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be said to be strong indicators in giving among corporate foundations. In addition
to p,6, 8 having to do with altruism, p10,11, having to do with community
relations loaded strongly onto Factor 1.

Question 6: How important are the following business goals in determining your
contributions? p7 Positive media coverage; p8 Favorable company image.
Question 6: p10 Quality of Life; p11 Improved community service.

It would seem, then, that both opportunities for improved community
relations and strong media exposure combine to strongly motivate corporate
foundations in their giving . It also suggests that in this sample, altruism alone is
not a determining motivator for corporate foundations—thereby supporting more
mutual collective action as motivation giving.

it was hypothesized that corporate foundation giving is motivated by
mutual collective action defined as community relations and profit
maximization.

The interaction between community relations (altruism) and shareholder
value (profit maximization) are motivations for corporate foundation giving,
suggesting neither one by itself appears to be reason enough to give, but a
combination of the two factors—mutual collective action—are the highest
indicators of giving among corporate foundations. Therefore, the hypothesis that
that corporate foundation giving is motivated by mutual collective action defined

as community relations and profit maximization is accepted.
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Finally, some other indicators were looked at directly in the survey. it was
hypothesized that other factors such as geography and net asset value
affected corporate foundation giving. New asset value did not have any
noticeable impact on giving patterns (see figure 7); however, question 5 asked
specifically if geography was a factor in setting guidelines for giving. The answer
was “yes” from two-thirds of the respondents. These respondents tended to be
the smaller foundations in the sample and were all located in Virginia. Therefore,
the hypothesis is accepted as it related to geography but rejected insofar as it
related to net asset value as a measure of size of corporate foundation and its
giving.

In summary, the results show that corporate foundations tend to give
equally to public and private higher education. However urban public higher
education received less funding than “elite” or “specialized” public higher
education from corporate foundations in the study. Further study on giving
between the public higher education institutions needs to be done to further
validate this finding.

There is a relationship between altruism and profit maximization—mutual
collective action—and corporate foundation giving to higher education. In
addition, geographic location of the corporate foundation is another factor which
affects corporate foundation giving. Regarding giving to higher education, 85% of
the respondents to the survey listed higher education (public and private) as

being of very high importance in their giving.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Corporate contributions to organizations, and specifically to higher
education, have a long and complex history. However, few authors have looked
at why corporations give to higher education. Urgency to discover more about
motivations for corporate foundation giving is evidenced by state budget cuts
across the country. Clearly urban public higher education needs to find
alternative sources of future funding as state funding continues to be cut. This
author posits that corporate foundations are one such source of funding.

This study examines patterns of giving among corporate foundations in
Virginia and select others which have a significant presence in Virginia. The
purpose is to better understand how and why they give as they do. It also
attempts to provide practical support to assist urban public higher administrators
specifically those at Old Dominion University when dealing with fund-raising
issues. An understanding of how and why corporate foundations give as they do
may be expected to play a key role in the success of the Capital Campaign at
Old Dominion University and similar campaigns at urban public higher education
institutions across Virginia.

This study examined three theoretical frameworks based upon the
literature—altruism; profit-maximization; and mutual collective action. Two
additional factors—geographical location and size of the foundation—were also

included in the variables tested. A survey instrument was used to discover if
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there was a relationship between these factors and giving patterns among
corporate foundations. In addition, tax returns and financial data were used to
support the analyses.

Six hypotheses were proposed regarding corporate foundation giving.
The data analyzed included tax returns, survey responses, and telephone
interviews. The tax returns compared corporate foundation giving to private and
public higher education and giving to “specialized” higher education versus
overall giving. Furthermore, the tax returns were used to identify the relationship
between corporate foundation giving and size of the foundations as measured by
net asset value.

The survey correlated factors related to the variables (motivations)
described as altruism, profit-maximization, mutual collective action, and
geography in an effort to gauge whether or not there was a relationship between
the factors and the variables. From the combined statistical procedures, five
conclusions were posited.

First, there was a difference between giving to public urban higher
education and “specialized” public higher education. Further interviews with
three of the sample group, however, showed that the category “public urban
higher education” was not a distinction made necessarily by the corporate
foundations. Foundations are far more aware of the public Vs private higher
education categories within the overall education sphere. Second, one of the
motivating factors behind corporate foundation giving was the variable altruism

(defined as good community relations and good public relations). Third, there
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was a relationship between giving to public and private higher education and
profit maximization (tax benefits, shareholder value). Profit maximization
suggests a strong relationship between the parent corporation’s goals and the
goals of the foundation. This, then, led to the fourth conclusion. Both altruism
and profit maximization together were considered as significant factors in
motivating a corporate foundation to give. And finally, geography was seen to be
a factor in the motivation for giving. The location of the foundation appeared to
affect the giving pattern. However, the latter variable was only evident in the
smaller foundations within the Commonwealth of Virginia.
Implications

There are at least two practical implications for urban public higher
education administrators. First, urban public higher education administrators
need to address corporate foundations as an important source of potential
funding for their institutions. Urban public higher education must establish an
identity separate from the “specialized” public higher education category and
promote itself within the corporate community. And second, urban public higher
education needs to ensure it addresses the needs of corporations and their
foundations in its search for funds. Corporate foundations, therefore, need to be
approached by administrators with a clear understanding of what is important to
the foundation. In understanding these motivations, fundraising efforts can be
better tailored to fit corporate needs.

Understanding and recognizing the current and potential roles of

corporate foundation contributions is key to the success of any university
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campaign, including that of Old Dominion University. Corporate foundations
should play an important part in an institution’s corporate fund-raising program.
Indeed, Old Dominion University’s activities and decisions relating to corporate
development and gift-giving should be strongly influenced by the study.

There is also a theoretical implication for this study. Mutual collective
action can be seen from this study as a more powerful factor affecting corporate
foundation giving to higher education than either altruism or profit-maximization
exclusively. The author supports the theorists who view giving by corporate
foundations as a complex relationship worthy of additional study. It also provides
opportunities for urban higher education as they search out alternative sources
of support.

Future Research

As campaigns similar to the Capital Campaign are undertaken by urban
public universities, more needs to be known about the characteristics and
motivations of private giving to take advantage of additional funding. Some
recommendations for future research would include qualitative and quantitative
research. For example, a study of successful marketing and public relations
programs in such fund-raising campaigns would prove useful. Such successful
marketing and promotions programs can provide campaign organizers with a
template from which to craft a successful fund drive focused on the corporate
community.

Second, quantitative studies involving corporate foundations and their

giving to specific constituents within higher education expand the body of
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knowledge in the area of corporate giving. Studies detailing the giving within the
public higher education categories (urban, specialized, etc.) could be further
examined and their relationships analyzed; additionally, breakdown by type of
university extending to all male/female; historically African-American universities
(particularly relevant to Virginia since we have such a tradition), etc., could be
further studied. Because factor analysis can only provide insight into variables
which interact within the variables of this study’s survey, future studies involving
a broadening of the highly loaded factors in the survey may prove useful.

More quantitative studies into the cyclicality of corporate giving may point
to vulnerabilities and act as a predictor for urban higher education fund raisers.
Some of the economic factors posited in the literature but not dealt with in this
study include giving patterns as they relate to economic recession or expansion.
If cyclicality is established, then there are some obvious implications for fund
raisers and they need to be aware of the possibility of such a giving cycle.

Finally, a longitudinal study into the effects of tax reform on corporate
foundation giving would provide policy makers with a valuable insight into
corporate giving as it relates historically to tax benefits. An examination of the
current legal and political situation regarding corporate foundation giving would
allow corporate giving to be analyzed in a broader context. Any additional
information on relationships which can be established between why corporate
foundations give and what they give, will support corporate development

administrators at Old Dominion University and elsewhere.
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In summary, it is not always clear how corporate foundations make their
decisions and it is difficult to identify exactly what motivates certain corporate
foundations in their giving patterns. However, this study has gone a long way to
a greater understanding the motivations behind corporate foundation giving in
Virginia for urban public higher education institutions.

Clearly corporations and their foundations continue to view their role as

critical to Virginia higher education,; in a recent article in The Virginian-Pilot, a
group of business leaders, the Virginia Business Higher Education Council, met
in Richmond to discuss funding for higher education in the Commonwealth. They
released a report recommending giving up to $1 billion into coilleges over the
next two years. To do this, they suggested not only federal and state money, but
also private sponsorship. They were not only appealing to the State Councit on
Higher Education who will craft the college budgets, but also to meet their own
need-"better trained employees lining up outside their doors."(Ledyard, 1997.

B3).
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APPENDIX A

Grace A. Porter
2236 East Ocean View Avenue
Norfolk, Virginia 23518
Phone: (757) 587-7512

February 21, 1997

Dear __:

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this brief corporate foundation survey.
As one of the corporate foundations funding work in the Commonwealth of Virginia, and
specifically in the field of Higher Education, your foundation's name was selected to be a
part of my study.

The data gathered from this survey will be used in my dissertation which, in turn,
will look at corporate foundation giving to higher education in Virginia and various factors
which affect such giving.

The questions are all related to the business of giving in the arena of higher
education, defined as:

Higher Education - Private

Higher Education - Public

Urban Higher Education - defined for the purposes of this study as public
institutions of higher education serving undergraduate and graduate students, located in
an urban setting.

(Please refer to this definition for questions 9 and 13.)

Once again, thank you for your prompt response to this survey. A stamped
addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience, and if you are interested in
receiving a copy of the study results, please check the box at the end of the survey.

If you have any questions, or if | can be of any help in your filling out this survey,
please do not hesitate to call me at my home 757/587-7512.

Sincerely Yours,

Grace A. Porter

Encl: Survey

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



102

APPENDIX B

v Honnair

Please make one response for each question unless otherwise instructed.
Please return this survey in the aftached return addressed envelope.

For you information: the data from this survey will be used for a dissertation by Grace A. Porter of
Old Dominion University, Norfolk, VA. The subject of the dissertation will be Corporate
Foundation Giving to Urban Higher Education. By signing below, you understand the purpose of
this survey. Thank you!

date

1. Please state your present job title and the name of the foundation:

2. Do your responsibilities include administration of corporate foundation contributions?

1. Yes 2.__No

3. Is there a committee at the foundation which oversees contributions?
1.___Yes 2.___No

4. If yes, which company members participate? (Check all that apply)
1.___Yourself

2.___ Other External Managers

3.__CEO

4. Other Executive Managers

5.

6.

7.

Company Board of Directors
Foundation Board Members
Other:

5. Does your company adhere to the principle that contributions should meet both recipient needs
and corporate strategic objectives?

1.__Yes 2.__No
6. How important are the following business goals in determining your contributions?
no little extremely
importance importance important important
Shareholder Relations
1. Increased sales 1 2 3 4
2. Reduced taxes 1 2 3 4
3. Other:
Employee Relations
4. Support employee 1 2 3 4
training
5. Employee program 1 2 3 4
6. Other:
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Public Relations
7. Positive media coverage 1 2 3 4
8. Favorable company image 1 2 3 4
9. Other:
Communi ation
10. Quality of life 1 2 3 4
11. Improved comm. service 1 2 3 4
12. Racial harmony 1 2 3 4
13. Other:
Customer Relations
14. Develop new markets 1 2 3 4
15. Expand existing markets 1 2 3 4
16. Other:
7. Does your foundation set contribution guidelines?
1.__Yes 2.__No
8. If yes, do these guidelines address each of the following? (Please respond to all items)
1. Contribution values/principles 1.___Yes 2.___No
2. Contribution policy 1.___Yes 2.___No
3. Stakeholder priorities 1.__ Yes 2.__ No
4. Issue priorities 1.__Yes 2.___No
5. Geographic priorities 1.__ Yes 2.___No
6. Allocation budgets 1.___Yes 2.___No
7. Allocation formulas 1.__Yes 2.___No
8. Application procedures 1.__ Yes 2.__ No
9. Other:
9. When making contributions, how much priority does your contribution program give to the
following:
Very low Low  High Very High
1. Higher Education (Private) 1 2 3 4
2. Higher Education (Public) 1 2 3 4
*3. Urban Higher Education. (Public) 1 2 3 4
4. Other:

*Urban Higher Education refers to public institutions with undergraduate and graduate programs
located in an urban setting.

10. How frequently does your contributions program evaluate recipient organizations after making
a contribution? Circle one:
1. Never 2. Seldom 3. Sometimes 4. Often 5. Always

11. What techniques are used to assess your contribution program?

1. Informal inquiry 1.___Yes 2.__No
2. Survey 1.___Yes 2.__No
3. Focus Groups 1.__Yes 2.___No
4. Media Analysis 1.__Yes 2.__ No
5. Formal Program Evaluation 1.___Yes 2.___No

6. Other:
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12. When making contributions, does your contributions program prioritize social issues of

importance to strategic goals and objectives? Please circle the most accurate.
1. Not at all 2. Very little 3. Somewhat 4. A great deal

*13. How much of the following resources are or will be committed by your company/foundation
to existing or future urban higher education programs? Circle the most accurate response.

None Very little Some A great deal
Cash 1 2 3 4
Equipment 1 2 3 4
Loans 1 2 3 4
Volunteers 1 2 3 4
Other:

*Urban Higher Education refers to public institutions with undergraduate and graduate programs
located in an urban setting.

Thank you very much for your help with this survey.
If you would like to receive a summary report of the findings, please check

Once you have completed the questionnaire, please mail in the return addressed envelope
attached.
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Grace A. Porter

Education

September, 1988-97 Ph.D. Urban Services. Old Dominion University,
Norfolk, Virginia.

August, 1988 M.A. Humanities. Old Dominion University, Norfolk,
Virginia.

August, 1986 B.A. History and Political Science. University College
Dublin, Ireland.

June 1985 Owen Dudley Edwards Memorial Prize in History,

University College Dublin, Ireland.
Professional Experience
1993-present Marketing and Product Development Manager.
Lucas Control Systems - Schaevitz Sensors,
Hampton, Virginia.
1990-1993 Marketing Services Manager. Sumitomo Machinery
Corporation of America, Chesapeake, Virginia.
1986-1990 Admissions Officer. Old Dominion University, Office of

Admissions, Norfolk, Virginia.
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Publication M | of The American Psychological A iation (4th ed) was the

journal style used for this dissertation.
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