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Abstract

During the last 20 years the level of intensity, thesseof urgency, and the
technical sophistication associated with fund raising dteally increased on the nation's
campuses and among nonprofits in general--in fact, st smthat public colleges and
universities began development progransmassand launched aggressive, bold
campaigns to rival their private counterparts. As altresansiderably more critical
attention and media coverage was given to the ratelt#ge and university presidents in
fund raising. However, as a whole, this body of wgitivas lacked depth and context, and

the present article provides a broad framework from wtualmderstand this phenomenon.



Introduction

When Harvard President Neil Rudenstine took a leaabdsd¢nce at the end of
1994 in order to recover from exhaustion and to undergo a baftergdical tests,
several published reports cited fund-raising stress asantabuting factor [18, 42].

In assessing various analyses offered by the higher egslucammunity
regarding this event, Robert Hahn, president of Joh8sate College, stated, "Most
observers have relied on familiar fallacies and myth$ahn also noted, "The simplistic
quality of most of the commentaries on Mr. Rudenstieggd of absence suggests that
much remains to be done to enlarge our understanding ofriteegi¢academic]
leadership” [40, p. A64].

The Rudenstine case--and Hahn's remarks--underscoresthéoneand the
glaring omission of a general history of the academidgasy in the literature of
higher education and nonprofit leadership. Such a work wwoldde historians and
other scholars, as well as journalists and practitiomatis,a broader context from which
to base their understanding and frame their views of mueneents and trends affecting
the academic presidency. Such a work would also hopefieixate and improve the
quality of discourse regarding academic chief executivadiard raising.

Unfortunately, space does not allow for such an in-dep#trnent of the subject here.
Instead, this article will provide a context and overviemthe 20-year period from
1975-1995, described by Lilly as the Era of Uncertainty [55].

In so doing, this article will attempt to make a numtdiesalient points, including
the following:

1) The past 20 years have been correctly called aoffEfacertainty in higher
education because of certain defining characteristics.

2) During this period, both public and private universities haseased their

commitment to private fund raising.



3) The increased emphasis given to private fund raisigblc universities has
changed a tacit, long-standing agreement which existedbatpublic and private
institutions.

4) Fund-raising campaigns have become a way of life ay inatitutions.

5) Academic presidents must devote a significant podidheir time to fund-
raising activities.

6) Many presidents have difficulty adjusting to thelesoas fund raisers.

7) Fund raising and financial affairs in general are antb@gnore high profile
duties/endeavors of a president, and among the skililsiaes most prized by trustees as
well as some faculty and alumni, and most widely repdotethe media.

8) Due to the increasing complexity of fund raising, preggland other
university personnel must have greater familiarity wath laws, planned giving, estate
planning, and other technical aspects of philanthropy.

9) Fund-raising considerations play a major part in thadaesal selection
process as well as the length of time incumbents reimaiffice.

10) There has been a slight trend in recent years dowang presidents with a
background in development or business, although promotionviitinim academic ranks
is still the norm.

11) Presidents should spend their time and effort in faisihg on the cultivation
and solicitation of major gifts and in providing admirasive leadership.

12) Presidents must emphasize a team approach to femayrai which they play

the dual roles of quarterback/athletic director.

The Era of Uncertainty

The decades following World War Il have been called3bklen Age in American

higher education. Federal funds flowed freely, enralit®eoared, tremendous sums



were expended for construction of new facilities and&mnpuses, the community college
movement had its flowering, and state university syst@ere created, to mention but a

few notable characteristics [44, 77, 89].
By way of comparison, Whetten and Cameron contrdhkiggberiod with the Era

of Uncertainty:

For at least two decades after World War I, higher ethuta
administrators had a relatively easy job. By traddl standards,
administrative effectiveness was almost univergailrollments were
increasing, revenues were growing, innovations inagha bf new and
experimental programs were common, and almost unpreeeder@stige
was associated with college professors and admirassrat the minds of
the public. The environment in which higher education existes
largely protected from outside competition (e.g., atmioscorporations
offered degree granting programs, and accreditation wagcted, for the
most part, to college and university campuses), and costdlede were
offset by the availability of large amounts of fedelallars.

All that changed in the 1970s and was magnified in the 1988s:
availability of federal funds was severely curtajlde legitimacy and
usefulness of college degrees was called into questioai@riv
corporations began entering the higher education businasspid pace
and now spend more on education than do colleges and umagersi
shifting demographics resulted in declining enroliments; gnedpublic

prestige associated with faculty and administrataustalummeted along



with their relative earnings [101, p. 35].

For these and other reasons, by the mid-1970s, the pdstaarin higher
education had begun to fizzle [44]. According to one sou@egrnight, it seemed,
colleges and universities went from a period of plentyrte of poverty" [19, p. 391].
Many factors contributed to this change in the econofimtate, and these will be
explored in greater detail shortly. However, it istfthoteworthy to observe that 1975
spawned several important publications relevant to the &iand.

First, a monograph entitlethe President's Role in Developmemtpparently the
first full-length treatment of this topic--reflectedna@rns among the nation's higher
education leaders over changing expectations for presatléradership in fund raising
and institutional advancement [2].

Second, a study entitlésiving in Americavas published by the Commission on
Private Philanthropy and Public Needs, chaired by Johndfilketna Life and Casualty
Company. The Filer Commission, as it came to be kndwad been organized in 1973 in
order to document the significance of philanthropy in Aca life and raise its profile
among government and business leaders. The Commissidodsxhthat the nonprofit
sector included about six million voluntary organizatiasith an annual income of some
$80 billion, and recommended the establishment of a permaagobal commission on
philanthropy, an expansion of corporate giving, changdimex laws to stimulate
further giving, and the removal of restrictions on lobbyingbgritable organizations
other than foundations [12].

And third, 1975 was the year in which a landmark essay Management of
Decline," was first published. Its author, economist KémB®ulding, predicted a
period of slowdown in the American economy for thetrigxto 100 years and called for

a new breed of administrators to oversee this evaluticcording to Boulding:

If this age [of rapid growth] is now coming to an endgdaadjustments



will have to be made in our ways of thinking, in our hahiid standards
of decision making, and perhaps even in our institutidiee prospects
for the next 50 to 100 years, barring a major catpkgsuch as nuclear
war, suggest that we are now entering the age of slemdo

...The implications of all this for education, and esgéy for
higher education, are profound. Education is likely tthbdirst major
segment of the economy to suffer a decline, and mamageof this
decline may very well set the tone for the managewithie general
slowdown.

...One of education’'s first priorities, thereforegugtl be to
develop a new generation of academic administratorsanéhekilled in the
process of adjusting to decline...Before we can do thsetier, we need
to study decline through research programs, beginning peunlidpihe

educational system, where decline is already upon us.ppl@-9].

In commenting on this at the time, Clark Kerr statétie people who were hired
to build in the '50's and early '60's are kind of out o damhd so are the people who were
hired in the late '60's and early "70's to handle stu@aatpublic-relations emergencies.
The talents needed now are financial talents, theyatwlicut and trim" [88, p. A4]. Kerr
later described this presidential type as "a kind of supestatant” [70, p. 1].

As an example, Dale Corson, former president of €btmiversity, wrote a
memorandum in 1975 to his board of trustees, faculty, and uiyweesate to explain
why the following year's budget included a 10% increase in tyisics2.3 million

reduction in operating costs, and a $1.3 million defititle are at the end of an era," he



commented. "The growth and the affluence of the lasetdecades, particularly the last
two decades, are over" [56, p. A3].

Leon Botstein, president of Bard College, explained thimkows: "By the mid-
1970s, the academic job market had collapsed and enrollategrizduate schools
declined. The era of growth and expansive, experimenaaigehfor the university had
come to an end. Retrenchment, early retirement, aodtyadevelopment became new
enthusiasms.” Specifically, he called 1975 a "turning pagiting the beginnings of
long-term economic concern about America, doubts reggttie possibilities of a
continued American political preeminence in the world,eimergence of a serious
environmental movement, and the first warnings abousttite of literacy among
students [9, p. 39].

Alan Hamlin, in a study of factors associated witt shrvival of financially-

endangered private colleges and universities, also stated:

Several factors combined to erode the financial bagenefican private
colleges and universities during the 1970s: enroliments ddaithen the
'‘baby boom' generation grew older; national econoraims were
generally in decline--evidenced by two devaluations of thiarddowo
recessions, and severe bursts of inflation and ungmmelot; public
confidence in the performance of educators began to \amadehe
burden of judicial litigation and governmental regulati@gan to take its

toll on higher education [41, p. 2].

In addition, Keller cited a 1981 study by NACUBO which fouhattfewer than 50
U.S. colleges and universities had endowments of $100 milliomooe, and fewer than

200 had an endowment larger than $10 million. According to 'thNine out of ten



institutions in the United States, therefore, are pregaly financed, and many live at the
brink of jeopardy and instant retrenchment” [44, p. 152].itingcthe source of these

difficulties, Keller explained:

[T]he formation of the OPEC cartel in 1973, and theltesy higher
prices for oil, suddenly caused fuel bills to triple or quadrupleuble-
digit inflation in the late 1970s brought rapid increaseatencosts of
library books and periodicals, educational and sciergtuipment, and
labor. The possible financial collapse of the sosg@iurity system
mandated higher college contributions to its membettseisystem. As
health care costs ran up, major medical insurance esstlated. New
expenses for the handicapped and for the implementataffirmative
action plans became necessary. As tenure tightémedumber of
lawsuits against universities rose, and the size of uitiydegal staffs
often had to be tripled, at considerable expense.cdmputer revolution
required costly purchases of new hardware. More defeitktal
accounting procedures, the rise of state coordinating agemzdgeir
voracious demands for data, and nervous state budgedlefBeeking
greater accountability forced the expansion of whitéacaistitutional
research, accounting, and reporting staffs. Finanecaes tadominate

campus management [44, pp. 10-11].

As a result of these and other forces, colleges andrsitige of all varieties

increasingly looked to fund raising from private sources tolgupgreater percentage of



their needs. In particular, many public institutions lbegavate fund-raising programs
during the mid-1970s, and by the early 1980s, had learned tooldb& private sector for

the resources needed to fulfill their aspirations [38, 105].

Growth in Educational Fund Raising

During the 1980s, tuition grew by double digits almost annaéliyost colleges
and universities [38], while the stock market recorded arageeannual gain of 17.4
percent [13]; yet despite this, revenue was still insiefficto balance budgets on most
campuses, and as a result, institutions increasingketbto voluntary support, especially
capital campaigns [3, 31, 54, 80, 95, 97]. According to Ggl§end-raising campaigns

became virtually ubiquitous: in 1990, 38 of the 55 AAU universiwere either
conducting

or planning such campaigns and at least six envisioned billitter-dargets” [38, p. 314].
Gains in collegiate fund raising were not distributed dgulabwever. According
to Breneman, "Many small [private] colleges did not hatkeseory of sophisticated fund-
raising activities before the 1980s, but most advanced fag @@ learning curve during
that decade, launching campaigns and developing the neceskarger support
organizations required for success" [13, pp. 33-34]. He tlwndad a few examples

from his 1994 study of 212 liberal arts colleges:

One tends to think of fund-raising as having a long histopyirate
colleges, and yet, in several of the colleges visjeafessionally
conducted development efforts are of rather receginoriAt Bowdoin,
for example, the development office is located faraner president's
home on the edge of the campus, physically removed fierpresident's

office and other parts of the campus. Prior presicgparently did not
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look favorably on development, and its location reflébe marginal status
accorded to it in the past. The vice president obsehadBbwdoin has
only had a fully professional development staff forwatdve years,
suggesting that the college has considerable unrealizedtipbie fund-
raising. Dickinson College, founded like Bowdoin in thehggnth
century, is also a fairly recent convert to develeptmwith such efforts
conducted by a fully professional staff for less thaleeade. Although
Dickinson has over 20,000 living alumni of record, théeg@'s annual
fund just surpassed the $1 million mark recently...

Every college | visited had just completed a capaabgaign, was
in the midst of a campaign, or was planning the next dine. dollar
amounts of these actual or planned campaigns ranged flavmcd $10
million to a high of $150 million...Presidents reported dedini
expectations in the college community on their eold performance in this
aspect of the job, as well as the view that developm#irequire ever-
increasing presidential time in the years ahead. Nptisingly,
however, presidents at these colleges (as would beftare set of
institutions) differ in their skill and interest iarfd-raising, and
development officers were candid with me in expressualy judgments.
In earlier years, a president who disliked fund-raismgict spend little
time doing it, but that is less true today. Tensiombeh the president
and the development staff is increasingly common asatapons rise,

and | observed several instances of that problem... [13,080109].
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K. S. Kelly added another reason why the developmentibtmhas been slow to

develop at some private colleges:

[W]hen | assumed the vice presidency of developmenpabhtic relations
at Mount Vernon College in 1982, this small, private, wo'sieollege in
Washington, DC was approximately $2 million in debt. @buting to
this deficit was the fact that for generations, théegel had depended on
its relationship with Marjorie Merriweather Post,ress of the Post Cereal
fortune, an alumna, major donor, and trustee of tHegml According to
fellow administrators, this dependency was so strorgahgears before
her death Ms. Post would schedule an annual visit tprésdent to learn
the amount of deficit incurred by the college that yaawhich time she
would write a personal check to cover the deficit.

Convinced that Mrs. Post's role as a trustee would prbamgb
provide a major bequest on her death, Mount Vernon egedito operate
in the red, failed to build an adequate endowment, anly isolicited gifts
from other alumnae or friends. It is not surprisitngn, that when Mrs.
Post died and Mount Vernon College received only $100,000 and 10
cadillac limousines, the college was unprepared to atdjutst new
financial circumstances; therefore, in 1982, much oEfforts as vice
president were spent trying to convince other wealthy mé@ywho had
never been solicited by their alma mater, that tdilege needed their

private support [46, p. 181].
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Despite these examples, however, private colleges lhatorically been more
active in fund raising than their public counterparts P%4,58, 62, 66, 81, 84, 87],
although that began to change about 15 years ago, as datexhbly a 1979 study of
capital campaigns at 1,912 U. S. colleges and universifies.study found that during
an 11-year period (1974-84) about half of these institutioms @ither conducting a
campaign or planning a campaign for the near future. flidy sinalyzed data on capital
campaigns begun or completed during the period 1974-79, and iatke foeriod 1979-
84, substituting 'contemplated’ for ‘completed.’ Bothoplsrivere 5.5 years in length
with June 30, 1979 as a midpoint [22].

Several interesting findings were reported. Roughly 9%eptblic and 37% of
the private institutions initiated campaigns between 1974¥T@. average campaign
lasted 3.6 years. The combined total of all campaign gpealeeen 1974-79 was $8.5
billion. Of the institutions completing their campiasgby 1979, 88% of public and 79%
of private institutions met or exceeded their goals. auegage goal for public
institutions was $7 million; for private institutions, $15 mifl. Private institutions
conducted 80% of all campaigns and sought 89% of all fundsedrch and doctoral
universities--primarily private institutions--received 50%atffunds while conducting
only 10% of all campaigns. Endowment funding was thenggourpose of campaigns,
accounting for 50% of all funds sought, followed by consionodf new facilities (25%)
and renovation (10%). This was true at both public and primatitutions. Current
operating funds accounted for 9% of public institution gaats 16% of private
campaign goals. Only 18 institutions had campaigns of $100mir more [22].

During the later period (1979-84), a definite trend emerged @ipollic
institutions as the percentage of those beginning or plaantagnpaign doubled (from 9
to 18), while among privates, the percentage (37) held canstae total goal for all

public campaigns was about $1 billion, close to a 50% isereser the early period,
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while the total goal for private campaigns climbed by 30%4s ihteresting to note that
during 1979-84 only 4% of public community colleges were involvealaampaign [22].

"Twenty years ago, there weren't many public univessitf any, engaged in
fund-raising,” said Bob Bryan, interim president at tmversity of South Florida during
1993-94 [108, p. B7]. Gene Budig, former chancellor of thevéisity of Kansas, added,
"The country's leading state universities are eithénerfinal stages of large fund drives
or about to launch new ones. No one is standing byindifference. That was not true
25 years ago, when most people in higher education regarstednsyic fund raising as
the purview of private colleges and universities" [17, p. 39].

In addition, the historical pattern of campaigning has cldiragording to

Smith:

Traditionally, institutional requirements for capitahds were kept separate
from the needs for annual operating support. The finadeialopment
programs of most institutions could easily be dividetivben the need for
physical expansion or rehabilitation of facilities anel tleed for current
budgetary support. Building programs were perceived to be imthere
discrete, whereas academic programs obviously requargchaous funding
on an annual basis. In recent years, howevefindecial pressures on
colleges and universities have led to a change in thesepbens, and the
multipurpose fund drive, combining appeals for operating fandis

capital funds, has emerged...[94, pp. iX-X].

According to Dove, four distinctive campaign models lbarfiound today: the
traditional capital campaign, the comprehensive camptigrsingle-purpose campaign,

and the continuing major gifts program [30]. This arrbgtles can be confusing,
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especially since many institutions fail to differentiagtvieen them. Most large
campaigns in the modern era are called capital camphigreze really comprehensive
campaigns. At any rate, the preponderance of these gamphoth in number and size,
has continued to increase in recent years, and thi stesws no sign of slowing.

In the late 1980s, for example, several writers ndtatirhore than 60 of the
nation's colleges and universities were then conductingaigms to raise more than
$100 million each [54, 80, 97]. "You're not in the major leagbtigour goal is under
$100-million," said William P. McGoldrick, former vice prdent for institute relations
at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute [3, p. A75]. Indeedesastitutions upped the fund-
raising ante by launching campaigns for $1 billion or more.

First out of the blocks was Stanford University wihannouncement of a 5-year,
$1.1 billion campaign beginning Feb. 1, 1987. Stanford reachgdatsahead of
schedule in June, 1991 and eventually raised $1.27 billion. pfénisier feat is even
more remarkable when the constant stream of negativepylgenerated during this
period is considered.

"It isn't every campaign that has a major unfortunbtange in the tax laws, a
stock market crash, and a $160 million earthquake," said Bé&®ainedy, former
Stanford president [63, p. A34]. It also isn't every campthgt has a federal
investigation over the indirect-cost rate charged feeaech, a long-time medical
educator who resigns after claiming sexual harassmemtiserdmination by male
faculty and administrators at the University's medschibool (she later withdrew her
resignation), and a presidential resignation and daorc

Stanford's announcement, and subsequent success, wasdolig other
campaigns with similarly lofty goals among the eliteksaof American universities.
Even Oxford, the stately ancestral monarch of higher ¢éiducdas since hired its first
fund-raising director and recently completed a modest $400miampaign, its first-

ever American-style fund-raising effort [83].
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Boston University and New York University launched bitidollar campaigns in
1988 that will extend to the end of the century. Nexhtow its hat in the ring was the
University of Pennsylvania, which announced in 1989 a five-\&f0) million
campaign and then later raised the goal to an eveorbdlter a series of successes. Late
in 1990 two Ivys--Columbia and Cornell--also announced planBvie-year, record-
setting campaigns. Columbia's goal is $1.15 billion and ddras targeted $1.25
billion. Michigan and Yale also joined the 'billion-dol&@ub,’ launching in 1992 the
public phase of campaigns for $1 billion and $1.5 billion, respgt

In 1994 Harvard announced a campaign for $2.5 billion, andaether
universities are in the planning or silent stages of bitiollar campaigns.
Massachusetts Institute of Technology successfully tetegba five-year, $700 million
campaign in 1992, and Columbia's last fund drive (1982-87) bronugiver $600
million, as did similar drives by Johns Hopkins and Washimgtoiversity.

According to Matthews:

Gone are the days of souvenir mugs and T-shirts; nowdaaysdus is
on detail, pressure and glitz. Stanford's centennialsbaw [to 31
cities], for example, paired faculty panels on bioroaldethics with a
singing-and-dancing extravaganza requiring a technical dréd@ t set

off lasers, fireworks and an on stage bonfire [57, p. 73].

The 1990s may well become known as the "Billion-Dollac&de" in higher

education fund-raising, added Cornell President Frank Rhosesording to him:

The move toward billion-dollar campaigns reflectstloaone hand, the
fact that there are a substantial number of indivglieour society who

are capable of providing multimillion-dollar gifts. Ratfthan making
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donors of more modest means feel that their own twrions are
insignificant when compared to the need--as some highmaéon
observers had initially feared--billion-dollar campadave opened up
new levels of giving that campaigns for smaller amoumght never have
tapped.

Billion-dollar campaigns reflect, as well, the magde of the
financial challenges facing many institutions as thel seattract and
retain high-quality faculty and staff; maintain théardries, computing
centers, dormitories, and other facilities; purchaseotgate equipment
for teaching and research; and provide enough financiab auchke their
programs accessible to students from a variety af@o@ circumstances.
With a substantial number of institutions charging sttslenore than
$20,000 a year for tuition, fees, room, and board, with &di@ancial
aid programs covering only a fraction of the cost, \witheased
competition for federal research dollars and limitettifufor facilities,
private support is no longer merely a welcome add-orctraprovide a
margin of excellence. In many cases, it is esddntiastitutional survival

[79, p. 65].

This success in fund raising has not escaped notican imtial ranking of the
400 nonprofit organizations in the U.S. receiving the masag support, the
'Philanthropy 400’ for 1990 included 141 colleges and universitespidre than any
other kind of organization" [76, p. 20]. Many of those listeticated that they were

involved in a capital campaign.
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However, despite their many benefits, campaigns @hgender unrealistic
expectations, especially among faculty members. R&ehephard offered an
insightful and comprehensive analysis of this phenomeAgnording to him,

campaigns often have a 12-year cash flow spread:

Fund-raising campaigns are typically five-year effoiibat is where the
confusion starts, for it is often assumed that gaticin begins in the first
year and that by the fifth, all the money has bedlected. Actually,
however, the cash flow of most campaigns stretchies I? years or
more.

Fund-raising drives are five-year efforts only in their publ
phases, which begin after the campaigns and financiad goal
announced. The public phase typically is preceded by -geaoprivate
effort to collect gifts and pledges from trustees amyipus major
donors...

Adding to the confusion is that commitments made duwoty the
private and public phases of the campaign are likely fovdeear
pledges. Seldom do donors make lump-sum cash giftss, Tire cash
flow in a typical campaign extends from the firsypent in the first year
of the private phase to the final payment on a pledagerduring the last
year of the public phase. Hence the 12-year spreadffoegtnues [90,

p. A48].

Next, Shepard pointed out that fund-raising totals do not ega#hble cash:
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It is important to understand how campaign gifts are teolirs0 as not to
be led astray by the numbers that appear periodicalligeodevelopment
office's scorecard. The numbers reported reflecingbmation of cash
received and pledges made. They do not equal cash &vaiilsble.

Fund-raising campaigns are not the total answer to the tbudge
woes of colleges and universities. Major gifts, thatrend butter of all
successful campaigns, often are designated for speesiricted
purposes. Although we do our best to match donors' int@itist
university priorities, it is not always easy to find saxd seven-figure
gifts that will provide direct budget relief.

...Often 50 per cent or more of the gifts made tongpeagn are
earmarked for the institution's endowment, and mosgtutisns follow a
rule of spending only approximately 4 per cent of the endewsmmarket
value each year. Faculty members often forget duetff involved in

building endowments: The long-term benefit of a langdog&yment means

the sacrifice of short-term spendable cash [90, p. A48].

Some observers feel that the increasing dependencevateptonations is also
weakening the distinction between public and private institatidBrad Choate, former
development officer at Ohio State, said, "The diffeeebetween a public and a private
university is in how you run it--with elected officials wot--rather than in how you fund
it" [39, p. A30].

"We had to combat the misconception that Penn Statemversity owned and
operated by the state and having no need for private géigl'Roger Williams, assistant

vice president and executive director of university relstmnPenn State. Only 22% of
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the University's budget comes from the State of PennsyMaaisaid, making it a "state-
related"” institution governed by its own board of trusteay a few of whom are state
appointees. "Our goal was to show that private dgliesside the critical academic
infrastructure--endowed faculty positions, graduate fellopss scholarships, research
support--that enhances academic quality and allows us tdalkyith the nation's best
universities," he said [6, p. 20].

"You cannot be a first-rate public university today unlesswe got a significant
amount of private contributions coming in," said Theod@enger, former national
chairman of the University of California at Berkeley'seiging the Promise' campaign
[39, p. A31]. Gene Budig, former chancellor of the Unitgrsf Kansas, explained this

view in more detail:

[T]he large state university remains only state-askistet fully state-
supported. Tax-based state assistance, though limitadddbe
expected to provide the foundation for quality higher edutatigut it
will never offer the full measure of funding required time and lasting
excellence.

Tuition, we must acknowledge, is a limited source oénere for
the state university. It must be held at reasonatddéf the institution
is to remain accessible to qualified students, especiatigrinies.

Research grants and contracts, awarded to a growingenwh
leading faculty, bring in substantial revenues for theesuniversity. But
only private support, realized through an aggressive drivebridge the
gap between adequate funding and funding for recognized exeellen

Through endowment income and annual support, private dan®rs
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greatly strengthening progressive state universities...
... True quality will emerge only when a public univergitynds
adequate state support with a substantial private endowmevdteP

dollars can provide a margin of excellence [17, p. 40].

David Riesman, a Harvard sociologist and authority oreAcan higher
education, cited the new competition between publicgardtes for philanthropic
funds as evidence of the demise of a "tacit agreemiegit'has existed for decades
between the two sectors [107, p. B7]. Benezet documemteshtlier existence of such

agreements as follows:

A...form of indirect yet substantial state universiglp to the private
sector is self-denying ordinances against broadside fundgasiong
private sources for public colleges. Such restraimtsrarst carefully
practiced by public universities located in states wittngf private
colleges. Midwest state institutions have had full tgpraent staffs
for many years...

The State University of New York, on the other hdra not
been authorized to employ development officers oramspeises; in fact,
no budget lines for campus directors of alumni affairehaet been
approved. In states where the balance of enrollmeiéss heavy on the
public side, the influence of private college fund raisinggliction is
evident. Even the strong fund-raising state universgesuse politics
limiting their solicitation of gifts to their own@hni and immediate

business affiliates in response to frequent complaiots hearby private
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colleges about public college fund raising [4, p. 25].

Boston University's $1 billion campaign includes $500 milfmmendowment
and $150 million for scholarships. Without the extra satsblip money, said President
John Silber, "B.U. simply cannot hope to compete withegisubsidized state schools or
the much better-endowed Ivy League colleges like Hanveattracting talented high
school graduates" [8, p. 72].

Clark Kerr noted that "all institutions, within theategories and geographic
regions, compete for students, for funds, for reputatmd that "private fund-raising by
both public and private institutions has, in recent tinmeseasingly become a
mechanism for competitive advantage" [48, p. 15]. AnP&tiate, where a major
campaign was completed several years ago, plans ardyalved underway for the next
one. David Gearhart, former senior vice president foeldgwment and university
relations, said, "There's no question that Penn Stlitaelways be in a fund-raising
mode. We have to be, in order to compete with our peatutions. To stand still is in
effect to take a step backward" [6, p. 24].

Barbara Taylor, director of programs and researtheafssociation of
Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, said, "It tsée that we had annual
giving and we had occasional capital campaigns. Nowap#al campaign is becoming
as constant as the annual campaign has been in th¢9aagi. 10]. "We're always in a
campaign,” added Kendall Lewis, who recently retired es president for alumni
relations, development, and public relations at Swarthi@otiege. "It's just a question
of whether we're planning one, in the middle of oneearing one up."”

The trend is clear: colleges and universities arengaisiore money than ever
through short-term, high-pressure, high-visibility campaigmnsl this is likely to continue
for the foreseeable future. Campaigns are held moga aftd have larger goals than in

the past. Also, the use of sophisticated techniques symbssect research and donor
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tracking systems has become commonplace, and thargizeomplexity of fund-raising
staffs has greatly increased at many institutions.

In addition to the obvious goal of raising more mor@their institutions,
however, campaigns may also involve hidden motivexosting to Matthews, "One
response to the money crunch has been to undertakerived for staggering amounts.
The size of such campaigns is often a function of geesis well as an essential part of
the annual budget” [57, p. 73]. "More boards of directasaying, 'lt's not what we can
raise, but what we have to raise to beat so and spldie®d Rick Nahm, president of
Knox College [37, p. A28].

"Woe be to the fund raiser who wants to set a delis less than the
competition's," added Gary Evans, former vice chanctlodevelopment and university
relations at the University of North Carolina at Chdpdll "He can find his job on the
line" [3, p. A75]. And according to Wiseman, "A presideniviose tenure the
university does not raise more money than it did befoaguiesident looking for a new
line of work" [102, p. 6].

Terry Holcombe, vice president for development and aiaffairs at Yale, said,
"For a place that's raising more than $100 million a gear, anything less than $1
billion would indicate that their plans for the futu@ldor less rather than more money."
Yale plans to celebrate its 300th anniversary in 2001, aswtdiog to Holcombe, "If we
don't raise $2 billion between now and then, people hérevarry” [37, p. A26].

"You can't plan a campaign today without thinking algmihg for a billion
dollars,"” echoed Carol Herring, director of leadershits@if Princeton [37, p. A25].

And Rose said many presidents feel they can never @gpg money:

Even at universities worth hundreds of millions, or ebvd#lions, of
dollars, the presidents | spoke with felt they couldenestop raising

money. They worried about inflation; that salarigsgaly, and
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maintenance costs would rise unchecked. Or, perhagstmoblesome,
that they would fall behind in the race for the mostaxpate equipment,
l.e., computers. But at least one college presiddmi,declined to be
quoted, thinks that colleges have enough for their cunesds and
beyond. 'Many of these college presidents are likersigii putting

nuts away for the future,’' he says [80, p. 22].

Fund Raising as a Measure of Presidential Success

According to Rose, another more personal motive drithegculture of college
fund raising is that it's "a great way to be remembei@@l'fp. 22]. She cited the example
of Thomas Reynolds, who retired in 1989 after 20 yeasgwice as president of Bates
College. A local news article glossed over his coatin to academics, which had been
plentiful, and highlighted his two successful capital paigns.

Similarly, George M. Harmon, president of Millsaps|€gé, defended his
$140,435 salary and $27,174 benefits package (for 1990-91) by explainisiqteahe
arrived in 1978, the endowment has increased more thandekfitlsaps has raised
almost $50 million in two successful capital campaigms,faculty has doubled in size,
and 50% of the student body now comes from outside ofiddippi, up from 20% when
he was hired [52, p. A16].

Regarding CEO pay, Pfeffer and Ross, in a study ofdhgensation of more
than 600 college and university presidents, noted that iharstrong relationship

between institutional size and executive remuneratieam stated:

We expect resource-rich schools to pay more thamresgoor schools,
other things being equal. This expectation can result fwordifferent

reasons. Resource munificence means that themrestmbe divided
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among all the organization's members, and certainly thelpreswill
share in these extra rewards. It is also the ¢teddhe ability to extract
resources from the environment is one important meadgune
organization's effectiveness (Yuchtman and Seashore, 1963},
presidents in richer schools may be compensated gty because the
very resource position of the school provides evidehtieeopresident's
effectiveness in dealing with at least one importaganizational issue.
This is not to say that financial performance isahly or even the most
important indicator of a university's success, or thatghagys is related
to performance. But there is probably enough of bothesfeth
connections to argue that we should observe a redhijpbetween

financial position and pay [75, p. 81].

In another study, Whetten and Cameron found that sdatpsssidents make an

indelible impression on their campuses. According tedlseholars:

In our interviews with individuals, especially in smadilleges, we have
been impressed with the tendency of faculty and agtrators to
demarcate their institution's history into presidentiase Frequently,
when we would ask a question about campus activities duspgafic
period of time, before the respondents could formulat@ngwer, they
would have to first identify who the president was at ttme. Their
memories were clearly indexed by presidential tenure,ead t

recollections of what transpired on campus during each was strongly
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colored by their overall evaluation of the effectiveneteach president.
Events that transpired during the term of an uninspimejffective
president were described in a bland, colorless mannaoninast,
descriptions of activities during the tenure of spiritéfibative presidents
were conveyed using very emotional language and withse s&

institutional pride [101, pp. 40-41].

For example, during Leon Botstein's first 17 years asdaets Bard College
raised more than $82 million. According to one obseiVidre last 17 years [1975-1992]
have so remade the college that the 'B' on the niednibof the president's modest
yellow house could easily stand for either name" [27, p. 48]

David McLaughlin, former president of Dartmouth, noted ttize success or
failure of both a college and an administration isthie short term--often judged on
financial solvency. The fact that campaigns are oraéde and many other
achievements are not gives fund raising special, tangdpisance" [61, p. 7].
Bornstein added, "[A]n ambitious and successful campaigne of the greatest legacies
a president can leave a university or college" [7, p. 202].

Derek Bok, Harvard's long-time helmsman, added that ssi@efailure as a
president is defined in part by "how much money you raiseywhat you raise the money
for" [49, p. 13]. And Gary Evans, former vice chanaelto development and university
relations at the University of North Carolina at Chdpdl] warned that "as long as
colleges keep claiming record amounts of money raiset@iaittsimagining a college
ever cutting back" [36, p. A28].

Former Cornell CEO Edmund Day added the following nlag@®ns:

The most obvious and best recognized obligation of adnatitris to

add to the institution's resources. The task of obtaidddianal funds

26



IS, in fact, so characteristic of the role of tm#lege and university
president that he is frequently described as more otaredimendicant
than anything else. It is safe to say that the reputati many presidents
has derived largely from their success or failure ad-faisers.

The explanation of this is relatively simple. Herene type of
accomplishment which is almost certain to provoke gereclaim. With
new funds, the president can implement new undertakimggain fresh
support for his over-all program. A million dollars &w money can
quiet a lot of carping criticism of any administratiolt is altogether
natural that any college or university administratibowd turn its
attention increasingly to the problem of finding adaieibsupport for the
work of the institution, since the administratioridity to give effect to
its own constructive planning may depend largely upon thehilagsof

finding new financial resources [26, p. 341].

Harold Stoke offered additional insight into the continoaboing need for and

insatiable, unquenchable nature of fund raising in higheragidinc

If colleges and universities are by their nature alvgugst of funds, the
college president who gets this principle firmly in mindl save himself
some psychological problems. It will help him, for epdanto accept the
fact that he is on a treadmill. He is destined alvtayespproach but never

to arrive at the promised land [96, p. 56].
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The historic importance of fund raising to higher educdteseven given
academic presidents in the U.S. a kind of internatioatdriety. In response to
government initiatives to promote greater autonomy anadiadindependence among
French universities, Georges Haddad, president of the Swrpsaid that he had no

intention of becoming a fund raiser "like presidenthat.S." [14, p. A45].

Fund Raising as a Factor in Presidential Selection

In fact, finance is associated with the academic geesly to such an extent that
fund-raising considerations permeate all aspects of g#wdaential selection process. For
example, Tom Ingraham, president of the Associatic®aferning Boards of
Universities and Colleges, stated, "l think the majoritpaards would perceive that
situation [hiring an openly gay or lesbian president] aseexly awkward for the
institution, in the fund-raising role in particular” [69,A420]. Presidential illness [18,

40, 42, 53] and appearance [51] have also been mentionediag &a impact on fund
raising.

Edward Lewis, president of St. Mary's College, notethlile opportunities for
women presidents are growing, there "has been a dediefund raising involves
working the old-boy network, which cannot be done as wellbgnen as by the typical
53-year-old male president” [34, p. D25]. William J. Boweace chairman of Heidrick
and Struggles, an executive search firm, added that womebéaoming more visible,
holding the right chairs, and the perceived pool is mugetaihan it was 10 years ago”
[20, p. B8].

Thompson also cited a pair of recent studies on tredenecy by the American
Council on Education. The first found that in 1986, 9.3%atiege and university
presidents in the U.S. were women, while the secondifthat in 1993, that number was

12%. However, of the 400 female presidents in 1993, only 1& atenajor universities.
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Thompson noted that "one of the main functions afliege or university
president is fund-raising from alumni” [98, p. 26]. One petisterviewed by Thompson
was Jadwiga Sebrechts, executive director of the Wor@aflsge Coalition. According
to her, a private, coeducational institution might preferade president because most of
its graduates are men. On the other hand, a majorustizesity might not think a
woman was aggressive enough to fight for legislative apiatagpnrs.

Ronald Stead, senior associate for the Academic S€amasultation Service in
Washington, D.C., was also interviewed by Thompson. Afmgrto him, "In the past
few days | heard a board chairman say he thought a malad e in a better position to
raise significant funds for the institution than a womanuld"” [98, p. 26]. Stead, a 15-
year veteran of academic searches, said he heargspanse less often now than he did
5 years ago.

Milley also addressed this topic in a chapter from a lmoowomen presidents of
American Association of State Colleges and Universinesnber institutions. Her
comments were based on 18 responses to a survey she tten2b AASCU women
presidents. According to her, 61% of respondents said tiext tihey were appointed,

fund raising was mentioned as one of their duties. Bbereported:

This author had hoped to begin to discover, 'Is therdexeliice in fund
raising techniques employed by men and women presidentis thi8is
not known and probably will not be for some time beeaussidents, and
thus the chief fund raisers, have traditionally been.mi&though women
presidents have been on the increase, they remainaaityi In 1988, the
twenty-five women presidents leading AASCU campuses reptes only
7.8 percent of the total presidential population. Thugitethe growing

literature on fund raising and proliferation of mateoalpresidents as
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chief fund raisers, there is little documentation @men presidents, let

alone their role as fund raisers [67, p. 34].

The Reality of Presidential Fund Raising

However, whether candidates are male or femaéepthstige and perquisites of
the presidency are so enticing for many that they eftlieto give serious consideration
to or are simply not prepared for what will be expeeted required of them in terms of
fund raising, as Woodroof so dramatically documented inshisly of "first-time"
presidents at 36 private nonsectarian colleges and uniesrsiEor example, one rookie

president stated:

| knew there would need to be a fund-raising componethietgb, but |
didn't realize how urgent and intense that really widee trustees didn't
do alot [sic] to prepare me. | had a sense of going anaeducational
statesman, a leader, but | realized after | got timatethe financial
pressures were so acute, that what the college cidiede me was to meet
the budget. The finances drive everything--1 found thatrotlte first few
months on the job. It dawned on me that | had oweranticized what it

was going to be like to be a president [104, pp. 174-175].

Another new president in the study shared the followorgments:

| was told by the board that there was sufficient fundget the college
through the summer. At the end of my first week @njdi, the business
manager came to me and said, 'We are down to only $2,008hinvita

which to operate." Given the fact that payroll wasiduess than two
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weeks, reality set in very quickly for me. I've nelieen that low even in

my own bank account [104, p. 175].

A third president stated, "I wasn't informed of the sesiess of the cash flow
problem. | didn't know until | was in office for a wediat we might not make payroll in
12 days" [104, p. 175]. Finally, a fourth president relatedi€lV moved here, | thought
| had gotten all | needed to know about the status of thieutisn. However, | found out
later that the trustees were deeply concerned aboftihimtces. They decided not to
share that with me for fear that | would back out" [104,486].

West penned a thoughtful essay on six areas of conaepnefsidential
candidates: the board of trustees, the faculty andcalum, the student body, staff,

resources, and constituent relations. In regard teerashe stated:

The prospective president should see the contributiendef each
individual trustee. Most boards tell a presidential chatd that they
expect him or her to raise money--a lot of money-Hawt much will the
trustees themselves pledge toward the needed amount” thagare
prepared to put up a substantial amount themselves--lretmecfourth
and one third--why should they expect the president t@ darsl why

should anyone want to seek money on their behalf [1Q01]P.

He also said, "A presidential candidate should obt@opy of the last audit and
should go over it carefully, preferably with an acconhtaho is familiar with college

fund accounting and who is not connected with the cdllgg®, p. 12]. West added:

Some of these questions may seem extremely blunt. Skhieg are

answered, however, the successful candidate may radtiédé¢o be a
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successful president. Moreover, unless the search tmans willing
and able to supply satisfactory answers, its membersotaynderstand
their situation well enough to identify the person bestifigdito meet its
needs. Candidates should not worry about appearingatdenosed or
demanding.If you are wanted, you are in the strongest positiomduri
the interview process that you will ever be in whh tollege. If you are
not wanted, the quality of the answers that you rec@ivthese questions

will make that clear [100, p. 13].

Once the decision is made to accept a presidencyideaesl commit themselves

to care for the institution as if it were their ownmld, according to Mcintosh:

[1]f one is deeply involved in the college and completEimmitted to its
progress, fund-raising ceases to be a burden. Raisingymo increase
teaching salaries is especially rewarding since orfetsein this area are
fundamental to the excellence of education now, atdeirfuture. And if
a new building is absolutely necessary for the hedlthe college, one
does not resent the necessity of raising money &ryitmore than a father
resents earning money to build a new house for hisyamito send his
son through college. Once accepted in its larger framewhe task

becomes exciting, and any success truly satisfying [60,]p. 22

Other presidents have used less flattering analog@sstyibe the presidential
fund-raising responsibility. For example, Tolley relabtesdv he came to terms with fund

raising early in his career during a presidency at Allegl@sliege:
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Given Allegheny's shaky financial status, | devoted mdchyotime to
fund raising. For many years this was my most diffitagk. | disliked
it so much that it literally made me sick. One dayvéver, it dawned on
me that 'If you can't lick 'em, join 'em.’

This is part of my job," | thought. 'It's a disagtdegob, but
like washing dishes, making beds, or changing diapersgdsni® be
done. Stop complaining about it. Stop getting sick aibouust do it.'
After | made that decision, | took fund raising in myd&. It never made

me sick again [99, p. 58].

Shuster offered a somewhat more optimistic view, suggestat presidents must

acquire or cultivate a taste for fund raising as inotegiother activities of life:

Despite the widespread fostering of public higher educations, is by and

large a free enterprise system, which means thdtuithget is never what it

ought to be. Therefore the president is first oéafiected to find money
somewhere. This is one task he cannot hire anybsdyelperform. It is

an ornery business which nearly everybody finds extiseompleasant at the
outset. Here nothing helps as does a measure of sucties first check is

like a first baby or a first published book. Indeed, | hawae to feel that
money-raising is like smoking: one's first experimengssackening, but after

a while the thing acquires a fascination quite its oWau have formed the

habit. The difficulty is that no matter how muchmey a president extracts from

people, it is never enough either in his own estimadisiwhat is vastly more
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oppressive--in that of his colleagues [91, pp. 30-31].

In another desription by a former president, Wristonmilesd fund raising as a

balancing act that can only be learned through experidtacd experience:

the

The president who gives too little time to money raisiuilgnever have a
balanced budget, a salary increase for the facultyethmaintained
buildings and grounds. The one who pours too much ofrhésand
energy into fund accumulation will lose touch witk faculty, the
curriculum, the students--and even worse, with id&&asman can write a
prescription to tell another how much is too much, htilg is not enough.

The balance is the fruit of experience--hard expeet@s, pp. 165-167].

Payton also explained that most academics "detesti*riaieing and often treat

fund-raising staff with "ill-concealed disdain” [73, p. 64jnc the majority of campus

CEOs advance through the academic ranks, this charatiterimaapplicable to many

presidents. Several examples of this were provided by @duk study of presidential

fund raising. For instance, the chief developmenteifat a major public research

university commented:

| think very few people warm naturally to being a fundemiparticularly
among people whose careers have been in the acadendc So | would

say that most approach the task rather reluctamitywdnat we have been doing
in our business is to try to warm the presidents up bygithe presidents some

easy fund-raising successes early on and building a sénsafidence that this

34



is not such a hard job after all. But most presidargsot generally extroverted,
outgoing, aggressive, sales-marketing type people. Thegyeaple who have
spent their careers with the life of the mind, andr'd@ant to say that sales and
marketing and the life of the mind are mutually excludig,there are some

differences there [23, p. 461].

A second chief development officer in Cook's study alsred this viewpoint:

| think one of the strange things we do in academigeisake the best
economist or physicist or history professor and make fhresident, and yet
their forte and what got them noticed was their gresathing. So we take them
out of their element and turn them into administitord then fund raisers. It
isn't necessarily all that logical. So you get sonevenness but you can't
have a president that doesn't have academic crederifilads's the nature of the
beast. So you hope the other's there. Sometingeantd sometimes it isn't

[23, p. 461].

College presidents, however, are not the only nonperétutives who struggle

with fund raising. In a national study of excellenc@onprofit organizations, Knauft,

Berger, and Gray also found that "by a wide marginckhef staff officers we surveyed

considered fund raising the most pressing challenge faa#gatfyanizations in the

coming three to five years. Interestingly, these exeesireported that building fund-

raising skills was the area where they perceived thetegeneed for personal

development" [50, pp. 25-26].
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The Presidential Fund-Raising Role

Fund raising requires team effort and an institution'sigeat is typically the
central player on the fund-raising team. Using foothsalhn analogy, ideally the chief
development officer is the coach or player-coachptiesident is the quarterback-athletic
director, the offensive line is made up of the 'heavy hit(erstees and other powerful
volunteers) who can open holes (doors), the running lzaekihe front-line fund-raising
staff, and the ends are the deans or department heds\wairious academic units [23].

As quarterback, the president is the central playdrariund-raising offense and
follows instructions from the head coach (chief develeptnofficer) or offensive
coordinator (campaign director). At the same time pitesident also functions as the
athletic director who is responsible for many programscaadhes, of which football is
but one. The athletic director may also be more atttméhe external environment than
the coach and may have a more intimate relationshipthe institution's leadership, top
conference officials, or regulatory bodies such as tGaAor NAIA. Therefore, what
usually occurs in fund raising is a blending of the philosaphrel strategies of the chief
development officer, the president, and a small numbeowerful volunteers (trustee
and campaign chairmen) [23].

Fund raising is therefore rarely a 50-50 proposition. Miawelopment programs
have a dominant personality or a person with superitis siid thus either the president,
the chief development officer, or a powerful volunt@arstee or campaign chairman)
may be more or less involved in setting the overalliggighilosophy, strategy, and
direction of the program depending on the unique institutleunique personalities and
abilities involved, time constraints, size and expeudissupport staff, and other factors
[23].

Moreover, presidents should focus their effort anchatte in fund raising on two

areas: 1) major gifts (although what is "major" vafresn institution to institution, this
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generally refers to gifts of $100,000 and above), and 2) adratistieadership (e.g.,
policy and strategy decisions, budget and staffing concelastisa and/or evaluation of
the chief development officer, strategic planning, sellicgrapaign to the trustees, being
involved in the selection of a fund-raising consultaatpimg to decide on the timing and
goal for a campaign, recruiting volunteer campaign leadand articulating the
institutional vision) [23].

It is not surprising, therefore, that fund-raising ap#ind experience have
become increasingly-valued presidential assets in rgeans. According to Dorich,
"Academic credentials and a clear understanding of howdhgemy works continue to
be vital to aspiring presidents. But in today's uncettaias, many search committees
also recognize the value of the fund-raising skills aaddeship ability that come with an
advancement background" [29, p. 6].

"When governing boards go hunting for presidents, it'siafte candidates'
fundraising, rather than academic, talents that cateleye," added Rose [80, p. 19].
Anderson noted, "Nowadays, a president is often hiredkdor money" [1, p. 17]. And
Wycliff stated, "For all academic presidents, the jolverend more involves what many
say is the least enjoyable activity of all: fund ragsifiL07, p. B7].

"Fundraising is not the only role, but it's a terribshypiortant one in today's time,"
said Peggy Stock, president of Colby-Sawyer College, wtimated that she spends
about 50% of her time on fund raising. "l don't knowny atudies have been done but |
would bet it would be very difficult, except at the verggiigious institutions, to raise
money without having a president who is good at it," she a@®egp. 28-29].

"As places look around for presidents, the premium ad-faising ability is
getting stronger and stronger," echoed George A. Braki#liegresident of Brakeley,
John Price Jones Inc., a fund-raising consulting firmuntHaisers know the game,”
explained Steven Ast, a partner in Ast/Bryant, an @ee search firm. "If they've been

through a capital campaign, they don't have to reinventvheel. Every president has to
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do a capital campaign now, and hiring a development vicedgrdss an advantage” [64,

p. A35].

According to Withers, in a capital campaign the mlest has at least six duties:
1) creating assertive board leadership in fund raising, @)agating the master plan of the
institution and obtaining a consensus on mission and gbatsing his or her time and
appearances wisely; 4) meeting regularly with senior dpusdoit staff to assess campaign
strategy and analyze strengths and weaknesses, 5) speodéderable time in cultivating
prospects for major gifts, and 6) insisting on continuntgevelopment strategy rather than

zigzagging from one approach to another [103].

Regarding the president's influence on the board, Plagidbhis to say:

At most colleges and universities, the president i€miper of the board
of trustees. The president's involvement in fund raisatg the example
for other trustees. If that involvement is positeethusiastic, and firmly
tied to institutional priorities, trustees are likedyfollow suit. If the
president is indifferent to development concerns oadistom fund-
raising activities, board members are likely to placangef value on their

own participation [72, p. 53].
The president must also be an optimist and encouragegdudampaign:

Every campaign, even the best, will have disappointsnefhihe president
Is important also in helping the university through théalift days. Most
big campaigns last for five years or so. Inevitablgrehwill be slow

periods when there is nothing much to report. Itestthat the president
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has an additional responsibility: to keep the momergaimg. The
president may be disappointed, but must not show it. pidsdent must
encourage the dean who has just been turned down taadtityes donor on
another day. The trustees' attention may drift aaag,the president
must invite it back. The professor whose new libraingws still only a
dream must be encouraged to keep the faith. Students mvanaddy
tuition is rising, despite all the money being raised,trhagatiently

educated about the complex realities of university iman[33, p. 76].

Capital campaigns often require huge commitmentsraf &nd energy from
presidents, and contribute to the growing stress levelagpid turnover rate associated
with the position. According to G. T. Smith, "It isgtyably not an overstatement to
suggest that no college or university can afford to hassetlgan 60 percent of the chief
executive's time dedicated to meaningful developmenteoifigtitution's major
constituencies" [93, p. 703].

McGoldrick added, "During noncampaign periods you should deatdeast 20
percent of your time to development activities. Duangampaign, that portion of your
effort may need to reach 40 or 50 percent” [59, p. 167]. Branvised presidents to
"accept the fact that successful fund raising will re&jas much as 50 percent of your
time and energy at certain times of the year" [1851]. And Foote stated, "During the
height of the campaign, the president will spend as ragchthird of his or her time on
the campaign itself or directly related responsibiliti@s, p. 76].

At the University of Michigan, President James Dudetstpdnds two thirds of
his time generating resources from alumni, corporatamd the state and federal
government. Cornell President Frank Rhodes is on tltefoo@ days a week wooing

donors. Former Stanford President Donald Kennedy took arBhnsabbatical from his
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other duties to kick off the Centennial campaign. Janwdddiman, former head of the
University of South Carolina, spent 50% of his time raisnaney. And the late
President James Zumberge at the University of Southdifior@a spent 80% of his time
on fund raising [82, 86, 107].

However, not all presidents are willing or able to devbiemuch time and
energy to fund raising. According to Brecher, theretlaree basic types of "presidents
who don't": 1) those who don't know how to raise fundaklaak to the chief
development officer for leadership (the unable), 2) tlhvdse don't want to raise funds
and assume the chief development officer will hanuile unpleasant chore (the
unwilling), and 3) those whose performance in fund raisimgadequate but who insist
on being involved anyway (the willing but unable) [11, p. 24].

According to Del Martin, vice president of Alexander QINgaas & Matrtin,

Inc., a fund-raising consulting firm, reasons that a gezgimay dislike asking for money
include fear of rejection, lack of training, poor solictbatexperience, and misplaced
pride. "The non-asking president should be given prop@irigain how to ask and some
easy experience to bolster confidence,” she said [92, p. 29].

Schoenherr added that many presidents seek to avoid or m@rpersonal
involvement in fund raising because of fear. Accordinging, "Presidents carry around
a catalog of myths about fund-raising, and they aret&igdd by the thought of asking
someone for a donation” [85, p. 46]. Schoenherr listedfears: 1) the fear that others
will see you as a beggar, a person with a tin cup looking handout; 2) the fear of
being an intruder into the personal life of anotherneéding their privacy; 3) the fear of
rejection (probably the strongest fear), and 4) thedéaffending people by asking them

for a contribution. He then explained:

As the chief executive officer of your institution, yate responsible for its

financial stability. Very few things will bolster tispirit of your institution
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faster than dollars. You do not have the luxuryftioellty have of dreaming
dreams and letting the other guy worry about how the &i# to be paid.

The dreams you dream are always tied to the pocketi@&olpp. 45-46].

Foote added, "Presidents will enjoy fund raising in direcp@rion to their enjoyment of
people because ultimately a capital campaign is eplex, as fascinating, as
exasperating and disappointing, as people themselves" [38]. p.

Richard Berendzen, former president of American Uniwgrsitared both the
fascination and the exasperation of fund raisiHg.began by describing his growing
relationship with billionaire Adnan Khashoggi, an intianal arms dealer and
philanthropist. After persuading Khashoggi to join the usitgs board of trustees,
Berendzen introduced the need for a new campus faalisports and convocation
center. Khashoggi ultimately funded $5 million of the $#lion cost of the 5,000-seat
arena, which was named in his honor.

At the other end of the continuum, Berendzen was unystaaidid in describing
the frustration of working with donors who stall, chatigeir minds, request special

favors, and otherwise hinder rather than help progress:

Why are donors so cavalier? Many--maybe even mostiead and
deceive. They ask innumerable favors. Some statetlglitbat they will
contribute, citing the amount and the date. Thendloeyothing. | remind
them but they do not respond. | ask them to put it itingii but they do
not reply. | ask others to approach them, as my sugsgatt they, too,
get no response. | ask again where the matter stautdsam told, 'Oh,
I'm thinking about it." And so it goes--for weeks, monttegrs. It is

frustrating as hell!" [5, p. 171].
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Payton summarized the importance of fund raisingpeqoresidency as follows:

For presidents of all sorts of institutions, fundirgjds an inescapable
part of life. In an increasing number of cases, fraging effectiveness
is the key to the office--to both getting in and staymglntellectual and
moral leadership seem to have yielded to the effeataeshalling and
management of resources. The career path to the pregidenow open
to those who enter it from the development functibike it or not (and |
must say that in many respects | don't like it), fuauding is now at the

center of the president's responsibilities [74, p. 33].

According to Kerr, another reason why more presidese advancement/
development backgrounds is that applicants from traditem#ces (i.e., provosts,

deans, and vice presidents for academic affairs) are maloietant to be considered:

Conversations with individuals who have refused preside(®@msetimes
repeatedly), with top academic officers on campuses @ohstitute much
of the pool from which presidents are drawn), with prodesd search
personnel, and with ex-presidents indicate that ttihaciiveness of the
presidency has deteriorated.

Persons who have refused presidencies frequently radtdhéh
management of decline, which many campuses either hageenqed or
are likely to face, is not as attractive as the mgan@ent of growth.

At least half of the academic officers note tiat presidency has
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become a heavily external job with more emphasifind raising and on
public relations, and with less contact with facultg atudents and
academic issues. Many individuals primarily interesteatienacademic
side of campus life believe they will be better ;ffeaprovost or a dean
of the faculty or a vice president of academic affties as a president

[47, pp. 3-4].

In a 1990 interview, Kerr explained that "very frequetttly provost will make
the same amount of money as the president." Hesalddhat academic administrators
have jobs which allow them "to be on campus and seefémailies regularly,” in
contrast to the frequent travel required of presidents [L0B7]. Maimon added,
"College administrators, in contrast to their profesal colleagues, are much more likely
to miss their children's birthday parties. Is it any wonkdatr many aspire to full
professorships as the pinnacle of academic success?P. A48, According to Kerr,
some academic administrators are also "able to niaiateactive scholarly life,"
something very few presidents manage to do. Finally; &tated that unlike presidents,
deans, provosts, and vice presidents are "not directlyeofiring line" [107, p. B7].

In addition, there are serious concerns about the infijpaa raising has on
presidential autonomy and independence. Former Columésdent Michael Sovern
claimed that presidents today are speaking out on soisistigls as much as ever, but that
the "noise level" created by a media-intensive sodiasydrowned out or reduced
presidential voices to an inaudible level amid the dinuoherous other credible (and
incredible) voices in society [43, p. A5]. However, 8&ovadmitted in another interview
the same year that due to the "burdens of the officis,'becoming "increasingly
difficult" for presidents to get involved in off-campususs [28, p. B7].

Sovern rejected the charge that preoccupation withraisahg is responsible for

the alleged abdication of social leadership by presidantssaid that he had used his
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office as a "bully pulpit” to speak out on apartheid div@stiture in South Africa, human
rights violations, the Solidarity movement in Poland] &re-speech issues [43, p. A5].

However, fund raising is the most frequently-cited pkestial handicap, and
many observers disagree with Sovern. Vartan Greggri@sident of Brown University,
stated, "You're frightened to take a stand as an edumatause you are afraid that the
Federal or state authorities, or your private benefaattag,retaliate against your
institution by not giving money" [28, p. B7].

Ernest Boyer, president of the Carnegie Foundatiothi®Advancement of
Teaching, said, "The more dependent you are on the giftbequests of others, the
more advantageous it is to not get caught up in larger deabatasight be viewed as

divisive and contentious" [82, p. 54]. He added:

The job has been powerfully diminished, and | think @gon is the
loser. We need people who are able to interpret hiatlysiethically and
socially the issues of the day. But because [pretsiflare under such
pressure financially, it becomes risky to be prophelieere is a hazard

in offending [32, p. 3D; 43, p. A4].

Similarly, Derek Bok, former Harvard head, commentedddy, university
leaders are largely silent, too heavily burdened withngisinds and administering their
huge institutions. There is no one able to communicatargelling vision of what we
are trying to accomplish for our students” [68, p. A18].

However, F. J. Kelly explained that the proliferatairstate higher education
coordinating boards, national education associations, amdraity systems in the last 30
years has removed the need (and perhaps the opportonitglividual presidents to

serve as spokesmen on national issues [45]. Furthsid@nes of all ages have needed
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an abundant supply of courage and fortitude to resisipimad interests of powerful
constituencies or the mob mentality of popular opinion.

Finally, increased media attention and its attendgrahabty of magnifying the
impact of any remark through a network of instantaneausagjcommunication are
certainly factors inhibiting presidential candor, as e@htened social consciousness--
with its attendant litigious and politically-charged dite--regarding comments which
focus or touch on race, gender, sexual orientatiomgioak orientation, age, health, and

other differences among individuals and groups of individuals.

Conclusion
During the last 20 years--or the Era of Uncertaintg-{evel of intensity, the
sense of urgency, and the technical sophistication asedavith fund raising
dramatically increased on the nation's campuses and amopgpfits in general. Fund
raising became a definite expectation for every colpggsident, and campaigns became
an ongoing way of life on the nation's campuses. Publieges and universities began
development programen massand launched aggressive, bold campaigns to rival their

private counterparts, thus violating a tacit, long-standorgement.

During the past 20 years, the vast majority of both pubid private institutions
increased their commitment to private fund raising andrgat! their development staffs
and budgets. Nevertheless, academic chief executivedeugte a significant portion
of their time to fund-raising activities. However, magmgsidents have difficulty
adjusting to their roles as fund raisers.

Fund raising and financial affairs in general are ambagrore high profile
duties/endeavors of a president, and among the skililsidaes most prized by trustees as
well as some faculty and alumni, and most widely repdotethe media. Due to the

increasing complexity of fund raising, presidents and otheeusity personnel must
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have greater familiarity with tax laws, planned giviegtate planning, and other
technical aspects of philanthropy.

Fund-raising considerations play a major part in theigegatal selection process
as well as the length of time incumbents remain ic®ff There has been a slight trend
in recent years toward hiring presidents with a backgroudevelopment or business,
although promotion from within academic ranks is st horm.

Ideally, presidents should spend their time and effdrind raising on the
cultivation and solicitation of major gifts and in prding administrative leadership.
Presidents should also emphasize a team approach toafaimg) in which they play the

dual roles of quarterback and athletic director.

As a result of these trends, considerably morecatiittention and media
coverage has been given to the role of college and uniwergisidents in fund raising.
The strident tones and sounds of alarm which chaiaeténis writing certainly have
some basis in fact and indicate major shifts in the eognan higher education, and in
the roles of presidents and chief development officetswever, the deeper truth is that
leadership has been a scarce commodity in great demavery era and that presidents
have always been called upon to provide this leadership apceserve intact or move
forward their institutions in the midst of difficult rcumstances and formidable

challenges.

Presidents of each era have faced different ciramets and challenges than
their predecessors, but two constants which have sparsgddls have been the need
for leadership and the need for resources. May the pn¢sidétoday and tomorrow find

the courage, strength, and wisdom to provide both incgert amounts.
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