace, Facebook, Linkedln, 

etc.)

r r r r r r r r

17. P lease indicate how much each of th e  following im pacts your overall opinion of th e  XYZ 
University:

a. Value/respect for degree

Som e Critically
No im pact im pact on Significantly im pacts 

on my my im pacts my my No
opinion opinion opinion opinion opinion

r r

b. Campus aesthetics (e.g. 

buildings, grounds, etc.)
r r r a

r rc. Media visibility (e.g. 
newspaper, magazine 

articles, etc.)

d. History/tradition

e. Accomplishments of alumni C

r

r

(5-

f. School rankings (e.g. U.S. f -

News & World Report)

g. Accomplishments of faculty f

h. Outreach to community f

i. Accomplishments of students f

j. Success of athletic team s

k. Providing scholarships

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

(f

(S'

(•

I. Other
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18. W hat a re  th e  one o r tw o th ings th a t  a re  m ost im portant to  you abou t being an 
a iu m n u s/a?_____________________________________________

jlL

d

19. W hat is th e  m ost meaningful thing th e  XYZ University can do for you in th e  next 5-10 
rears?__________________________________________________

3

u ^ f 1
20. Which of th e  following best describes your financial support of th e  XYZ University?

r
Have not financially supported the XYZ University and do not plan to in future

r
c

c

r

Have financially supported the XYZ University but do not plan to continue 

Have not financially supported the XYZ University but plan to in the future 

Currently financially support the XYZ University and plan to continue 

Currently financially support the XYZ University and plan to increase in future 

No Opinion
21. P lease indicate your feeling regarding th e  frequency of th e  following.

A little Would Not
Way too too  About w elcom e nearly No

much much right m ore enough opinion

a. Email correspondence from 
the XYZ University 
(newsletters, news flashes, 

etc.)

r (•

b. Printed materials from the 

XYZ University (magazines, 
newsletters, etc.)

c r r r r (*

Information regarding 
programs such as credit 
cards, insurance services, 

long distance services, etc.

r r (S’

d. Solicitations for donations 
(annual fund, support for 
athletics, etc.)

r r (•
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e. Invitations to alumni C C C C
activities

22. P lease indicate th e  ex ten t of your loyalty to  each of th e  following:

Som ew hat Very
Not loyal loyal Loyal loyal No opinion

a. My undergraduate college c a

b. My major or academic area of p  

study

c. A faculty member or instructor C  f~’

r r

r

d. A student organization or ( -

activity I was associated with

e. the XYZ University athletics f

f. the XYZ University in general G

r r

r

r

r

fi

ts-

23. P lease use th e  space below to  provide any fu rther com m ents you m ay have.

Section IV

You may choose to add your own custom questions to your survey: Examples of custom questions

Thank you for your input Your time is greatly appreciated.

Yes, submit rry survey!

© 2012 Performance Enhancement Group, Ltd.
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