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Abstract
This essay-review gives only cursory attention to tbkrtieal aspects of major gifts (i.e.,
process and controlling principles), and instead focuses Ionoeglly and strategically on the
critical importance of mission, quality, leadership, prestige; the dichotomy which exists
between annual and major gift fund raising; and the neeahfempirically-derived and
theoretically-driven model of fund raising and philanthcdgehavior to inform the major gifts

effort.



In recent years, journalists, practitioners, and lschdave focused increasing attention
and written extensively on philanthropy, fund raising] aonprofit leadership, and in the
process, the topic of major gifts has been addressaahsiderable detail. This growing
literature includes a number of research studies, mawhioh have contributed significantly to
an understanding of major gifts; however, much remaimgetdiscovered--and applied--since
what is already known about major gifts has yete@bt into practice by many nonprofit
organizations.

For example, James Greenfield, author of several booksdrraising (1991, 1994) and
senior vice president for development and community oglatat a major West Coast hospital,
reported (citing a 1992 study by the Association for HealehBdilanthropy), "[T]he top two
concerns of AHP members continue to be 'poor understaatiingd raising by administrators'
and 'insufficient involvement in fund raising by adminigira™ (personal correspondence, May
21, 1993).

In addition, author, teacher and researcher Kathle&elf reviewed four models of
fund raising--press agentry, public information, two-waynasetrical, and two-way
symmetrical--which are practiced by nonprofit organizagiand estimated that only 5% of all
U.S. nonprofits practice the most enlightened model (iag-symmetrical). She explained this

model as follows:

The purpose of the two-way symmetrical model of fungimgiis to reach mutual
understanding. The nature of the communication is tap{yetween groups with
balanced, or symmetrical, effects. Rather than sowrceceiver, the group-to-
group distinction emphasizes this model's orientati@ystems theory and the
environmental interdependencies of donors and charitable pagans. Unlike the
press agentry model of fund raising, which is dependetiteoemotions of its

publics, or the public information model, which is dependartheir enlightenment,



the two-way symmetrical model is dependent on congrueitbyite donor publics.
This most recent model uses formative researchlamdathe needs of the
charitable organization and its donor publics (i.e., rebeia used to identify
opportunities for private funding and to identify issues the charitable organization
is not addressing through donor relationships). The eftawtss of this model is
evaluated by its contribution to enhancing and protecting arg@aomnal autonomy

through the fund-raising process (1993, pp. 5-6).

Kelly concluded that fund raisers practice the two-siaymetrical model more when
raising major gifts than when raising annual gifts, dnad tmost managerial tasks in fund raising
are more highly correlated with the two-way symmetninatlel than other models. She also
concluded that most fund raisers practice a mixed-motogeirwhich includes both
symmetrical and asymmetrical elements (1993). This latteclusion is not surprising, since
most fund-raising programs include both annual and major gifpoaents, and since mutual
understanding, balanced effects, and congruency are gaalsyhalsmall minority of
organizations, while organizational autonomy is a goal bhglthe vast majority of
organizations.

But despite the widespread failure among nonprofits to maitheir fund raising and
major gifts potential, what is even more striking frameview of the literature is the absence of
and the critical need for an empirically-derived and téecally-driven model of fund raising
and philanthropic behavior. Despite claims to ther@mptby many practitioners, fund raising is
a science which can be observed, measured, and anaBmdds Kelly so aptly stated,
"Without theory, fund raising is relegated to an occupatidhout scientific explanation,
predictable outcomes, or any claim to professionali@mpress, p. 33).

Since 1975, the fund-raising model developed by G. T. (Butkth$as gained

widespread acceptance among practitioners and has senfédialhyoas the standard model for



the industry. Smith named his major gifts continuuen@ultivation Cycle (popularly known as
the Five I's of Fund Raising), which includes the stepdepttification, information, interest,
involvement, and investment, in that order (1975, 1977, 1993). Otheesused modified
versions of Smith's continuum. Dunlop, for example,udel the steps of identification,
information, awareness, understanding, caring, involvenagdt commitment in his schematic
of the major gift process (1993).

Prather included the five steps of identification, galiion, planning the approach,
solicitation, and follow-up (1981). Dailey identified sewteps in the major gifts process: 1)
prospect research, 2) research and qualification, 3¢gizatg the approach, 4) involving the
prospect, 5) making the ask, 6) closing the solicitatiod,d after-solicitation follow-up.

Dailey explained that every major gift solicitatiana separate mini-campaign and noted,
"People make small annual gifts to projects in which dreyinterested' or 'involved." But they
make large major gifts only to projects to which they'esenmitted™ (1986, p. 82).

Wood (1989) offered the four-step fund-raising process of r&seeultivation,
solicitation, and recognition, and described the majos gifbcess as 25% research, 60%
cultivation, 5% solicitation, and 10% recognition. Tem{@®I91) envisioned six steps: analysis,
planning, cultivation, execution, control, and evaluatighile Steele and Elder (1992) presented
a five-step development cycle: identification, cultivat solicitation, stewardship, and
resolicitation.

A central tenet of Smith's continuum is that majdir gliccess is accomplished over a
period of years and focuses on a series of well-planmédcmordinated 'moves’ orchestrated by
individuals designated as 'primes' and 'secondaries’ wialogeeto the donor prospect and have
some linkage with the institution. In this scheme, stermn gifts are less important than
progress in moving the prospect closer to the institution.

Smith also enunciated the concept of foreground and bagkdgjactivities. According to
Dunlop, "Background activities are those initiatives thihoaigh they do have an impact on

individual prospects, are conceived and carried out for gtqup86, p. 326). Foreground



activities, on the other hand, are initiatives thatcameceived, planned, and carried out for
specific individual major gift prospects. Dunlop added, "Majft fund-raising derives benefits
from initiatives directed toward individual prospects\edl as initiatives directed toward
groups; in other words, in major gift fund-raising, backgobaativities are as important as
foreground activities" (1986, p. 335).

In contrast, Kelly (1991, in press) has pioneered theldpment of a theoretical
framework for fund raising, and, drawing upon systems theecgnceptualized fund raising as
donor relations. This is significant because it refilbee common misperception that fund
raising is a marketing or sales function and instead pfacelsraising within the domain of
public relations, adding donors as a seventh public in nestlabégic two-way communication
and donor relations as a seventh specialization, alithgnedia, employee, community,
government, consumer, and investor relations.

Within this conceptual framework, relationships betweearitdble organizations and
donors are viewed as environmental interdependencies, fisntyres defined as the
management of relationships between a charitable oegamzand its donor publics, and the
major principles and tenets on which fund raising ragtdirsked to particular communication
theories.

Kelly (in press) has also adapted the ROPES typologyeéRes, Objectives,
Programming, Evaluation, Stewardship) used by Hendrix (1995) toilakeslee public relations
process as a blueprint for fund raising as well. ROPEG&illes the process by which both
annual and major gifts are raised. Specifically, the drgiviag program involves a large
number of people, which requires group analysis and thefesaiwolled and mass media
techniques. The major gifts program, on the other hant déa a small number of people,
which allows individual attention and interpersonal techrsque

This dichotomy or dual emphasis can be observed ifutiteraising programs of many
nonprofit organizations, and is one indication of orgdimpal and programmatic maturity and

viability, since annual and major gift programs are potdépti@mmplementary and synergistic.



However, major gifts account for a high (i.e., mayrpercentage of private gift totals each year
for most nonprofits, and this pattern reflects the fumelatal reality underlying major gifts,

which is economic inequality. The same forces whickego institutional wealth apply to
individuals as well, with the net result that in terofishe society as a whole, the rich tend to get
richer and the poor poorer (Allen 1987, Blau 1993, Braun 1991, GossK&I9§11991, Packard

1989, Phillips 1990). Dove explained this phenomenon as fellow

Wealth is not distributed democratically in this sogielf everyone is asked to make
a gift that is 'generous within their own means,' eafor will not be expected to
give the same amount; much will be expected of a &éd,many more will be
expected to do as much as they can. Not only will everyot give the same
amount to any given campaign, many will choose to gitkimg at all. In

addition, this approach limits the amount asked from tideecould give more,

and seldom do donors give more than they are askede¢1§88, p. 75).

A nationally-prominent fund-raising consultant said &g result of the shrinking
middle class, nonprofit organizations which desire anythiagerthan incremental growth must

focus their time, attention, and effort on the top 3% of donor prospects:

There's the concept of a donor pyramid where peoplkecstaat the bottom--large
numbers of people make these smaller gifts--and shesséntially a trickle-up kind
of theory that people will move through the ranks ay ttecome more wealthy and
eventually they'll become major donors to the in8titu The studies that | have
done, basically looking at the results of capitahpaigns, suggest that that old way
of thinking is not going to work in the future primarilydaeise the middle class--

the American white-collar middle class--is not vdrie the way it used to be...If



you will look at statistics--I think it's the last 1216 years--8% of the American
middle class has left the middle class; 6%'s gone d2¥%is gone up. And the
bottom line is, if you start with the Arab oil embargou find that the group of
people who were in that middle class, not only arg tligappearing, but they have
less disposable discretionary income.

...My bottom line is this: The demographics and thenenocs and the
sociology have shifted but | don't think fund-raising meelology has. And I think
that many people are simply using the methods of theapidsiut understanding the
trends of the future. The whole premise I'm moving ibyisu want to be cost
effective, cost efficient, if you want to be sucdaebwith a fund-raising program, if
you want to get quantum growth, or anything more than inenéghgrowth which
basically keeps pace with inflation, you're going to tuanevand more time,
attention, and focus to the top 2 to 5% of your dguogrulation, where you will
probably get as much as 80 to 90% of the total dollars ygoing to get in your
program on an annual basis...Again, the old annual givisgebaonor pyramid-
driven philosophy of fund raising is going to give way to aomgjfts-focused,

tiered concept of fund raising (quoted in Cook, 1994a, p. 129).

An example of this was provided by Martin Grenzebadhnd-raising consultant and
chairman of Grenzebach Glier & Associates, whoséegithe University of lllinois with a
campaign during the late 1980s. According to him, securinggifiasf $100,000 or more for
the campaign required an average of seven to nine visitshe donor over a two-year period.

Since 300 major donors were involved, approximately 2,400 weits required. "That took



time," said Grenzebach. Ultimately, 129 donors gave 99fa¥eds132.4 million raised in the

campaign (Bailey, 1987, p. A76).

A second example was provided by the chief developmentofhif a private university:

In our campaign that just finished, 91% of the money clama 507 out of 32,000
donors. So we're trying to get the president focusetaset507, not on the
32,000. He deals with the larger groups through mass comriangaut his
personal commitment is to the 1,200 to 1,500 prospects whogative becomes
the 507 who are worth 90% of the money. So it's thesfon the critical few that

has been heightened in the last several years (Qquo@ablky 1994a, p. 351).

Basically, these examples illustrate the differememveen the lower level and major gift
approaches to fund raising. One researcher has refertieid tlichotomy apaying your dues
versusgiving away your surplu€lencks, 1987). Annual giving refers to the less perseaializ
strategy and methodology employed by fund raisers tarogtiés ranging from $1 to $100, or in
some cases $1,000 or $10,000, depending on individual donor capdeigyr gifts, on the other
hand, typically refers to the more personalized straa@glymethodology employed by fund
raisers seeking six- or seven-figure gifts.

Moreover, major gifts are more likely to favor musauimospitals and medical centers,
arts organizations, research institutes, and collegearanersities rather than other types of
nonprofits (Brittingham & Pezzullo 1990; Caton 1991; C4a8R4a, in submission; Kelly 1991,
in press; Panas 1984; Silberg 1990; Ostrower 1991).

This is because prestige is a critical factor in mgjtirconsiderations. Kelly, for
example, commented, "[P]rivate gifts are not distridwgqually (e.g., major gifts are rarely

given to small, unknown organizations even if thegc& great--such as feeding starving
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children--but are instead generally made to the mostigimass organizations, such as doctoral
universities, museums, and hospitals)" (1991, p. 189).

In 1995, the most recent year for which figures are @bl Americans gave an
estimated $143.9 billion to charity, with the largest tobglgategories as follows: religion,
$63.45 billion, or 44.1%; education, $17.94 billion, or 12.5%; he&ltR,59 billion, or 8.8%;
human services, $11.70 billion, or 8.1%; and the arts, $9ll@bor 6.9% (Murawski 1996).

However, despite its relatively modest share ofth&nthropic pie, higher education
attracts the majority of gifts of $1 million or mogach year (Sterne 1990, Ostrower 1991).
According to Kelly, one explanation for this is tHablleges and universities are of particular
interest to groups and organizations in their environmenubeaaf the resources they hold (e.g.,
knowledge, trained manpower, scientific innovation, pgestand even athletics)" (1991, p.
180).

Caton also noted that, in common with alumni, thestige of a given nonprofit
organization is a public good for its major donors. "Malonors are drawn to institutions with
a reputation for quality and seek to associate themseftleshe achievement of higher quality
in ways that can be appreciated by their peers," sheteejfd 991, p. 228). Caton explained that
in addition to pride of association and making a diffeegmeajor donors also feel that projects
with which they are associated are a personal redlecin them and their concept of quality. In
other words, major donors must have a high level of oe$peand trust in an organization and
its leadership because such donors invest a portion ofdeetity and values in the organization

along with actual gifts of money and/or property. Sk@agned:

[Dlonors look for ways to enhance institutional dgiya¢ven as they also consider
the ways a project might reflect their own apprecratf quality to others.
Obviously, nonprofit organizations seeking big gifts musbtiegome attention to

identifying projects associated with higher instituticonaality and to considering



what a project might convey about the donor to others agpreciate quality. In
other words, institutional and personal prestige aenafitimately intertwined in the

case of major gift§1991, p. 197).

Caton's findings are consistent in many respects wir gtindies of major donors such
as Panas 1984, Odendahl 1990, Silberg 1990, Ostrower 1991, and Gibbons dte®&erOfor
example, addressed the importance of institutional geestifund raising in her study of elite

philanthropy in New York City. According to her:

[T]he prestige of nonprofits in the eyes of a pardicgroup affects who gets
donations...Donors are very much aware of the potyarestige to attract
donations, and indeed regularly use this to elicit canidhs from one another...
...[A]Jmong donors as a whole, the bulk of largestgifte directed towards
prestigious educational and cultural organizations tleat grart of elite life.
Regardless of their public significance, these institistibave a special place among
elites. Identification with them is a symbol ot&d standing. Involvement with
them brings the individual into contact with his or kecial peers (1991, pp. 337,

340-341).

As mentioned previously, studies of major donors by Pérg&) and Gibbons (1992)
indicated that belief in mission is at or near thedb@onor motives. In the Panas study, for
example, belief in the mission of the organizatioeddirst among both major donors and
development professionals on a list of 22 possible mstivn the Gibbons study, which used the
Panas list to compare the motives of major donofseatniversity of Utah and Brigham Young
University, belief in the mission of the institution svaated third by the University of Utah

donors and second by the Brigham Young University donors.

11
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Interestingly, the University of Utah donors chose sgparate measures of prestige--
institutional respect/wide circle and institutional resfiecal as their first and second choices,
respectively, with interest in a specific program rankedth. The Brigham Young donors
predictably ranked religious affiliation first on thést of motives, but institutional respect/local
was ranked third and institutional respect/wide circle foutthother words, belief in mission
and two separate measures of institutional prestige nagked as three of the top four motives
for giving by the major donors at the two largest univasita Doctorate | private and a
Research | public--in Utah.

Similarly, Hunter found in an earlier study that "conmwinotas to the merits of the project”
was ranked first among possible motives by a nationallsamfi30 donors who gave gifts of $1
million or more. Hunter summarized his findings by stathrg donors tend to give generously
"to causes which they believe to be worthwhile" (1968, pp48)L

And in a study of 13 donors who gave $1 million or moriasttutions of higher
education, Silberg found that one of nine primary themestfored by all 13 donors) was that
major donors give according to the issues and/or causdgsch they are interested. According
to her, such donors "seek organizations whose missions stipp@ame causes and issues that
interest them" (1990, p. 137).

These findings support the fund-raising maxim that beliefigsion is the strongest
reason for giving. As Kelly noted, "If real estatelependent on the three factors of location,
location, and location, then fund raising is dependemhigsion, mission, and mission" (in
press, p. 32).

Other studies of major donors--Boris and Odendahl (1987), Odiefic®0), Ostrower
(1991), and Schervish and Herman--have used more of aagicallapproach and found that
philanthropy is an important part of elite life, thataltby donors tend to give to high-prestige
organizations which play a major role in maintainingeedulture, and that wealthy donors are

creators or producers rather than mere supporters of find@ic outcomes. In summary, they
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found that elite philanthropy is a form of identitydagroup membership and that social setting
and culture profoundly influence donor motive.

Taken together, these studies reveal that beliefssion, organizational prestige, and
interest in a particular program or project are faatpren considerable weight by major donors
in their gift decisions. On the other hand, low-pgesinstitutions occasionally receive major
gifts--even unrestricted ones--from someone giving babmmunity pride or loyalty to alma
mater or gratitude or desire to make a difference or Isecaiithe influence a doctor or nurse or
social worker or professor had on his or her life (¢hg $100 million Mr. and Mrs. Henry
Rowan gave to Glassboro State College [now Roware@ejllin New Jersey).

Obviously, there are many commodities other than prestigeh donors may purchase
with their gifts, such as pride of association, sogtatus, recognition, gratitude, immortality,
and a sense of satisfaction or joy from giving somethaak or doing good. Equally obvious is
the fact that other factors are often involved in mgjtirdecisions, including donor capacity,
timing, momentum, executive leadership, a relationship etilee donor and someone
associated with the institution, effort, planning, an adexfuatd-raising infrastructure,
competent staff, donor recognition program, tax consimbegtstate of the economy and nation,
etc.

Apparently, however, what is not as obvious is thetfaattit is the interaction or
intersection of donor motives and organizational prerequisites which prodwges gifts.

Much has been written about both topics (for infornmatio donor motives see Baade &
Sundberg 1993; Bailey 1990, Boris & Odendahl 1987, Brakeley 1980, BakalB®®ards &
Outhouse 1993, Gibbons 1992, Goss 1994, Gurin 1982, Hunter 1968, Jencks ¥38v1989,
Lawson 1991, Leslie & Ramey 1988, Marts 1953, Morris 1970, Odend@d] Oxtrower 1991,
Panas 1984, Prince & File 1994, Reilly 1992, Ryan 1993, Schervish 1d8&iter 1985,
Silberg 1990, White 1986; for information on organizational presttgsisee Adams 1993;
Altizer 1992; Bailey 1988; Boardman 1993; Brecher 1984; Broce 198&;rBt888; Carver
1990; Cook 1994a, 1994b, 1993, in press, in submission; Dailey 1986, 199¥aDdiP93;
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Dove 1988; Dunlop 1987, 1989, 1993a, 1993b; Duronio & Loessin 1991; Edwards & Wood
1992; File, Prince & Cermak 1994; Fisher 1989, 1991, Fisher & Quehl G3&9f 1986; Hall
1989; Handlan 1981; Heetland 1992; Henderson 1986; Herman 1994; HeiBhack 1990;
Herman & Heimovics 1990, 1991; Hohn 1980; Houle 1989; Howe 1983, 1991; 14l in
press; Knauft, Berger & Gray 1991; Lawson 1995; Lindahl 1992, 1998;1983; Luck &
Evans 1992, 1993; Mai 1987; Martin 1982; Matheny 1994; Millar & Ahtls 1993; Mixer
1993; Muir & May 1993; O'Connell 1985; Panas 1988, 1991; Pocock 1991; Pond948;
1986; Rosso 1991; Seaman 1986; Sharpe 1986; Seymour 1966; Smith 1975, 1977, 1981, 1993;
Soroker 1974; Stehle 1989; Strand & Hunt 1986; Struck 1993; Teltsch 1988g\892;
Williams 1982, 1988; Winfree 1989; Winship 1984; Withers 1986).

Greenfield summarized the rationale for research oomdmotivation as follows: "The
lists of motives for giving only confirm that there is single reason why people or institutions
make gifts, but motives are important to study becausettigger the gift response” (1991, p.
12). However, Schervish and Herman (1988) and Kelly (1991) dayexg the importance or
usefulness of research on motivation. The formeedtdSuch research is of questionable
insight and utility" (p. 56), while the latter added, "[P]as fund-raising studies, which focus
on characteristics, attitudes, and motivations of doraseslimited in their explanation of the
fund-raising process" (p. 197). While disagreeing on theivelahportance of research on
donor motives, most practitioners and scholars agedarttiltiple motives are involved and
somehow converge or coalesce in the case of a wiftjor

In regard to organizational prerequisites for fund raistapk and Lasher (in press)
developed a list of the top dozen prerequisites for grpro of sustained fund raising in higher
education as well as a social exchange model of academdcaising based on the ROPES
typology described earlier. This model incorporates bottodmotives and organizational
prerequisites as well as donor responses to ROPE3iwaisaand both the model and
prerequisites appear to have relevance and applicatmthdotypes of nonprofit organizations.

Further, social exchange theory (see Cook 1994a, Kelly 19%hfextended discussion)
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provides the legal rationale and justification for theggempt status of nonprofit organizations
as well as the charitable deduction donors are allowregiffs to 501(c)(3) organizations.

The 12 prerequisites include: 1) Leadership, 2) Financial cgfuapability of
constituency, 3) Clarity and strength of organizationakin, 4) Personal relationship between
donors and someone associated with the organizationy@yément of donors in the life of the
organization, 6) Prestige/reputation/image of the organizaind/or individual programs or
operating units, 7) History/age/maturity/consistency/ ti@dibf both the organization and its
development program, 8) Informed and committed constityé&)dyonor predisposition to give
(philanthropic impulse in society as a whole as wekstablished patterns of generosity in
particular regions and/or cities), 10) Continued public idenice in the nonprofit sector, 11)
State of the economy/nation, and 12) Tax policy (adapted €ook and Lasher, in press).

These prerequisites were derived from an extensivewefi¢he literature and from
numerous interviews with knowledgable individuals; theeefardividual elements are not
weighted or ranked. Moreover, the prerequisites creategeryistic effect since each element
is important for sustained fund-raising effectivenessthadbsence or dilution of an element or
elements reduces the overall impact of the others.

However, few if any programs enjoy the luxury of beingrgg in all twelve prerequisites
at any one time (especially since items nine throughvenale beyond the control of individual
organizations). Fortunately, as Duronio and Loessin (19@llgated, institutions can
experience a measure or degree of fund-raising "succedst' less than ideal or perfect
conditions. (In fact, of the sixteen variables thayasured which contribute to fund-raising
effectiveness, the 'successful’ institutions in theidy averaged being strong in only eight).

This is encouraging news for nonprofit fund raisers amdu#xves, because fund raising
is one area where leadership can have a significangtdmdes transforming, effect on an
organization. And although change is more often evolatigror incremental, rather than
revolutionary, leaders can still make a difference--amaltea considerable influence--on their

organizations. Donor confidence in leadership, of coisseprerequisite for major gifts, and is
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based on personality, style, ethics, vision, persordfiacal integrity, communication skills,
and managerial ability, among other things. This appli#isetgoverning board as well as the
chief executive, and quite naturally, board members eta¥ie organizations will contribute a
significant percentage of total giving each year.

In terms of fund raising, nonprofit chief executives stidocus their efforts on two
areas: major gifts (Kelly defines these as gifts of @20,0r more, but this varies depending on
organizational type and other factors) and adminisedéiadership (e.g., policy and strategy
decisions, budget and staffing concerns, selection anddtragion of the Chief Development
Officer, strategic planning, selling a campaign to the dhdaeing involved in the selection of a
consultant, helping to decide on the timing and goal feamapaign, recruiting volunteer leaders,
articulating the institutional vision, etc.) (Cook, 1994a).

Leaders can also help to set the tone, style, ang foictheir fund-raising programs
through their attitudes, values, and decisions, as wélledrspersonal involvement and time.
For example, major gifts veteran David Dunlop of Corbkliversity described the need for

long-term thinking in fund raising as follows:

Many contend that fund raising, like selling, is primaailynatter of getting the order
to commitment. This focuses a great deal of reliancaskimg for the gift and it
suggests that a campaign prospect's decision is largedytioned by the 'ask.’

This view may serve in the short run and for the dbjes of a single campaign,

but our institutions function in the long run and thaspective must also be taken
into account. In the long run the campaign fund raiger focuses only on the
'task,’ caring nothing for the institution's on-going fefaghip with the donor,

does a disservice to the school [or other type of nommafanization] and its

benefactors [not to mention the fund-raising profesgba30, p. 31).
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An example of the short-term thinking criticized by Domivas offered by Tripp Carter,
former director of development research at Rice Usityer According to him, "The secret to
making the pieces fit is finding who holds the poweran make anybody a donor if | can find
someone with social, economic or political influeoser them" (Leslie et al., 1988, p. 66).

While Carter may or may not be correct in his asswongtiat anyone can be led to give
when exposed to the right influences, his statementegrencial exchange theory and implies
that donors are puppets to be manipulated by hidden fund raiserngull invisible strings.

Such an approach may produce donors, but it will not produtangiropists. Likewise, fund-
raising programs which emphasize short-term goals and astyroah communication with
donors rather than long-term relationships and balanaedwey communication will fall short
of their potential, no matter what particular giving tetat campaign results might indicate, and
over time may cost an organization more than they imaost goodwill and other, more tangible
benefits.

In conclusion, social exchange theory, and sogigh&nge models of fund raising,
appear to offer a promising alternative to nonprofits in nég@thitanthropic resources. As
Ostrander and Schervish have stated, "Donors have teebddulfilled as well as resources to
grant, and recipients have resources to give as we#eds to be met. In other words, donors
and recipients both give and get in the social reldgtiahis philanthropy” (1990, p. 93).
Similarly, Lord commented, "The fact is that peopleegivorder taget. They don't want to feel
that they are 'giving away' their money. They wanetd they are investing it, and getting
something in return” (1983, p. 5). Dove also noted thatmampors "view giving as an
investment, and through their investments they desirel¥e a problem or issue, seek ways to
express themselves (self-actualization), and expesst@é@nd understand the ‘return on the
investment™ (1988, p.91).

Nonprofits must rise to the challenge of making magoradts partners in the true sense of
the word. A university president said of major donors tonsistution, "They're supposed to be

family members, having some stock in its success, andea they contribute, we point out that



they're really part of a community, and as part ofraroanity, we know they're interested in
what happens, so we keep them well-informed as to handbkars are being used" (quoted in
Cook, 19944, p. 419).

Finally, another academic chief executive provided tHeviahg summary statement:

How do you motivate donors? You bring them into the dre®ou make them a
part of the vision. You make them a part of somethiggdsi than themselves,
which is what these wonderful places [nonprofits] adad you not only help them
understand it, but you allow them a way to identify withlf you don't bring them
into the center and they don't feel a part of it, tyamwill not have a very large

donor (quoted in Cook, 1994a, p. 420).

Ultimately major donors invest not only their time andrmay, but of even greater worth to them,

their identity, prestige, and reputation, in the nonpsafihom they so ably serve.
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