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ABSTRACT
The changing landscape of higher education has challenged institutions to find new
revenue sources and to make fiscal adaptations more along the lines of privatized businesses.
Public institutions over the past thirty years have seen declining public funding and increased
enrollments. As a result, areas of external funding such as development appear to have taken on
an increasingly centralized role in the financial management of institutions. Given the changing
state of affairs in higher education and the importance of fundraising, this analysis proposes new
consideration be given to collaboration on development efforts across institutional professional
cultures. Specifically, how can development professionals strategically utilize faculty members
in campaigns and initiatives in order for mutually beneficial avenues of collaboration to be
created? How can faculty member and development officer collaboration on campaigns
mutually benefit professional interests while positively influencing institutional initiatives and
programs? What are the barriers to creating a collaborative relationship and can they be
overcome? What does a potential working relationship among faculty members and
development officers mean for each professional group and public institutions as a whole? Is it
possible to infuse an operational culture of appreciation regarding development into the modern
public institution?
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CHAPTER I:
INTRODUCTION
Public institutions of higher education have been experiencing reduced state funding for
over twenty years. State financial support has diminished from a reliable element of institutional
budgets to a greatly reduced subsidy, augmented by various other revenue streams. State and
local funding to higher education research universities has decreased 24% from the period of
2000 to 2010 alone. During the same timeframe, tuition saw an overall increase in amounts
exceeding what is needed to offset the loss of public funding (Delta Cost Project, 2012). From
fiscal year 2008 to fiscal year 2013 there was an overall average drop in state funding to public
institutions of 10.8%. This is significant but does not paint the full picture because some states
had larger cuts than others (Grapevine, 2013).
New revenue streams are needed. One such revenue stream, development, has steadily
increased in importance over the past twenty years (Speck, 2010). Public institutions are
undergoing a fundamental operational shift (Speck, 2010). Development efforts and the ability to
tap into private funding will likely increase in importance as government funding decreases
(Speck, 2010). Such conditions will put added pressure on state institutions to decrease tuition
cost increases (Speck, 2010). In order for institutions to achieve success in development and
allow themselves an enhanced capability to meet unknown challenges, some commentators
suggest efforts be made to make development an integral part of operational philosophy (Klein,
2009).
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It is important for the long-term vitality of the institution that private funding be
understood and respected to a greater degree and for development efforts to involve all members
of the organization (Klein, 2000). A collaborative, team-oriented philosophy of development is
essential to success (Alexander & Carlson, 2005). Faculty members are becoming an
increasingly important player in these efforts and have the ability to think outside the normal
conceptions of development campaigns (Strout, 2007). Additionally, they can also bring detailed,
insightful, and unique perspectives regarding projects and ongoing educational pursuits which
development officers are not always aware of (Strout, 2007). Thus, the value of faculty members
in development efforts seems necessary and important.
The purpose of this study is to examine the strategic use of faculty members in
development initiatives at a single university with a demonstrated commitment to large-scale
development efforts. This study utilizes a qualitative design with a social constructivist paradigm
of inquiry. The study focuses on the experiences of development officers at one four-year public
institution in the southeast. The perspective of faculty members is excluded. The decision to
focus solely on the development perspective was made because the researcher wanted to
understand the problem from the perspective of the development field only in order to gain a
clearer understanding of it.
The nature of the problem started in the early 1980s when it became increasingly clear
that state funding for major public universities would not allow institutions to strive for their true
potential. Through the 1980s, the 1990s and into the 2000s, philanthropy became not just a
means to improve institutional efforts and structures, but a necessary ingredient for upholding
operational standards within a new higher education financial paradigm (Hunt, 2012). The new
paradigm requires full acceptance and integration of philanthropy and private giving into the
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operational culture of large public institutions (Hunt, 2012). Current trends require a new
understanding and conception of public institutional financial management (Speck, 2010). It’s
important that the value fundraising brings to the entire institutional environment be
communicated to potential donors, students, staff, alumni and leadership so that buy in can be
realized and cultural diffusion achieved (Klein, 2009).
The potential for the infusion of private giving within operational culture is largely
predicated on the presence of communication and collaboration amongst all parties (Mixer,
1993). The integration of giving with operational culture is seemingly instrumental to success in
the strategic use of faculty members in development. A process where informational exchange is
encouraged and strategies are allowed to develop in a cumulative capacity is important for the
success of strategic development (Mixer, 1993). Competition for private fund dollars within the
context of ever-expanding capital campaigns is driving institutions to alter development
operations (Strout, 2007). Institutions are conceiving of new and different ideas in order to
successfully solicit funds and compete for needed fundraising dollars (Strout, 2007). To better
locate ideas, a great number of professional development officers are asking larger and larger
numbers of those associated with the institution, namely deans and faculty members, to assist in
conceiving innovative efforts and ideas with long-term viability (Strout, 2007). Faculty members
have a unique capability to assist in soliciting gifts (Strout, 2007). They are capable of bringing
detail and insight to donors in order to colorfully explain institutional programs and educational
efforts (Strout, 2007). The problem lies in the realm of communications, understanding, and
incentives, as faculty member communities have their own set of norms, ethics, and professional
realities (Kim & Ju, 2008).
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Faculty members often are reluctant to become involved in institutional improvement
efforts because they feel such efforts are ill conceived or do not reflect the academic ideals of the
institution (Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). They view the institution from a strong sense of educational
autonomy and academic freedom with a commitment to discipline (Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). In
spite of these conditions, faculty members are considerably well suited to development efforts
(Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). They are the institutional employees who have the closest relationship
to students and uphold significant communications with the most successful alumni (Strout,
2007). Faculty members will usually have a better sense of the most urgent program needs
(Strout, 2007). This ground level perspective allows them, if ideally integrated into the process,
to talk to donors in detail about where their money goes and what effect it has (Strout, 2007).
Faculty members tend to have an overall lack of confidence in administrative efforts and
do not believe such efforts have the best interests of the institution in mind (Welsh & Metcalf,
2003). These factors are often exacerbated by the feeling that force-fed management efforts
unrelated to the traditional, important duties of the institution are ineffective and misguided
(Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). Initiatives outside the traditional realm of faculty member
responsibility are able to gain full participation only if there is a sense that they are being driven
by “a sense of internal dedication to the improvement of the institution” (Welsh & Metcalf,
2003, p. 449).
Improvement efforts such as development are an important part of the overall makeup of
the institution (Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). These efforts are larger than the individual and they can
foster longer-term success when they are culturally ingrained into an institution (Welsh &
Metcalf, 2003). Communication between faculty members and administrators and the
involvement of faculty members in institutional improvement activities is vital to the long-term
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vitality of public institutions (Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). Conditions where faculty members
willingly involve themselves in development efforts are not necessarily common because faculty
members stay extremely busy and have numerous constraints on their time (Fairweather, 1996).
Additionally, the faculty member reward structure is not geared toward collaboration
with other departments on activities such as development (Fairweather, 1996). Understanding
such conditions is important when the possibilities and effect of the strategic use of faculty
members in development are considered (Fairweather, 1996). Seemingly, an incentive-based
concept of participation would need to be offered in order to induce some faculty member
collaboration with development operations (Fairweather, 1996).
Statement of the Problem
There is a problem of communication between development personnel and faculty
members concerning the mutual benefit the field can offer to each other’s professional pursuits.
There is also the issue of institutional buy in. A lack of overall appreciation and understanding of
the value of development exists across the institution as a whole. Faculty members have much to
offer development efforts and seem to have the capability to provide new found abilities to
creatively market to donors and adapt to changing economic, social, and cultural issues with
direct bearing on the success of development campaigns.
A large component of the problem is determining how to influence faculty members to
become involved (Strout, 2007). An understanding needs to develop where fundraising
campaigns are understood as positively influential to academic values and the strengthening of
departmental and institution wide initiatives (Strout, 2007). Collaborative outreach initiatives
such as faculty members working in the development office or meeting alumni when traveling
can help bring them into the development fold by demonstrating its importance to them and to
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others (Strout, 2007). In order for these initiatives to move forward trust between faculty
members and development professionals is needed (Strout, 2007). Without this, any kind of
collaborative involvement will never be successful (Strout, 2007). The development perspective
is the concentration of this study because it is those in development who understand faculty
member value to development and are ultimately responsible in getting them to commit to
development.
Other problems in the strategic use of faculty members in development efforts can be
characterized by a lack of strategic vision for how such efforts can be integrated into
organizational processes (Vanasupa, McCormick, Stefanco, Herter, & McDonald, 2011). There
is no vision because there is usually little consideration or understanding given to these two
groups collaborating for mutual success (Vanasupa, McCormick, Stefanco, Herter, & McDonald,
2011). Administrators in public institutions place tremendous emphasis on research above the
other traditional faculty member tenets of teaching and service (Fairweather, 2013). Research
success generally leads to increased pay, professional advancement, and recognition, both
institutionally and within a discipline (Fairweather, 2013). The lack of administrative
consideration being given, comparatively, to teaching and service creates an imbalance
(Fairweather, 2013). Such conditions make the strategic use of faculty members in development
efforts more challenging to realize.
A collective plan with shared outcomes can provide a framework for collaboration while
establishing perspectives and viewpoints for better communication (Vanasupa et. al., 2011).
Conflict is actually a positive and creates value by encouraging learning (Vanasupa et. al., 2011).
Without it, misconceptions cannot be corrected and a shared vision of how faculty members can
effectively contribute to development will not be realized (Vanasupa et. al., 2011). In many
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ways, universities have become marketplaces and it is important they be conceived this way in
the future (Geiger, 2004). Development contributes value to the long-term viability of the
institution and the traditional academic missions of teaching and research. Such a view often
helps influence positive results in the use of faculty members in development.
The problem is also one of communal idiosyncrasies. Faculty members and development
professionals have different perceptions and feelings about the exchange of knowledge (Kim &
Ju, 2008). For faculty members, knowledge pursuit and dissemination are vitally important but
knowledge sharing is not always deemed as vital to professional goals and success (Kim & Ju,
2008). In order for faculty members to exchange knowledge and participate in efforts outside
their realm it is necessary they feel there is a reward system in place (Kim & Ju, 2008). A sense
of reward for themselves, their career, and their position in the institutional framework is needed
(Kim & Ju, 2008). Such a communicative understanding regarding strategic involvement in
development is usually unrealized. Communication regarding the positives in such an
arrangement appears to be missing.
It is important for faculty members and development officers to communicate with
donors regarding the manner in which funds will have an impact outside of the university in
order to realize success in the strategic use of faculty members in development (Strout, 2007).
Donors are more likely to give when they understand how their gift could affect the larger
society and economy (Strout, 2007). If development officers and faculty members see
development as mutually beneficial, the strengths of faculty member involvement can be realized
and improved outcomes for development achieved.
Another element inherent in the problem is the lack of a horizontal relationship between
faculty members and development professionals when it comes to fundraising campaigns
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(Llamas, 2011). Faculty members tend to feel as if they are lower on the hierarchical scale and
this can prevent involvement in development (Llamas, 2011). Shared openness to questions and
toleration of ignorance are healthy aspects of a collegial operational culture (Llamas, 2011).
Such a culture is necessary for successful faculty member involvement in development (Llamas,
2011). The ability to listen to one another and develop a sense of shared perspective is important
(Llamas, 2011). The free idea exchange and a sense of operational and professional equality will
lead to successful working relationships when faculty members are utilized strategically in
development efforts (Llamas, 2011). The problem lies in the lack of such a condition.
Communicative working relationships are often unrealized because of institutional culture and
such efforts are often discouraged.
Research Questions
This study examined questions around the strategic use of faculty members in
development collaboration and fundraising pursuits. This examination aimed to explore
organizational, group, and individual dynamics in the strategic use of faculty members in
fundraising efforts at one Carnegie Classified large, four year, and primarily residential research
institution. The research questions are as follows:
1. What is the nature of faculty member and development officer collaboration on
development efforts?
2. What challenges do development officers experience when collaborating with faculty
members?
3. How does institutional culture facilitate faculty member and development officer
collaboration?
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Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study is to examine the strategic use of faculty members in
development initiatives at a single university with a demonstrated commitment to large-scale
development efforts.
Significance of the Study
The study makes contributions in four areas of research and practice. First, it addresses
the literature gap about proven methods for the formation of faculty member and development
officer collaborative efforts at public four-year universities. The majority of the research is nonempirical and usually appears in trade publications and non-refereed academic journals. The
university utilized in this study was a four-year public institution located in the Southeast chosen
so findings could be applied initially to a regional public institutional context to help foster
understandings applicable to a wider sample. The institution is called Big City University. The
institution comes from the Carnegie Classification designation of large, four year, primarily
residential research institutions (http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org).
Second, this study provides research findings to assist in further understanding potentially
successful avenues to improve higher education fundraising from an institutional viewpoint. It is
assumed that strategic use of faculty members in fundraising efforts is not just for professional
advancement, individual goal attainment, personal growth, and institutional growth. The
assumption is that such efforts help development officers, development units, and the institution
as a whole achieve numerous multifaceted goals.

9

Third, it is hoped the study will lead to greater recognition among faculty members and
development officers regarding the importance of working together in achieving common goals.
The study will hopefully lead to an appreciation of the importance of professional development
among faculty members and development officers regarding fundraising practices. Efforts such
as these could help to institutionalize the practice of fundraising and establish it as a part of the
professional identity of faculty members and administrators. Such a unified understanding helps
to start bridging the gap between faculty members and administrative cultures. It is desired that
such conditions will lead to more effective working relationships in all arenas.
The institution utilized in my research was chosen because it is currently managing a
billion dollar campaign. The management of a billion dollar campaign allowed the examination
of faculty member involvement in serious development practices. In addition, a billion dollar
campaign benchmark was used because the institution is presumably serious about development
and its place in institutional professional culture.
Qualitative Research Design
A qualitative design of research and the specific elements it entails made up the basis for
this examination (Mertens, 1998). The research design was chosen for two primary reasons
(Mertens, 1998). In the first case, it is hoped the detailed research findings in this study will be
very valuable to practitioners and researchers trying to find empirical data on the strategic use of
faculty members in development efforts and the nature of faculty member involvement in
development efforts (Mertens, 1998). As stated, most of the empirical studies on fundraising
collaboration and faculty member involvement in it concentrate on quantitative findings
(Mertens, 1998). While quantitative findings do have inherent value, they tend to be short on the
deep, detailed, and nuanced descriptions provided by qualitative designs (Mertens, 1998).
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Qualitative research provides a view into the how, why, and what in the ways faculty members
can be strategically utilized to drive forward successful development initiatives (Mertens, 1998).
Secondarily, the processes and interactions of collaborative efforts to utilize faculty
members in development correlate well to the inferential characteristics of qualitatively designed
research. Researchers often utilize qualitative frameworks when trying to understand
complicated circumstances or processes (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992). For this reason, a design of
qualitative research afforded a successful methodology for analyzing the many players from
faculty members, staff, development professionals, administrators and others who play a role in
development across the faculty member and fund-raising professional barrier. Interview format
was used to collect data. In terms of a target audience, the researcher interviewed development
officers and development administrators. The researcher obtained varied views from all parties
regarding the level and nature of faculty member involvement in fundraising. However, almost
every development representative recognized the potential influence of faculty members on a
successful development outcome. The individual and his or her stance regarding external
relations influenced the answers. The interviewees had a real understanding of the impact
development can have on institutional success and success within academic units. To summarize,
the aforementioned significant qualities of qualitative research made the framework an apt one
for this analysis and interviews were the vehicle for gathering the information for analysis.
Interview Based Design
The researcher selected a case study design for three main reasons. First, the details of the
research problem are multi-dimensional and the design of a case study fit well with an analysis
with multiple variables (Merriam, 1988; Yin, 1994; 2003). This examination of faculty member
development officer fundraising collaboration at southeastern public research institutions
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involved several variables interacting together. As an example, interactions among staff took
place on the institution, departmental, divisional, and individual levels. Additionally, interactions
also took place in different areas of the organizational framework such as between faculty
members and development officers and among deans and vice presidents of development or
departmental or school development directors.
Secondly, interview based analysis provides specific details concerning particular
processes or occurrences (Merrian, 1988; Yin, 1994; Stake, 1995). The information gained from
development officer perceptions of the processes at work within their institutional and
organizational contexts will provide information valuable for researchers and practitioners. It is
hoped the information gained will improve understanding of the strategic use of faculty members
in development efforts.
Finally, the rich detail inherent to interview based analysis was specifically effective to
this study design given the overall lack of previous, detailed, qualitative studies on this
phenomenon (Merriam, 1988; Yin, 1994; 2003). As previously mentioned, strategic use of
faculty members in higher education development efforts had little previously established
empirical research from a qualitative perspective. The lack of a previous study history made this
a topic deserving of a detailed interview based research design. For the previously mentioned
reasons, the researcher chose a case study design for my research.
Interviews
The researcher conducted semi-structured interviews with Associate Vice Presidents of
Development, Development Directors / Officers. The researcher chose these individuals because
of their ability to look at fundraising as it relates to the entire institution and as it relates to
academic departments in terms of leadership, perception, and involvement. The semi-structured
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nature of the interviews offers an adaptability to stray from the scripted questions when an
interesting element is raised. This is called probing (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 1988; Mertens,
1998). The researcher also utilized a semi-structured method because it provided additional
adaptability in covering the research questions and gathering detailed findings on a topic in
higher education which has not garnered a huge amount of attention. Additionally, the social
constructivist enquiry methodology fosters participant perception, allowing for better selfreporting during the interviews.
Data Analysis
In accordance with qualitative research recommendations, the researcher performed data
analysis at the same time the researcher performed data collection (Creswell, 1994). The
information was reviewed and coded according to axial and open coding techniques (Creswell,
2005; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The researcher analyzed the data by hand. This is acceptable if
the amount of information is not over 500 pages (Creswell, 2005). The hand analysis increased
the researcher’s interaction with the data collected. The practice of coding, essentially identifying
and categorizing data according to emerging themes formed the primary analysis practice
(Creswell, 2005).
Delimitations
Because a study cannot look at every facet of an issue, delimitations are concerned with
how the examination will be focused (Creswell, 1994). This examination focuses on the
perspective of development professionals at one public four-year institution in the southeastern
United States. The study excludes faculty member perspectives, student perspectives, or the
perspectives of staff outside the development unit. This limits the study’s scope, level of
applicability, and depth of analysis. The examination also excludes private, four-year
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institutions, public two-year institutions, public regional universities, and for-profit institutions.
The study uses the southeast as its geographic scope of influence.
Only qualitative research techniques and case study methodology were used in the study.
The study did not utilize quantitative research methodology. Given this fact, the findings may not
be generally applied to different populations from other contexts (Merriam, 1997; Yin, 2002).
The findings from the study were directly applicable to the one institution within the study. The
applicability to other institutions of a similar or different nature is not certain.
Limitations
Typically, researchers identify the limitations or sources of potential weakness in a study
before the study takes place to help foster additional studies and assist readers in judging the
ability to generalize findings (Creswell, 1994). This study has two main limitations. First, the
rich, detailed findings of the qualitative case study format could prevent the findings from being
applicable to other institutions. Researchers have found that the findings from this methodology
type are not necessarily generalized to other phenomena (Merriam, 1997; Yin, 2002). Because of
these implications, the results of this study have a somewhat limited applicability spectrum.
Second, it is important to note that while the researcher is not currently a higher
education administrative practitioner there are certain biases that need to be accounted for in
terms of how they affected the study. The researcher’s professional interest in the development
field and the lack of professional perspectives outside of development may have affected the
ability to be objective. Maintaining objectivity was very important to the researcher and efforts
were utilized to achieve this. Memorandums of subjectivity and strategies to address internal and
external validity address this issue. These are discussed further in Chapter 3.
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Definitions
Development
Campaign – An intensive fundraising effort the purpose of which is to raise a pre-established
amount of money in a specified timeframe to meet the various needs of an organization (Rosso &
Templ, 2003).
Development – Raising money and aligning fund-raising goals with institutional planning and
organizational maturation (Drozdowski, 2003).
Donors – Individuals or organizations who donate money for a variety of reasons to causes,
institutions and/or organizations (Frank, 2010).
Foundation – A non governmental entity set up as a nonprofit corporation or charitable trust with
a main goal of making grants to institutions, organizations, or individuals for the purpose of
education, science, culture, religion or some other purpose of charity (Grantspace, 2013).
Fundraising – Cultivating relationships with donors in order to solicit funds for an organization
or cause (Drozdowski, 2003).
Philanthropy – Charitable giving to human causes on a large-scale basis. The practice is greater
than a charitable donation; to qualify as philanthropy it must be undertaken by an individual or
organization with an altruistic desire to improve human welfare (Investopedia, 2013).
Institutional
Dean – Head leadership position within a particular academic department of an institution of
higher education (Gould, 1964).
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Public Institution – A higher education institution receiving at least partial funding from the state
and/or federal government
Research Design
Case Study – Studying the impact or progression of phenomena on a particular, small-scale
environment with specific social elements and culture (Stake, 1995).
Social Constructivist Paradigm – A method of enquiry whereby social surroundings and cultural
surroundings color individual perception of a phenomenon or process (Berger & Luckman,
1967).
Triangulation – The utilization of more than one analytical investigative approach to a research
question in order to enhance confidence in future findings. The methodology is meant to
demonstrate increased credibility (Bryman, 2011).
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CHAPTER II:
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The higher education environment has seen numerous financial challenges in recent
decades like sinking endowments and the retrenchment of public funding (Drexner, 2011). A
greater understanding of development in the setting of higher education is vital to future
considerations as philanthropy in higher education stands to play an increasingly important role.
Traditional avenues of funding continue to be diminished for institutions of all types. The
likelihood of an increasingly visible and important role for development in public institutions
seems to indicate a need to develop a deeper and clearer understanding of it by institutional staff
and faculty members (Drexner, 2011).
The growth of private funding in the operational paradigm of colleges and universities
may lead to uncomfortable changes (Speck, 2010). One of the most significant involves a
perception that institutions are operating according to an inappropriately stringent business ethos.
Traditional academic, non-profit values are being sacrificed for efficiency and financial
considerations. Such considerations have not been lost on faculty members as they have often
sensed this dynamic. The role of faculty members in this new environment will require an
increased adaptability over time. Faculty members and others outside development units may
find themselves directly involved in fundraising efforts in an effort to assist their academic area,
enrich their skill sets, and ensure the continuation of current academic and research initiatives
(Speck, 2010).
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The key element of more fully integrating fundraising with operational culture and
utilizing faculty members strategically involves a slow integration into the conversation and
environment (Klein, 2009). Providing updates and briefly explaining the importance of
development campaigns is an important piece to realizing faculty member involvement in
development initiatives. The hope is that communication influences faculty members to become
involved and to see the practice as beneficial to themselves their departments and the institution
(Klein, 2009). Such campaign conditions would produce positively influential outcomes from
faculty member participation.
Donors are more likely to give to individuals who are able to personalize a gift and put it
into perspective (Alexander & Carlson, 2005). In addition, donors tend to gravitate toward
individuals who have had an effect on their lives (Alexander & Carlson, 2005). Faculty members
have the ability to work effectively with the development officer to engage alumni and friends of
the institution (Hodson, 2010). Such personalized dynamics tend to lead to the establishment of a
relationship of giving (Hodson, 2010).
History of the Higher Education Fundraising Profession
The history of fundraising in higher education was important to this study because it
provided a context for understanding faculty member professional characteristics and
collaborative tendencies in relation to development practices (Worth, 2002). Fundraising was
vital to the beginnings of higher education in the United States and along with teaching and
research has played a prominent role in institutional evolution. However, development only
emerged as an organized profession during the twentieth century (Worth, 2002). This section
brings to light the history of fundraising in higher education and views faculty member
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involvement as a new process related to recent trends in the sub-specialization and
decentralization of development.
First Era of Fundraising in Higher Education
The initial timeframe of higher education fundraising was highlighted by support from
abroad and religious based efforts. Both processes were administered in a non-formal way by
individuals without a professionalized fundraising acumen. Starting in 1641, Thomas Weld,
William Hibbens, and Hugh Peter initiated the first capital campaign when they departed Boston,
Massachusetts for London, England, to seek funding for Harvard College (Cutlip, 1965; Worth,
2002). During the colonial period, colleges received much operating capital from overseas in the
form of solicitations. These initial fundraising efforts were constantly adapted and learned as
time, condition, and understanding evolved (Cutlip, 1965; Worth, 2002; Pray, 1981).
The number of religiously affiliated institutions burgeoned during the 19th century,
demonstrating the important role of religious organizations in higher education fundraising and
financing (Thelin, 2004). Although life in early colonial America was often financially lean, a
sense of Christian stewardship fueled giving to higher education (Rudolph, 1968). The
stewardship concept produced many private donations and fostered individual support of the
higher education enterprise until the nation experienced more advanced economic development
(Rudolph, 1968). Over time, individuals would often become the leading catalysts of institutional
growth (Rudolph, 1968). This was especially true of private institutions such as Johns Hopkins
University, The University of Chicago, and Stanford, where single individuals or families not
only supported the institution but also were instrumental in its founding (Rudolph, 1968).
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Second Era of Fundraising in Higher Education
At the dawn of the twentieth century, associations for alumni had started to function as a
configuration to strengthen alumni giving (Worth, 2002). Support became increasingly common
in the years after 1918 (Curti & Nash, 1965). Supporters were interested in how their funds were
being used and an ongoing relationship with private interests and institutional progression was
fostered (Geiger, 1985). The condition was spurred on by the giving of significant alumni gifts to
institutions (Curti & Nash, 1965). A prominent example of this type of early alumni campaign
came from the University of Michigan. Their alumni campaign managed to raise $1 million from
alumni from 1914-1915 in order to construct a union building on campus (Curti & Nash, 1965).
Simultaneously, a different trend in development and higher education fundraising came
to fruition (Cutlip, 1965). After making vast sums through their different enterprises, private
individuals, such as John D. Rockefeller and Andrew Carnegie, began their own foundations in
order to start new institutions of higher education as well as support those already in existence.
John D. Rockefeller donated $600,000 in 1889 to assist in the founding of the University of
Chicago. The General Education Board received $130 million from Mr. Rockefeller in 1905 for
the support of research related to higher education. Andrew Carnegie founded the Carnegie
Institute of Technology in 1900 and in 1902, Mr. Carnegie established the Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching (Cutlip, 1965). Philanthropic and alumni giving through
alumni foundations and campaigns burgeoned in this second significant era of higher education
fundraising history.
Foundations were especially helpful in assisting and supporting institutions before there
was adequate state and federal funding for higher education (Lewis, 1993). W.E.B. DuBois was
an early advocate not only for the reform of secondary school conditions for minorities but also
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of support for access and development in higher education to support all races and backgrounds.
His advocacy fostered the creation of the General Education Board in 1901. This organization,
funded largely by a large influx of capital from John D. Rockefeller, Sr., was responsible for
funneling large amounts of private money to traditionally white and black institutions allowing
for prosperity and development in a time before state funding was readily available. From its
founding in 1901 up until approximately 1930, this foundation distributed $21,999,349 to
historically black colleges and universities and $176,984,000 to historically white colleges and
universities of all types (Lewis, 1993). Such funding was “paramount in matters of endowment,
capital construction, professional schools, fields of specialization, and fellowship for scholars”
(Lewis, p. 267, 1993).
In the early years of the twentieth century, a non-profit manager, under the auspices of a
consultant, brought together and facilitated the first professionally administered fundraising
campaign in the history of higher education (Worth, 2002). The University of Pittsburgh hired
Charles Sumner Ward in 1914, a YMCA executive with fundraising success, to raise $3 million
for the university. Upon meeting this initiative, Mr. Ward for the first time presented a system of
conduct for fundraising campaigns, which turned into the basis for the modern profession of
development. Ward had two parts to his framework: development and fundraising. He and his
group of collaborators came up with what would become the initial higher education fundraising
consulting firm. They also gave managerial and strategic guidance for institutions of higher
education (Worth, 2002).
During roughly the first 50 years of the twentieth century, consultancies such as the one
formed by Ward and his colleagues conducted the majority of higher education campaigns for
fundraising (Worth, 2002). Fundraising consultants created the American Association of Fund
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Raising Consultants (AAFRC) in 1935 to serve as their association of trade (Kelly, 1998). Based
on this, one academic researcher coined the timeframe of 1919 through 1945 as the “era of the
fundraising consultants” (Kelly, 1998). The second timeframe of higher education fundraising
history also saw the beginnings of alumni associations, development campaigns, fundraising
consultants, and corporate giving.
As private giving became increasingly influential to the developmental adaptability of
public and private universities, it also gained appreciation among faculty members (Geiger,
1986). The boost private funding gave to research allowed faculty members to pursue new and
different avenues of enquiry and to develop new specializations, leading to new impacts on
society. The advancement of knowledge, an educational tenet important to all faculty members,
was strengthened through institutional foundations and private giving. The growth of research
and the advancement of knowledge allowed institutions during the period of roughly 1910 to
1930 to offer educational options to an expanding number of students with different goals and
professional aspirations (Geiger, 1986).
Third Era of Fundraising in Higher Education
From roughly 1945 until 1985, two significant movements characterized development’s
progression: (1) the ongoing formal establishment of the field of development, as well as (2) the
progression from consultants to professional full-time fundraisers employed by the institutions
(Kelly, 1998; Worth, 2002). The formulation of nationwide associations for professional
fundraisers and the initialization and distribution of the concept of advancement signified a
growing professionalization (Kelly, 1998). Beginning with the AAFRC in 1974, a trade
association of small stature and membership, fundraisers in higher education linked up with
public relations professionals in higher education to organize the new Council for the
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Advancement and Support of Education (CASE) (Kelly, 1998). This organization of
professionals characterized the maturation and development of the professional practice of
fundraising (Kelly, 1998; Worth, 2002). By 2007, CASE had acquired more than 3,300 members
from private schools, universities, and colleges (CASE, 2007). The unification of different
institutions and individuals into an overall concept of development coupled with the
establishment of national associations for development professionals signified the arrival of
higher education fundraising as a formal profession (Kelly, 1998; Worth, 2002).
Fourth Era of Fundraising in Higher Education
Three significant movements highlight the current timeframe of fundraising, spanning
from about 1985 to present, including: (1) the growth of group and individual fundraising
pursuits, (2) the development of business management models to control fundraising practices,
and (3) the increasingly detailed professional designation of the practice (Worth, 2002).
The increase in donations to higher education in recent years has been noted and
significant, and will likely grow into the future (Schervish & Havens, 2001). Speculation
concerning the level of wealth transfer in the decades to come suggests that institutions will
increase efforts to be aggressive in seeking and gaining voluntary funds. It is estimated that
between 1998 and 2052, approximately $41 trillion will be given by foundations and $136
trillion by individuals. Given these characteristics, developments, and statistics it is clear
fundraising will be vital to higher education financial conditions well into the future.
In relation to the increase in funds raised through higher education development
activities, many periodicals have made clear that a growing number of institutions are
implementing capital campaigns in excess of a billion dollars (Kinzie, 2007; Strout, 2006). There
were 22 institutions running billion-dollar capital campaigns in 2006 (Strout, 2006). The
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University of Virginia is a noted example of the expanded financial scope of modern capital
campaigns with a campaign that ran from 2004 to 2011 with a goal of $3 billion (Kinzie, 2007).
With the increased number of institutions, both private and public, implementing capital
campaigns in excess of $1 billion development now occupies a substantial piece of higher
education management considerations (Kinzie, 2007). Such growth has been coupled with a
similar increase in development officers in order for institutions to meet new and forwardlooking monetary plans (Kinzie, 2007).
Forward looking goals for development initiatives, staff growth, and the specialization of
the profession have caused a large number of chief development officers to adopt models of
business management to administer operations (Worth, 2009). Numerous examples exist of
business management model interspersion into the higher education fundraising profession.
Worth’s (2002) New Strategies for Educational Fundraising and Rosso’s (2003) Achieving
Excellence in Fundraising, two recent books on the subject, include whole segments on
administering successful fundraising initiatives. Topics include the details of management
models, employee development and training, applications for information technology, strategic
planning, benchmarking, assessment, and accountability, as well as budgeting and accounting to
support fundraising initiatives (Rosso, 2003; Worth, 2002).
Rosso outlines a five part interrelated fundraising system (Rosso & Tempel, 2003).
Included in his arrangement are the considerations of data, financial and human resources as well
as the management of relationships and physical resources. The administration of these
considerations is accomplished through planning, control, execution, evaluation, and analysis.
The arrangement described here represents only one avenue regarding the application of business
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concepts to philanthropy. Such concepts are implemented with the goal of assisting development
professionals in the management of resources and fundraising efforts (Rosso & Tempel, 2003).
Greater specification was shown in the 1980s and into the 1990s with the
implementation of fundraising campaigns in student affairs and academic units (Hall, 1993;
Terrell & Gold, 1993). Public and private research universities began to bring in development
professionals for their business or engineering schools (Hall, 1993). A great number of
institutions charged academic vice presidents and deans with bringing in voluntary financial
resources for a division or school (Hall, 1993; Krahenbuhl, 2004). During the early years of the
21st -century, research studies concerning success in the academic deanship contained external
relations and development as two of the most important functions (Krahenbuhl, 2004).
While deans and faculty members solicit funds for their academic units in ever increasing
numbers, a great number of institutional library representatives have also been gaining funds to
construct facilities, present new services, and maintain operations (Strout, 2007; Brower & Streit,
2003). Additionally, at the beginning of the 1980s, student affairs became involved in
development (Terrell & Gold, 1993). The detailed, professional classification of higher education
development during the current time period signifies growth into a profession with specific
functions and responsibilities, which is vital to institutional success in higher education (Terrell
& Gold, 1993).
Theoretical Framework
Kezar and Lester’s (2009) approach regarding the requirements and possibilities of
higher education collaboration put forth in their Organizing Higher Education for Collaboration:
A Guide for Campus Leaders (2009) ground the theoretical framework (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
The theoretical model explains that the possibilities for higher education organizational culture
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are vastly expanded and improved through a new perspective centered on collaboration,
networking, cross unit communication and a value based effort at relationship building and
shared goals. The authors view this effort as multidimensional processes, in which areas such as
networking, innovation, changing cultural norms in communication and collaboration and the
alteration of mission toward innovation are all integral to working together across boundaries
(Kezar & Lester, 2009).
The true benefit of this framework is realized through changes in professional culture
(Kezar & Leser, 2009). The authors indicate that while the difficulty of implementing such a
framework is significant, institutions of all types, especially publics, need the benefit of such a
new operational outlook to meet the significant challenges currently facing higher education.
Kezar and Lester’s (2009) framework and its potential benefits are realized in a structure that
facilitates a collaborative, driven mission aimed toward the same goal (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
Structural and Cultural Dimensions of Communication for Collaboration
The theory contains two main elements important to understand when conceiving of
achieving implementation for change (Kezar & Lester, 2009). These elements fall within the
realms of organizational structure and professional culture. The structural piece pertains to
organizational functioning taking place to help eliminate silos and barriers to cross unit
communication. Higher Education professional culture controls and maintains the traditional
bureaucratic structure that has become the norm in many institutions. Such an operational
environment tends to discourage horizontal communication (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
The true benefit of communicative collaboration in higher education is realized through
distributive leadership (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Leadership across the organization facilitates
group collaboration to exchange ideas and information while shared governance enhances the
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importance of cross campus service. Various stakeholders can be integrated into governance and
management on campuses with collaborative values. Organizational elements such as crossfunctional teams tend to influence administrative functions. Efforts such as planning and
budgeting tend to be done jointly through group communications instead of in a silo-based
fashion (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
Organizational structure is pushed toward the benefits of enhanced communication and
collaboration through a change in operational values (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Values such as
fairness and innovative thought influence horizontal communication and collaboration while
enhancing shared meaning. Values shared tend to create a sense of perspective and purpose
among all members of the organization. In this process, a sense of the meaning of collaboration
within the overall institutional is developed and achieved. Such shared values create cohesion
and trust within the organization, overcoming the negative aspects of loosely coupled units
(Kezar & Lester, 2009). The organizational and communicative framework is useful given its
alignment with the study’s examination of the potential impact of human interaction in the realm
of organizational dynamics, shared operational goals and cross unit professional collaboration
and understanding.
Faculty Member Collaborative Capacities
The two most seminal characteristics of faculty member collaboration through
communication are in the potential it has for positively innovative development initiatives and
the inherent difficulty of its implementation (Bohen & Stiles, 1998). Faculty members are by
nature, highly specialized, independent thinkers and workers. For many, work outside the
academic realm brings with it a range of undesirable challenges. For many faculty members, the
majority of experience they have with collaboration are gained by work on academic
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committees. The structure of faculty member professional advancement and reward is often
oriented toward individual work. Sometimes the forms of administration in place do not promote
or advance based on collaborative efforts (Bohen & Stiles, 1998). Faculty members
understanding of strategic development was analyzed from a standpoint of how development
officers and faculty members communicate. Additionally, the researcher analyzed how faculty
members make meaning out of strategic development and what this means for how they conceive
of its impact on themselves and their surroundings. The theoretical framework was important for
this researcher because it helped facilitate an analysis of such conditions.
Elements within faculty member professional evolution support conditions suited for
increased collaborative efforts (Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). Higher education in general and
the faculty member profession in particular have been forced in new directions by the
demographic, technological, and economic changes which have taken place over the past several
years. One of the most seminal aspects of the change has been economic interest. As public
institutional money has dwindled, a more entrepreneurial sense of adaptability, in some cases,
has trickled down to faculty members (Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). Certainly, such conditions
are not the norm everywhere but it does seem to be a possible future trend.
A new environment with new economic challenges has pushed many faculty members to
focus on what will further their professional advancement (Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). Such
conditions are often represented by an inward focus within the department, as opposed to
institution wide. The focus tends to be on research and teaching. For all faculty members, there is
a cost-benefit analysis inherent in the evaluation of taking on efforts outside of teaching,
research, and service. In the current environment, full of new challenges for academic
departments, faculty members are in some cases not likely to take on outside responsibilities
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unless there is an incentive to do so and unless the efforts can be aligned to what they value
(Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). External efforts can bring enhanced value to research efforts, and
teaching while strengthening professional development (Fairweather, 1996).
Despite the inherent difficulties, it is worth noting faculty member’s culture has many
valuable elements favorable to external relations (Lattuca, 2005). When viewed from a social
cultural perspective, faculty member’s work contains understanding of learning abilities and how
those learning abilities interact with context (Lattuca, 2005). Faculty members tend to understand
how people learn and tend to have an understanding of how characteristics and environments
affect learning (Lattuca, 2005). Faculty members are also skilled at delivering an in depth
message with deep knowledge in a manner others are often incapable of (Lattuca, 2005;
Bernheimer, Burns, & Duke, 1973). Faculty members are often administering the academic
programs funding is being sought for (Bernheimer et. al, 1973). Their perspective can be
attractive to donors and useful for development efforts (Lattuca, 2005). If faculty members can
understand cognition and individual engagement for a subject, then they should be able to
correlate such skills into development efforts (Lattuca, 2005). After all, understanding an
audience and communicating a subject in a way that will line up with the desires and needs of an
audience characterize development. The theoretical framework provides a way to break down
how development officers and faculty members communicate to better understand the potential
for collaboration.
Among the elements of faculty member’s culture that can be correlated to fundraising
efforts, is the commitment to lifelong learning (Bohen & Stiles, 1998). The faculty member’s
world is characterized by collegial learning within a given discipline. Additionally, faculty
members often express a desire for recognition in taking on new tasks outside their traditional
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realm. Many are concerned about the isolating nature of faculty member’s work and want to
venture outside of their traditional confines to achieve something that stands out, and can take
their discipline in new directions (Bohen & Stiles, 1998). Such considerations are ideal for taking
on the work of development in conjunction with fundraising professionals. Collaborative efforts
offer the potential to benefit the individual faculty member, assist the department and discipline,
as well as provide assistance to the well-being of the entire institution, which in turn benefits the
faculty profession within the overall context.
For faculty members, real strategic participation in development is characterized by
equality and like-minded goals (Vanasupa, McCormick, Stefanco, Herter, & McDonald, 2011).
Faculty members are not influenced to participate in goal-oriented relationships when it is
perceived that such a scenario will serve another person’s goals while lacking mutual benefit.
For faculty members, collaboration is more difficult to realize when there is a misalignment
between valued outcomes and required outcomes. Self-awareness matched with shared goals and
mutual benefit influences faculty members to participate in team initiatives. Conversely,
hierarchical organizational structures and a lack of shared vision often cause faculty members to
not want to collaborate across disciplines and institutional pursuits (Vanasupa, et. al, 2011).
Institutional Elements Necessary for Successful Faculty Member Involvement in
Development
In order for the strategic involvement of faculty members in development to be realized
and implemented, an appreciation of institutional culture needs to be present (Kezar & Eckel,
2002). Institutions need to have an existing culture that encourages innovation and
communication from the beginning. There are aspects of culture within the institution necessary
for successful change initiatives. Secondarily, as change processes take place, the potential exists
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to utilize foundational elements such as mission and vision to implement change, suggesting that
change modifies culture and culture in turn can modify change. Such conditions form an overall
picture of what is necessary for cross professional collaboration (Kezar & Eckel, 2002).
According to Kezar and Eckel (2002), for the strategic participation of faculty members
in external initiatives to occur there are five main strategies that must be in place. First, backing
from administrators in the form of rhetoric, support structures, and resources is required. Second,
individuals need to take the lead in the collaborative efforts. Numerous individuals within
disciplines and departments need to step up to form a leadership team capable of working
together to make sure efforts are organized and understood through communication. Third,
strategic vision is necessary where clear goals are in place with adaptable elements capable of
meeting challenges. Fourth, without professional development, the skills and understanding
necessary for staff to implement change will not be in place. Fifth, it is important for efforts to be
visible (Kezar & Eckel, 2002).
To foster institutional collaborative efforts the organization must first understand what
and who it is in order “to make successful strategic and structural choices” (Young, 2001, p.
140). At the same time however, it is important for institutions to have enough flexibility in their
identity to evolve (Young, 2001). The strategic involvement of faculty members in development
needs to be based on new strategies and resources (Kinsey & Raker, 2003). However, new
direction needs to be conceived and understood through the lens of institutional mission and
values (Kinsey & Raker, 2003). If there is an identity crisis, it is important for an institution to be
able to resolve it and come to grips with what it is becoming in order to continue collaborative
change efforts (Young, 2001).
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Staff commitment to forward thinking, mission based communication is vital to the
strategic involvement of faculty members in development (Jones, 2003). Facilitation of such a
condition is only possible through a collective discussion and the formulation of an
organizational agenda projecting unity (Jones, 2003). Organizational unity can be strengthened
through commitment to vision and innovation (Jones, 2003). It is this commitment which
strengthens donor commitment (Jones, 2003). Collaboration is not only a matter of working
together; it requires formal cooperation of a sustained nature and a commitment from both a
personal and institutional level (Fox, Anglin, Fromberg, & Grady, 1986).
Faculty members need to know that their efforts at collaboration are not going to be
considered menial (Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). If faculty members and development officers sense
a commitment to institutional improvement, they will be much more likely to realize success
through strategic collaboration (Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). The level to which change efforts are
interwoven into the overall fabric of the institution can be a controlling element to their success
(Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). The greater acceptance of change initiatives that exists, the greater
chance there is for success (Welsh & Metcalf, 2003). The differentiated operational structures of
academic departments and professional units do make institution wide collaboration difficult
(Bess, 1982). Faculty members who are willing to look past operational differences are much
more likely to contribute successfully to strategic institutional efforts like development (Bess,
1982). Additionally, faculty members with a motivation for service are more likely to participate
in strategic development initiatives (Bess, 1982).
Strategic development efforts are more likely to achieve success where institutional
planning can be linked to fundraising goals (Farrell, 2005). It is also reasonable to conclude that
the strategic usage of faculty members in development efforts is more likely to achieve success
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in an environment where fundraising campaigns and institutional planning are integrated.
Communication across academic and staff units along with incentives are important factors
necessary to realize the successful strategic use of faculty members in development. When a
sense of process based, shared pursuits can be communicated between development and
academic units faculty member participation is much more likely. Campaigns have the power to
influence the academic direction of institutions and to provide faculty members with an
opportunity to utilize their skills to develop personal and departmental academic pursuits
(Farrell, 2005). If faculty members understand such possibilities, perhaps their strategic use in
development campaigns could become common and enhanced.
Cultural Dimensions of Communication for Collaboration
The organizational structure within higher education institutions is often shaped by
professional culture; in turn professional culture tends to be shaped by organizational structure
(Kezar & Lester, 2009). A professional culture that appreciates the importance of networks in
communication and innovation also tends to recognize the importance of listening among
groups. Listening across professional cultures fosters feedback and innovation. A professional
culture that champions the importance of relationships in collaboration is one in which forward
thinking successful processes can take place (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
For institutions to foster networking, events and opportunities that support growth are
necessary (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Additionally, the professional culture needs to incentive and
foster communication. It is important for incentives to be specified regarding the needs of units
within the institution to allow networking to grow and become recognized for its importance to
operational innovation. A culture where meetings are opened up to those from across
professional units tends to understand the important role networks play in achieving new
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direction and success. Incentives are the catalyst for creating a collaborative operational culture.
After communication and collaboration is established through incentives there often develops a
new appreciation for the intrinsic rewards of horizontal networking and relationship building
(Kezar & Lester, 2009).
Development Efforts and Considerations of Collaboration
In development efforts, it is vital for several considerations to be at the forefront of
strategic and tactical thinking in order to maintain a viable operation capable of meeting
organizational needs (Klein, 2009). Chiefly, for fundraising in higher education and in the nonprofit world it is important for there to be an element of understanding regarding change
implementation as conditions evolve. Similarly, development operations need to be proactive
and goal-oriented with a watchful eye toward the future. Along with proactive work comes a
necessary ability to be flexible and adaptable. Change and adaptability are constants along with
mission based standards and benchmarks. Successful higher education development needs to be
a combination of these considerations; adaptable to challenges while achieving success through a
dynamic operational perspective (Klein, 2009).
In order to achieve successful development efforts it is important to have a mission
statement that is adaptable and meaningful (Klein, 2009). It is also important for the mission
statement to be one the entire organization can support and which will engender passion.
Additionally, it is important for the value of fundraising pursuits to be infused throughout the
entire operational culture. Everyone needs to needs to be able to understand it and have a clear
conception of the importance it plays in operations. The infusion of this understanding and
appreciation will engender communication and collaboration leading to adaptability, staff belief,
and ultimately successful results (Klein, 2009). It is important for institutional culture and
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development to be integrated to achieve collaboration and working partnerships in strategic
development initiatives.
Adaptability and commitment to principle are essential to a successful higher education
fundraising campaign (Mixer, 1993). However, such considerations require proper planning in
order to be effectively utilized. In order for planning to be effective, it is critical for it to have
direct involvement from leadership, have wide ranging support and involvement from internal
and external operators, and utilize the experience and expertise of everyone. Staff and volunteer
interaction with those inside and outside their direct organizational boundaries creates group
responsibility, enthusiasm, and unity (Mixer, 1993). Collaboration is a key in creating
organizational adaptability, enhancing planning and meeting unforeseen challenges.
Communications within higher education development is not only a key to success; it is
also an essential structural element within development operations (Mixer, 1993). Information
flow in an organization plays an active role in dictating how actions and decisions are made and
how individual roles are perceived. Communications and relations, paramount to collaborative
development efforts, are essential to maintain effective group dynamics. The important elements
of communication in collaborative development efforts consist of establishing standards,
encouraging, creating consensus and harmony, and encouraging expression and reduced tension.
When effective communication is present, every staff member exchanges information in a
productive way and all are occupying a leadership role in order to contribute as leaders in a
group of leaders (Mixer, 1993).
Collaboration within development is often painful to establish where it has not previously
existed (Weinstein, 2002). If a belief in the importance of interdepartmental collaborative efforts
can be infused into operational culture, there will be individuals willing to sacrifice time and
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effort to pursue such efforts. Individuals willing to pursue collaborative development efforts
when the expectations and outcomes of such efforts are not clearly defined are important.
Meetings and in person communication efforts are essential when attempting to infuse the
importance of collaboration into higher education development efforts. Such meetings and
continuous communication build trust and help to bring about new collaborative efforts. Initially,
there are usually smaller joint efforts and the process, through time and continuous
communication, will form into a newfound strategic relationship (Weinstein, 2002).
Collaboration in higher education development is becoming increasingly recognized for
its importance among deans, university presidents, and faculty members (Hodson, 2010).
Involvement in fundraising is becoming an expectation for individuals in these positions
(Hodson, 2010). Successful donor relations can only be realized in the long term through the
collective involvement of the entire institution “with a significant emphasis on faculty
involvement” (Pastorella, p. 79, 2003). Perhaps the most important quality staff and faculty
members bring to development efforts is first-hand knowledge of effective solicitation efforts
used to engage donors with detailed perspectives not necessarily available to institutional
leadership (Hodson, 2010).
To achieve future success, development professionals need to not only assume important
roles but also understand the role each person in the organizational paradigm occupies (Deal &
Balus, 1994). Professionals in development are best served by encouraging others to play a role
best aligned with the symbolic operational identity of the organization (Deal & Balus, 1994). It
is often beneficial to combine as many committed volunteers as possible from different
functional areas of the institution (Bray, 2005). If a combination of perspectives can be utilized
to connect to donors, conditions are created for enhanced success (Bray, 2005).
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Higher education development organizations have to understand who they are in order to
manage the organization internally (Deal & Balus, 1994). By understanding what defines your
organization, development professionals and faculty members can empower themselves (Deal &
Balus, 1994). Self-understanding empowers higher education development professionals and
institutional employees to enhance an organization’s effectiveness (Deal & Balus, 1994). An
important element of connecting to donors is making them feel personally linked to institutional
pursuits (Williams, 2013). Donor connection is supported by effectively integrating current
initiatives with organizational self-understanding and donor interests (Williams, 2013). The
strategic use of faculty members in development is elemental to this combination of pursuit and
success.
Organizational culture is essential to fundraising success (Boguch, 1994). Organizational
culture needs to encourage strategy, process, and outcomes while achieving a pathway to success
(Boguch, 1994). Higher education organizations need to make sure that they engender mutually
supportive relationships in those they encounter both internally and externally (Boguch, 1994).
When relationships with colleagues and donors are fostered, a cadre of dedicated individuals is
formed who support the organization because they want to (Boguch, 1994). It is vital to
understand that “fund development is a strategic and ongoing process that involves all
components of the organization and that fundraising methods are means to the end of developing
and maintaining relationships (Boguch, 1994, p. 71). With the maintenance of relationships
exists the concept of matching the right person from your organization with a specific donor
related fundraising strategy (Murray, 2007). The element of matching staff members of different
backgrounds with a specified strategy tends to lead to success in strategic fundraising (Murray,
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2007). The strategic use of faculty members in development can be considered an important part
of such specific efforts.
For relationships to be fostered in the pursuit of internal and external higher education
development goals it is important for the institution to have a commitment to relationship
building, cultural infusion, participation, and communication (Boguch, 1994). It is difficult for
participation and commitment to be infused into higher education organizational development
without the initial conversation with all those involved in the development effort. Such a
conversation asks the questions of why funds need to be raised, what will be needed to bring
about the desired results, how will success be measured and how long will the fundraising effort
be? Preparation, asking the right questions, and answering the questions in a way that matches
institutional culture enhances higher education development operations. Such an outlook fosters
collaboration with colleagues and constituents in pursuit of the best results for the organization
(Boguch, 1994).
An operational culture supportive of giving and obtaining voluntary funds is
characterized by the presence of fundraising and is perceived as an essential element to survival
and organizational growth (Boguch, 1994). In such an environment, all internal and external
players are involved in fundraising efforts. It is important for development education and the
willingness to step outside of one’s realm of comfort to be commonplace in order to foster higher
education fundraising success. Such a widespread operational culture of participation and
involvement can be strengthened and enhanced by the institutional mission. Education,
involvement, dedication, teamwork and partnership all come together to support the development
mission and form a successful higher education development culture (Boguch, 1994).

38

Justification for Theoretical Framework
Kezar and Lester’s (2009) model for organizational collaboration in Higher Education
put forth in Organizing Higher Education for Collaboration: A Guide for Campus Leaders
(2009) was extremely useful for this study. It facilitated the understanding of how different
organizational silos communicate across boundaries to innovate and achieve results. Such a
condition was useful in examining the relationship between faculty members and development
personnel. Specifically, how the two groups work together to learn from one another’s
perspective and therefore achieve newfound success. The model also utilizes an examination of
organizational structure and cultural communication. Understanding how these two elements
contributed to the ability of professional units to communicate was important when trying to gain
a picture of the importance of collaboration across professional cultures. Additionally, the
successful record of adaptable applications was the main reason the researcher felt the theoretical
framework was vital toward achieving an understanding.
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CHAPTER III:
METHODOLOGY
Practitioners and scholars have established the manner in which faculty member culture
and development culture relates to collaboration as well as the benefits collaborative efforts can
offer to both higher education development efforts and faculty member professional
development. Scholars and practitioners have also established the institutional and organizational
elements necessary to foster collaboration. The purpose of this study is to analyze the strategic
value of collaborating with faculty members on development efforts from the development
perspective. Studying faculty member culture was important for understanding how it related to
development and the potential for professional collaboration. However, the study was done
looking at faculty member and development strategic collaboration from the development
perspective.
The methodology of the study consisted of a qualitative interview based design with a
social constructivist framework of examination. The problem is that while institutions are facing
difficult financial conditions, there is an increased push to get outside players like faculty
members involved in development efforts in order to generate fresh ideas and greater success at
solicitations and establishing fund raising relationships. However, there are no proven strategies
based on empirical information which have been effective in successfully fostering development
and faculty member collaboration in higher education fundraising efforts.

40

The research problem brought to light by this study was that even though literature
indicates the strategic usage of faculty members in development campaigns can be an
increasingly important factor to success, most of the literature is characterized by anecdotal, non
empirical evidence. The literature as a whole does not include an empirical examination of the
strategies which could be used to build faculty member fundraising partnerships at public fouryear research institutions. This segment will establish the study’s research questions, framework
of examination, design of research, site selection, data collection plan, data analysis methods,
data presentation plan, consideration of human participants, and timeline.
Big City University
Big City University is a large, public, four-year primarily nonresidential research
university with high research activity located in the southeastern United States (Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching). The student population is approximately
16,784(Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching). The institution connects to the
surrounding community through the economic footprint it offers and the dedication it has to
medical care and medical research. An appreciation for development is present among
development officers. The value it can offer in terms of adjusting to funding challenges and
allowing the institution to achieve new goals is a consistent understanding among those who
pursue fundraising initiatives for the institution. A new campaign with an overall goal of $1
Billion is oriented toward facilitating excellence in academic programs, facilities, and medical
care.
An understanding of the importance of development among faculty members and staff
has been present over time and is currently strong. However, the influence of fundraising within
the institutional culture has been slow to develop. Such a condition is attributable to the cultural
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context of Big City University. The student population has largely been non-residential over time
and because of this there is often less of an emotional connection to the institution than you
would find in a more traditional campus. This lack of a connection has made the prominence of
development slow to develop. However, given the modern financial challenges in public higher
education, development has increased in importance. The appreciation Big City University has
always had for fundraising in research seems to have spread to other units. The institution has an
appreciation to the value of collaboration in fundraising and considers the involvement of both
academic and external relations staff vital to future success.
Big City University is largely characterized by its top-notch medical school and
biomedical research initiatives. The institution has a collective perspective on development,
which is unique in a comparative sense. Faculty members and staff throughout the institution are
made aware of development because it has come to play a significant part in the operational
culture. Such exposure is linked to the large footprint of medicine and biomedical research upon
the culture of the institution. Both medicine and biomedical research rely heavily upon a
combination of external outreach, external funding, teaching, research, and initiative to meet
goals. The overarching presence of these cultural elements at Big City University creates a
heightened sense of what development is and what it does which may not exist at other public
institutions of similar size.
Framework of Inquiry
Social constructivism was the framework of examination. The paradigm placed emphasis
on the ways groups or individuals build, or establish meaning of, their singular or group
experiences (Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Crotty, 1998; Merriam, 2002; Schwandt, 2001). Social
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constructivism also placed great attention on the manner in which cultural and social elements
color how groups and individuals view experiences (Crotty, 1998; Schwandt, 2001).
The researcher used social constructivism for two primary reasons. Firstly, the researcher
examined the ways faculty members, development units and their staffs interrelated with one
another to pursue fundraising. Additionally, the researcher looked at how these groups and
individuals perceived the meaning of these experiences. The study contained interactions
involving both group and individual construction of meaning coupled with social and cultural
influences. These characteristics made it well suited to the framework because of the presence of
socially and culturally influenced dynamics within the research problem. Secondly, the
researcher applied social constructivism to add qualitative research to what is mostly quantitative
and anecdotal information. The use of a social constructivist framework of inquiry provided an
in-depth way of studying this issue because it examined the problem and issue from various
points of reference thereby providing a diversified and thorough analysis.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework from Kezar and Lester’s Organizing Higher Education for
Collaboration: A Guide for Campus Leaders (2009) complemented the framework of inquiry.
Social constructivism looks at how groups or individuals establish meaning from experiences.
The theoretical framework examined how different professional cultures affect cross unit
socialization, communication, and conceptions of value. Combined, these two elements
presented a framework to look at group or individual meaning making across professional units
and professional cultures. Additionally, these two elements provided a framework to examine
cross unit communication. The elements allowed for an analysis of how professional cultures
affect conceptions of value and commitment regarding development initiatives.
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It was important for this study to have a theoretical framework which examined how
professional cultures perceive initiatives like development. The theoretical framework gave the
researcher the ability to analyze how communication, collaboration, and relationships established
across professional units affect how value can be understood. Analysis of this process helped the
researcher understand why faculty members would want to get involved along with the value
they can bring to strategic development. It allowed the researcher to understand why faculty
members would or would not want to get involved and why faculty member involvement in
development is valuable.
The theoretical framework and framework of inquiry also allowed the researcher to
understand how different professional cultures conceive common professional pursuits. It
allowed the researcher to understand how different professional cultures affect communication,
socialization, and collaboration across units. The theoretical framework affected the researcher’s
understanding of how professional cultures affect individual conceptions of initiatives.
The theoretical framework and framework of inquiry allowed the researcher to analyze
how different departments are motivated to commit time and effort to a common initiative like
strategic development. The analytical ability afforded by both the theoretical framework and
framework of inquiry helped the researcher understand how development officers and faculty
members interact regarding development initiatives. They also afforded the researcher an ability
to analyze how both groups conceive of each other’s value.
Once an understanding was established of how both professional units make meaning
from common experiences it was time to understand why some faculty members are motivated to
commit time and effort to development initiatives. Additionally, the researcher wanted to
establish what this meant for faculty members and development officers in terms of outcomes.
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The interview protocol generally sought to gain an understanding of this by gauging the level of
development officer and faculty member’s professional collaboration. Once this was established,
the interview sought to understand why faculty members get involved and how they get value
out of and bring value to the process. Additionally, the interviews sought an understanding of
how development officers gain faculty member commitment. The theoretical framework and
framework of inquiry were used to analyze data for how the groups establish meaning when
working together and what this means for current and future collaboration.
The theoretical framework and framework of inquiry gave the researcher the ability to
look for how making meaning played into different concepts of value. The goal was to
understand the value faculty members bring to development and the value faculty members can
get out of the experience if they commit to it. The frameworks played into the researcher’s
ability to understand how communications, collaboration, and relationships can be formed across
professional units. The frameworks also influenced the researcher’s ability to analyze how
professional culture controls socializations and communications between faculty members and
development officers. Finally, the frameworks afforded the researcher an ability to understand
how cross unit communication affect faculty member perceptions of whether commitment to
development is worth it.
Research Design
Utilizing a research design of the qualitative nature, the researcher gathered data at one
public, four-year research university utilizing an interview based format. This design was an
appropriate way to address the reason for the study and the research questions.
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Interview Based Analytical Design
The researcher chose an interview based design involving a public southeastern research
institution for the sample of this study. There are two main reasons. First, the interview based
format brought about more in depth data on the topic. The singular subject warranted a
qualitative approach given the possibilities for deep analysis and in depth examination.
Secondly, by contrasting and comparing faculty member and development officer
collaboration through interview analysis, a new level of detailed, rich, specified information was
provided. The data was triangulated to produce greater viability than data from diversified sites.
The researcher chose one institution to take part in order to provide a rich, detailed description of
the faculty member and development officer collaborative activities in a single context (Geertz,
1973). Since all campus cultures are unique, an interview format was important. It brought forth
deep, concentrative analysis of the manner in which organizational and institutional cultures
color can collaborations between higher education development officers and faculty members.
For the previous reasons, the interview based analytical design was a research framework that
was a good fit for the topic.
Theoretical Framework and Coding
Interview transcripts were analyzed according to the process of coding. A code is a brief
phrase or word which is assigned a descriptive attribute to distinguish the message or theme it
conveys or represents (Saldana, 2012). The codes and subsequent themes were derived through
the use of the theoretical framework, specifically Kezar and Lester’s Organizing Higher
Education for Collaboration: A Guide for Campus Leaders (2009).
Codes were derived utilizing four seminal elements from Kezar and Lester’s (2009)
theoretical framework. The first element was the potential of collaboration to create complex
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perspectives which can create enhanced solutions to important challenges. The second element is
the role organizational structure plays in influencing a collaborative culture within an institution.
The third element is the influence of shared goals in a collaborative working relationship. The
fourth and final element was the role of communication in cross unit professional collaboration.
Transcripts were coded according to these elements of the theoretical framework. Taking
one element of the theoretical framework at a time the transcripts were analyzed coming up with
specific codes based on what was contained in the answers given by subjects. The answers were
analyzed looking for elements of the themes previously mentioned from the theoretical
framework. When an element was detected, a code was created specific to the nature of that
answer, a color was created to mark it and a description was created. Codes were initially
specific in nature and after the initial round of coding codes became more generalized and were
grouped according to similarity. Coding symbolization was done through the use of color
initially and subsequently with symbols and colors to represent further groups of codes and
eventually themes. The codes were recorded in order to keep track of them and their meaning.
Once initial coding was completed subsequent rounds of coding grouped the codes
together according to the influence of collaboration, the influence of organizational structure on
collaboration, the influence of shared goals on collaboration, and the influence of communication
on collaboration. From there, themes were gleaned from the groups of codes to compile the three
themes contained in the study. The final themes came from elements of collaboration and
partnerships, the impact of organizational structure and professional culture on collaboration, and
the influence of communication on collaboration. These three elements were utilized because
they were the most prominent and important elements from the data when it was coded
according to Kezar and Lester’s (2009) theoretical framework.
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Specific Progression of Research Process
Utilizing a qualitative, interview based analytical research format, the researcher gathered
data from public documents, and semi structured interviews. The section presented here
describes the methods and protocols utilized for data collection, analysis, and verification.
IRB Approval
Prior to starting on data collection activities two essential preparation oriented actions
were completed. The researcher secured Institutional Review Board approval from The
University of Alabama. This follows Creswell’s (2005) data collection rules. After approval was
given, the researcher moved to the second step; asking the institution to participate in the study.
The second step was done through email communication with target individuals and/or their
representatives (Creswell, 2005). The target individuals included development officers, and
development administrators. The researcher located these individuals through analysis of
development officer’s contacts to decipher the best candidates among those perceived to be
actively involved in development. The method was that of purposive sampling. The researcher
created a document of introduction to be provided to the target individuals. The document
provided the reason for selection, actions to be undertaken, length of time on site, possibility of
disruption, data utilization method, and the potential benefit to the institution and individual
(Creswell, 2005). All together, IRB approval and first contact with university representatives
were two vital preparatory actions in the study’s data collection process.
Analysis of Documents
According to the guiding policies for qualitative research, public records were analyzed
during the course of the research progression (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 1988; Mertens, 1998).
Public records were utilized in order to ensure access and availability of information. During the
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research progression, the researcher recorded memos of subjectivity to provide audit ability and
to record all segments of the study (Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 1988; Mertens, 1998).
Publicly available documents such as marketing and informational material were
analyzed for content and overall presentation related to faculty member strategic involvement in
development initiatives. For the most part, the publicly available documents did promote the
influence development can have on research achievements, teaching innovations, and student
opportunities. In addition, there was an occasional mention of the influence of gifts on capital
improvements such as buildings and other structures. However, there was a lack of a distinctive
sense of institutionally supported faculty member involvement in development efforts outside of
the normal expectations of faculty member association with development causes and projects.
There was not a clear enough and decipherable enough element to the documents to set Big City
University apart from other large public research institutions in the Southeast.
Specific materials reviewed through content analysis included the following:
•

General Marketing and informational materials available to the public.

•

Institutionally Centered Periodicals.

•

Marketing Informational Materials directly related to development campaigns.

An important piece in conducting analysis of content is to look for themes and patterns to
emerge from the information (Patton, 1987). In this case study, texts were analyzed for
indications of the following characteristics:
•

Prominence of faculty member strategic involvement in development initiatives as a
seminal element.

•

How faculty members were mentioned in relation to development initiatives and
campaigns.
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•

Specific examples of faculty member involvement in strategic development initiatives.

•

Specific goals and objectives in relation to faculty member strategic involvement in
development outlined in the documents.

•

Identification of Key Faculty members who participate strategically in development
initiatives.

•

Prominence of the marketing of faculty member achievements to the public.

Public Documents
The researcher gathered public documents to set up institutional and development unit
contexts. The researcher also used public documents to examine whether the existing
institutional environment is open to the strategic use of faculty members in development
initiatives. According to one researcher in qualitative methods, documents provide an internal
view regarding processes researchers are often unable to observe (Mertens, 1998).
In data collecting, the researcher looked for documents from the institutions’ websites
regarding department and institutional mission, structures of organization, case statements,
outreach efforts, service efforts, programs, and events. Particularly, any documents regarding
faculty member fundraising efforts were of particular interest. However, very little seminal data
of applicable value was found.
Procedures for Document Collection.
Upon completing a detailed search of the institution’s website, the researcher analyzed
documents. The documents were scrutinized to make sure they address the purpose of the study.
The researcher also asked participants in the study for ideas on other sources or documents
related to the research questions.
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Interviews
A total of 27 interviews were completed for the study. The subjects were all development
officers and staff. The subjects came from several institutional units within Big City University.
Units ranged from the College of Arts and Sciences to Business to Medicine. Each subject had a
slightly different take on the subject of the strategic involvement of faculty members in
development. However, the one theme that remained constant was the development member’s
view of faculty member’s value. All of those interviewed saw faculty members as a valuable
element in development operations and strategy and were hopeful of increased involvement of
faculty members in development moving forward.
Table 1
Timeline for the Study
Method

Target population

Frequency

Total number

Timeline

Individual
interviews

Development officers

1x

17 individuals

May -August 2014

Individual
interviews

Development
Administrators

1x

10 individuals

May -August 2014

Document
analysis

Institutional
Periodicals, Academic
unit periodicals,
departmental web
pages, central
development
newsletter, online
marketing and external
relations materials

August-September
2014

The questions were designed to get at what role organizational dynamics, operational
considerations, professional culture, and past experience played in the subject’s view of faculty

51

member strategic involvement in development. The questions were designed to uncover the
nature of faculty member involvement in development, if it exists, and to explore if that
involvement has value for the institution and the individual. The questions were designed to
explore if development officers viewed faculty member strategic participation as valuable and if
so in what ways faculty members could be incentivized to participate in development related
activities given the existing strains on their time.
Protocol for Interviews
The researcher used a qualitative research template with wide ranging acceptability. The
established plan for recording interviews involved instructions given to interviewees and the
questions to be asked during the course of the enquiry (Creswell, 2005). The study included 27
interviews. The interview procedures had an introduction, main body, and conclusion. At the
beginning, the researcher thanked the interviewee for their time and involvement and worked to
establish a rapport. The initial part of the interview had the following elements: purpose of the
study, data to be gathered, and actions to protect confidentiality and length of time for the
interviewee (Creswell, 2005). During the interview the researcher offered questions to delve into
detail when the researcher felt it was necessary to have the interviewee do so (Creswell, 2005).
At the end, the researcher thanked the participant and enquired as to the possible nature of an
additional conversation if issues were to arise.
Method of Analysis for Interviews
Interviews were analyzed according to the process of coding. A code is usually a brief
phrase or word which is assigned a descriptive attribute to distinguish the message or theme it
conveys or represents (Saldana, 2012). Coding is performed in cycles with the first cycle
representing detailed analysis and the next cycle conveying longer themes with a broader
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meaning or representation (Saldana, 2012). Some codes simply reduce data, some summarize
and condense it and others put forth a clear image of the desired representation (Saldana, 2012).
Coding is essentially the process whereby data is transformed into data analysis (Saldana, 2012).
Coding involves breaking the data into pieces and then establishing meaning based on the
information within those pieces (Creswell, 2003). It is a systematic process of text analysis in
which the researcher is looking for codes which address expected topics, new thinking, and
larger research themes (Creswell, 2003). Coding allows the researcher to establish setting and
context and gain a deeper understanding of themes (Creswell, 2003). The researcher looks at the
role each code plays within the overall setting as well as the meaning of the overall picture with
codes, settings, and analysis taken into account together (Creswell, 2003). Themes from codes
then can be interconnected and developed into a theoretical model which can be utilized to bring
meaning to the data and bring about lessons learned and ideas for consideration (Creswell, 2003).
Lastly, questions for future research can be realized through the coding process (Creswell, 2003).
Data Management
The researcher went by the accepted rules regarding data management put forth by
qualitative researchers (Creswell, 2005). The two major data sources – documents and
interviews, required specific data management methods. The researcher prepared the data for
analysis in a proper manner to maintain informational integrity and the confidentiality of
participants. In each element of information collected, the researcher concealed the names of
institutions and persons to allow their identities to be protected.
Documents were inspected before analysis to make sure they were relevant and accurate
(Merriam, 1988). The document’s level of relation to the study was determined based on whether
it has a relationship to the questions of research and purpose of the study (Merriam, 1988). The
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accuracy of documentation was evaluated based on a comparison with the memorandums,
interviews and other documents used in the examination (Merriam, 1988). Documents were kept
in a password-protected computer and any hard copies were stored in a secure place and
destroyed upon the completion of the study (Merriam, 1988). The interviews were also
transcribed in a specified, standardized format (Merriam, 1988).
Verification
To verify the data the researcher used qualitative strategies put forth by researchers to
cover external and internal validity. The researcher went by two commonly accepted strategies to
increase the internal validity. These include triangulation and member checks. Triangulation was
used in establishing internal validity. It is a method used to show credibility in qualitative
research (Mertens, 1998). It involves checking and making sure information gathered from
various sources and through different methods has a consistent nature. Triangulation views a
process from different points of analysis and utilizes numerous sets of information, theories and
models (Yin, 1994). Triangulation was established by comparing interview notes, interview
transcripts, and public documents from the Big City University website. Member checks
involved the review of collected information with study participants to correct mistakes in
transcriptions or inaccuracies in documents (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1988).
In order to address external validity the researcher utilized two main strategies. Firstly,
the researcher stated the intent to enable researchers, through the work, to generalize the findings
to other situations while understanding the unique nature of the specific cases the researcher
offers. Secondly, the researcher clarified to readers that the examination may not be replicable to
other contexts in the exact form presented. The researcher offered details on methods in order for
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readers to decide how accurate the findings are and whether they are applicable to other
situations.
Lastly, the researcher was greatly concerned about ethical issues in this study. The
researcher foresaw four main issues possibly coming to the forefront. The potential emotional
shock that could result from the data collection methods of the study; the potential for harm
brought about by divulging the names of institutions and individuals involved in the study;
plagiarism issues and copyright issues; and the potential for fraud in gathering and analyzing
information and reporting the results of the study. The researcher was able to manage these
issues.
Data was examined for themes. Themes were initially recognized as singular and further
refined so they aligned with one another to form broader areas of analysis. This approach
allowed for a study and findings which were detailed. It was challenging to gather such data
from a single case but the researcher felt it was necessary in order to increase the possibilities for
future replication in different contexts and environments.
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CHAPTER IV:
ANALYSIS
Introduction
Faculty member strategic involvement in development is important to public institutions.
Faculty member perspectives and in depth knowledge afford development officers an asset to
facilitate donor connections and boost external relations by adding prestige to the existing
institutional image (Alexander & Carlson, 2005). Faculty members are important to strategic
development while development is becoming increasingly important to the professional lives of
faculty members (Speck, 2010). Some faculty members realize the important role development
plays in ensuring current research and academic initiatives (Speck, 2010). Development officers
also understand the important role faculty members play in connecting to donors by telling a
story (Speck, 2010). The difficulty in the faculty member and strategic development paradigm
resides in getting faculty members involved. Development officers need to demonstrate how
important development is to what faculty members do and to establish a personal connection
between the faculty member and the development process. Many faculty members realize the
benefit of successful strategic development initiatives in terms of what they can provide to
faculty members and academic programs (Klein, 2009). In some public institutional contexts,
faculty members may be tacitly required to adapt and participate in strategic development
initiatives (Klein, 2009). Faculty member strategic involvement in development can usually only
be realized in institutions where the cultural elements support such a condition (Klein, 2009). In
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institutions where development is not highlighted and collaborative influences are not present
faculty member involvement is less likely.
Faculty member value to strategic development also resides in their ability to connect
donors to how their funds are being used (Geiger, 1985). When development professionals and
faculty members work together, it is likely to create a deeper understanding of how funds are
used. Faculty members have the ability to bring in firsthand knowledge about fund usage. With
this condition, it is more likely a long term relationship can be developed and maintained with
donors (Alexander & Carlson, 2005).
The ability of faculty members and development officers to collaborate strategically in
development depends largely on reaching an understanding of mutual benefit. Each group has
significant benefits to bring to the other. Faculty members are adept at understanding how people
learn and being able to facilitate learning (Lattuca, 2005). Additionally, faculty members have an
understanding of how characteristics and environments affect learning (Lattuca, 2005).
Delivering a deep, detailed message in a way audiences can understand are faculty members
skills which can translate well to development initiatives (Lattuca, 2005; Bernheimer, Burns, &
Duke, 1973). The key to getting faculty members involved in strategic development is creating a
realization of professional value. Faculty members need to understand why development success
is important to them and their program or department.
In addition to influencing faculty member involvement, development officers need to be
part of an organizational culture which encourages innovation (Kezar & Eckel, 2002). Backing
from administrators to support cross unit collaboration is valuable to this process (Kezar &
Eckel, 2002). Such a condition is essential to the importance of working together and improving
results in areas of great importance to the overall institution (Kezar & Eckel, 2002).
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Development occupies a place in the list of overall importance but there also needs to be a
strategic vision and individuals willing to work together in teams to help facilitate the realization
of collaborative efforts (Kezar & Eckel, 2002).
Research Purpose
The purpose of this study is to examine the strategic use of faculty members in
development initiatives at a single university with a demonstrated commitment to large-scale
development efforts.
Research Questions
This case study examines questions around the strategic use of faculty members in
development collaboration and fundraising pursuits. The case study explored organizational,
group, and individual dynamics in the strategic use of faculty members in fundraising efforts at
one Carnegie Classified large, four year, primarily residential research institution. The research
questions are as follows:
1. What is the nature of faculty member and development officer collaboration on
development efforts?
2. What challenges do development officers experience when collaborating with faculty
members?
3. How does institutional culture facilitate faculty member and development officer
collaboration?
The qualitative interview questions posed to Development Administrators and
Development Officers. Additionally, document analysis was conducted to evaluate the presence
of faculty member involvement in strategic development efforts.
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Major Themes of the Study
Data was organized according to four major themes which emerged through the analysis
1. Faculty Member Involvement in Strategic Development can be a misunderstood or
unrealized concept requiring greater consideration to arrive at potential benefits.
a. Understanding how communication Affects the Conception of Development’s
Value
b. Partnerships have transformative potential
2. Professional culture and socialization affects how different professional units work
together toward a common goal.
a. Shared goals tend to have a greater impact with donors.
3. Successful Faculty Member and Development Officer Collaboration on Strategic
Development Initiatives is based on Effective Communication
a. Participative Value is Understood Differently According to Social and
Cultural Professional Contexts
Faculty Member Involvement in Strategic Development can be a misunderstood or unrealized
concept requiring greater consideration to arrive at potential benefits
Big City University’s development unit is, for the most part, enthusiastic about the
benefit of faculty member involvement in strategic development. Development leadership and
personnel are generally open to collaboration but the involvement of faculty members in such
collaboration is not always a realized or understood consideration. Dorene, a Senior Director of
Development in Big City University’s School of Optometry, saw the relationship as a potentially
fruitful one as long as it was managed well. Dorene spoke with an element of frustration when
asked about faculty member’s commitment to development efforts.
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Now, occasionally you are going to find a faculty member who has no problem asking for
money and a problem could arise with them not asking for enough. So, it is very
important, when using a faculty member to have, I don’t want to say coaching
necessarily, but to have a dialogue and an expectation of what is going to happen in the
meeting so that the meeting does not roll up in your face.
In some development positions at Big City University there is an aversion to involving
faculty members directly in initiatives because of the perceived difficulty of working with them
and getting them involved in development in an effective way. Dorene explained this
frustratingly when talking about faculty member development training. According to her, “The
money that was spent on the three faculty members who attended was money wasted in my
opinion. Two of them are no longer in their positions of leadership. One is still in the position of
leadership, but he is the person that’s probably the least likely in my school to do anything to
help.”
The perspective Dorene expressed does not directly correlate to Kezar and Lester’s
theoretical framework (Kezar & Lester, 2009). However, ineffective initiatives such as the one
Dorene spoke of are often caused by loose coupling within an organization and conflict between
academic and administrative cultures. These are elements Kezar and Lester (2009) pinpoint as
barriers to collaboration which exist in institutions (Kezar & Lester, 2009). While Dorene did not
pinpoint the issue which caused this scenario it was evident from her answer she was frustrated
with the way the organization functioned to bring about the condition. Difficulty can be an
inherent characteristic of getting faculty members to participate in strategic development efforts.
Such a condition is often fueled by a misunderstanding of what development efforts mean for the
faculty member. Faculty members can harbor negative connotations regarding development.
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Dorene has found that open communication and putting development efforts in a positive context
can go a long way.
Going to them and explaining that this is just something that is good for the school,
ultimately good for them because I am asking for money in their area and they will
benefit and if they are not comfortable with asking for money just go with me, do the Hi,
how are you thing, talk to them for a little bit and then I come in and actually ask for the
money.
The hope among development officers is that once faculty members see the value development
can have to what they do there may be a higher likelihood of participation and enthusiasm. The
perspective here relates to Kezar and Lester’s (2009) element of complex perspectives and
enhanced solutions created through collaboration. Without collaboration, it is difficult to develop
new solutions and perspectives which can generate commitment (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Faculty
member interaction with development officers can demonstrate the value of development to
other faculty members.
The priorities of the current Big City University development campaign make it evident
that faculty member related causes are a top priority. Faculty member professional issues are also
important priorities of strategic development initiatives at Big City University. The Big City
University campaign priorities state one of the main goals is to “advance faculty excellence with
a focus on recruitment and retention, and a goal of doubling endowed chairs and professorships.”
The campaign priorities continue to cover other areas of faculty member professional culture the
campaign aims to influence. The campaign wants to influence Big City University’s faculty
members to “foster research innovation and economic development through research
acceleration, drug discovery, innovation and economic enrichment.” The marketing materials
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related to current campaign goals do seem to indicate that faculty member initiatives are
important. In a general sense, the overall goals of the current campaign aim to positively
influence the greater good. The nature of the current campaign indicates an operational outlook
supportive of collaborative goals.
A successful fundraising effort of this scale will reap vastly improved health care,
educational opportunities, and quality of life, as well as robust economic development,
throughout our community, state, nation, and beyond. This will be a campaign with a
truly global impact.
The Senior Vice President for Development’s publicly available message on the campaign seems
to echo the collaborative feel.
Consider how your life or the lives of your family and friends have been changed by Big
City University, whether as a grateful patient, a student, a patron of the arts or a business
person who appreciates the university’s incredible economic impact on our state.
Whatever your passion, someone here at Big City University shares it: working on a
cure, paving the way, changing the world to make it a better place to live for everyone.
Faculty members have the potential to expose current students to projects, improvements,
and programs oriented toward development initiatives. For this reason, faculty members can be
an important resource for development officers in terms of creating future donors. Through such
initiatives faculty members can participate in strategic development and demonstrate their value
in new and different ways. When faculty members expose students to development initiatives
students are learning and exposing themselves to development through interaction with faculty
members. Such a scenario correlates to Kezar and Lester’s (2009) theoretical perspective
because it is important for individual work and collaboration to coexist in order to create a
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successful collaborative environment. Faculty members are able to utilize their individual work
with students to collaborate with development to create student exposure to fundraising. Faculty
members also have the capability to instill in future graduates an appreciation of what
development means to the whole institution. Laurie, a development officer in fine arts, spoke
positively of faculty members involving students in fundraising events.
They do participate in that way, like we try to share resources, because when we have a
program, we want to make sure that we make full use of having them here in our
department on the university campus. And so, but – yeah that is one main way we utilize
faculty members and students. I know our director at times, if she needs additional
resources; she wants to partner with professors.
If faculty members can see the potential benefit of exposing students to development then
there is a much higher likelihood that faculty members will better understand the important role
current students play in the future of development. In most cases, the value of faculty members
to development and external relations lies in their ability to connect to former students and
external stakeholders through a unique internal perspective on institutional pursuits. Such a
scenario correlates to Kezar and Lester’s (2009) view of collaboration as having the power to
create learning and innovation within an organization. Collaborative pursuits can take initiatives
in new directions through new perspectives (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Laurie pinpointed the value
that faculty member strategic participation brings her department by focusing on her perspective.
Usually, if you collaborate with faculty members, it turns out better. My perspective is
that we have goals we need to meet. We need to have a certain amount of money. I
definitely think having faculty input is always great because they have a different
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perspective than we do. We can plan things all day long, but sometimes through
partnerships faculty members understand better what the community is looking for.
Faculty member’s value to strategic development does not lie in asking for money.
Rather it resides in their unique ability to foster a deep connection between the institution and the
donor. It is important for this benefit to be understood by development officers from both a
social and cultural perspective. It is also important for the development officer to understand
how to properly utilize the social and cultural elements of faculty member professional worlds if
they want to achieve a mutually beneficial partnership. Kezar and Lester’s (2009) theoretical
framework pinpoints the alignment of goals to identify similar pursuits as essential to
establishing collaboration across professional units (Kezar & Lester, 2009). For example, faculty
member’s ability and propensity to relay a story is an important benefit for development officers.
Charlotte, a development officer in Big City University’s Health Relations stated how
development officers in her unit “work with program directors to map out plans and how faculty
members can be involved. Can we include them on a visit, so they can tell the story about what’s
going on in their program and what their needs are. They are involved daily in what we are
doing. They come to our events, they travel with us. I mean it’s just we are all in constant
contact.” It is critical, if development officers want to realize the potential benefits from faculty
member involvement, to communicate clearly. Charlotte stated that it is important for faculty
members to understand development is worth their time because their presence and perspective
can bring in a donor gift of significant professional benefit to themselves and their academic unit.
The achievement of a significant long-term benefit can be linked to clear communications. Most
of all, it is important for faculty members to understand why it is worth their time and effort to
work together with development officers on strategic development. Understanding which leads
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to collaboration can be established by setting up networks of individual relationships according
to Kezar and Lester (2009). Relationships create commitment to similar goals and shared
understandings which can lead to new realities (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Thus, development
officers and faculty members with shared understandings often can achieve goals together.
Doris, Charlotte’s partner in Big City University’s Health Professions department, spoke
confidently about how important faculty members are to development.
We just need them there to tell the story and sell the program or whatever it is their needs
are and we will handle the rest of it. And it kind of all just falls in place once you do that.
You’ve got people who are salivating on what you are doing, they are going to be like
how can I help? You don’t even have to ask. If they are ready, get them pumped about
what’s going on, they are like, okay, what do you need? And the ask is totally taken off
and you just go ahead and say okay, here is what we need.
Doris continued on to explain that once faculty members understand their role and the benefit
development can bring to themselves and their academic units, they are more likely to commit
time and effort to it. A big part of equating benefits to faculty member strategic participation
involves overcoming misconceptions. Kezar and Lester (2009) indicate that misconceptions
about the value of pursuits with other units can be overcome by making others aware of the value
of collaborative work. Doris stated, “And I think the other thing that we are overcoming too is
because the first thing out of a lot of their mouths is, I don’t know how to ask for money.” Doris
and her colleagues overcome this by clearly defining what faculty member involvement means
for the faculty member.
Regarding clearly defined goals of development initiatives, the publicly available
campaign information often explains the goal structure clearly. It is important for faculty
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members to be interested in the goals delineated in Big City University’s School of Business
campaign goals. The proposed initiatives have a direct impact on them professionally. The
marketing material clearly lays out that the School of Business’ “ number one priority is to
secure funding for new facilities and technology that provide our students, faculty members, and
staff with the resources they need to be successful.” The detailed goal structure of the campaign
as it relates to the School of Business is directly beneficial to faculty member professional
culture. The school has the following delineated goals.
Attract high-quality students, faculty, and employers to recruit and hire our students.
Enhance our ability to educate students through optimizing leading-edge technology.
Engage more alumni and business leaders through growth in executive education.
Enhance faculty, staff, and student interactions. Facilitate entrepreneurship and
innovation leading to commercialization and economic development opportunities.
Promote collaboration in areas of leadership, innovation, and entrepreneurship.
Clear communication about what involvement means for faculty members can go a long
way toward helping development officers take advantage of the value they lend to the process
and create a partnership. Doris continued, “It’s the program support; we need them there,
because they are the person that knows all details about how everything works. That other part of
the task we will walk them through it and it will be okay.” However, faculty member questions
of time and the value of commitment is always there. It remains the development officer’s
responsibility to foster faculty member involvement. Faculty member participation in strategic
development is driven by whether there is a desire to participate and sacrifice valuable time and
effort in the process. In some cases, according to Doris, faculty members see that if they do not
participate in strategic development and realize the benefits it can offer their department will be
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left behind. According to Doris, some faculty members in certain departments see participation
in development as important and understand “if I don’t go ahead and commit to this, if I don’t go
ahead and put in the time and the effort, we are not going to be able to be on the table with those
other people, because we don’t want to collaborate.” To foster involvement in strategic
development a return on the investment for faculty members is necessary, otherwise they see
little reason to commit. Sometimes the incentives to collaborate are clear and directly linked to
success where without collaboration a goal is not accomplished (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Other
times incentives to collaborate are more intrinsic, according to Kezar and Lester (2009). Intrinsic
rewards like gaining a skill or making a connection can create long-term commitment to
collaboration according to Kezar and Lester (2009). Either way, it is vital for faculty members to
see a value in collaboration with development officers.
While there are some faculty members at Big City University who do not contribute to
strategic development there are just as many who seek involvement and do an excellent job
connecting with donors. Often if faculty members get involved in development they can
influence others in a department to seek involvement and can establish why development can be
worth the time and effort. Karl, a senior director of development in Big City University’s
medical school explained that often it is up to the development officer to pinpoint faculty
members who would be productive partners in development campaigns. It is up to the
development officer to understand what faculty members can contribute to development and to
convince them they are valuable and that their efforts are worth the time. As Karl stated, it is all
about involving faculty members who want to contribute. Faculty members who see value in
development, making sure they are comfortable and can bring the influential social and cultural
elements of their profession to the process. Such a perspective correlates to the values groups
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bring when considering the ability to collaborate (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Values correlate to the
potential to create collaborative relationships (Kezar & Lester, 2009). It often takes an
appreciation of the value of collaboration to create a commitment to it among units in an
organization (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
For doctors who are also professors, commitment to development involves a combination
of sensitivity to patient needs and a deep understanding of current research. According to Karl,
doctors who can explain the intricacies of research and connect to a donor’s compassion while
exercising people skills are extremely valuable to strategic development. Karl spoke of the
faculty member role as he saw it: “They have to be engaged. We have to have them and I
typically call on former students or friends of former students. So, the faculty member has to
open the door, and once the door is open the relationship can be developed. And, I believe
personally that the doctor remaining involved, the faculty member remaining involved is critical
to success.”
Certain faculty members seem to immediately grasp what the development officer and
the institution are trying to accomplish and others do not. However, according to Karl through
collaboration and communication, partnerships can be formed.
Certain faculty members are much better than others. And there can be a communication
gap. You know, the way that we answer that is how we structure our visits with donors.
The chair of the department bridges the gaps between faculty and donors well. So, even if
we have a faculty member that spends a majority of their time in a lab and does not have
great interpersonal skills, a good chair and development officer can assist and make them
successful.
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Communication gaps between development officers and faculty members can occur. However,
they can be alleviated by establishing clarity regarding what needs to be accomplished and why
faculty member commitment to development is important for themselves and the institution.
Similar to Kezar and Lester’s (2009) theoretical framework, the faculty doctors at Big City
University were able to maintain individual work while collaborating on development initiatives.
Such a condition strengthened their commitment to collaboration because they were able to
combine two distinctive professional elements to achieve results and understand the relationship
combined initiatives play in achieving a common goal (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
Understanding how Communication Affects the Conception of Development’s Value
Communication is a vital to the development officers at Big City University. Without
effective communication, collaboration with faculty members on strategic development is often
very difficult. Big City University has struggled over time establishing effective communication,
especially between development officers and faculty members. For Karl, the issue has been a
source of great frustration over the years. He spoke of it initially with an element of frustration.
However, with the next sentence he spoke with a renewed satisfaction regarding where things
currently stand in the context of development working with faculty members.
I think we’ve got to communicate and historically, Big City University has not done well.
That is an area we are dramatically improving upon as we have entered into this
campaign. Communication is an area we need to continue to improve upon both
internally and externally. People receive messages in different ways. We have to
communicate consistently but it is something which is hard to measure.
A great deal of time and effort is expended by development officers in getting the word
out to faculty members on why development is important to them professionally. Consistency of

69

message is a key element in effectively connecting with faculty members on why their
involvement is important. A consistent message correlates to establishing what Kezar and Lester
(2009) call a collaborative ethic (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Such a collaborative ethic creates
consistency of message when working to collaborate (Kezar & Lester, 2009). According to Karl,
progress is being made at least in his unit. Regarding progress he stated, “Over the past five
years, I have seen views of development on the medical side, I do not know about the other side
of campus, but I have seen views of development from the medical side really evolve from a
what do you guys do to a clearer conception and respect about what we do. Much of this has
been driven by consistency of message and faculty equating development efforts with results.”
Results over time have shown a greater degree of faculty member participation within his
department. Better communication and real world conditions have driven this state of affairs.
Faculty members in research heavy fields like medicine and science often realize the importance
of development to a greater degree than colleagues in other departments. They tend to
understand its importance for the overall health of the institution and often more importantly; to
bring in much needed research dollars. Public funding for research has been lacking in recent
years, magnifying the importance of development. By necessity, many faculty members want to
overcome the social and cultural barriers between themselves and development officers to work
together. Such a scenario to achieving collaboration is realized by creating trust and developing
relationships according to Kezar and Lester (2009). Even those, “ that just did not want to work
with us have come around because they are realizing with the cuts in the NIH, the cuts in the
National Cancer Institute to grant funding” the role of development needs to be better understood
and utilized. Some faculty members within Medicine, according to Karl, are putting differences
in professional and social culture aside “and relying very heavily on philanthropy as an answer.
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Research is only part of the possibilities philanthropy can provide but it is an answer to keeping
the research moving forward.”
In order to help foster the notion of faculty member involvement in strategic development
it is up to development officers to establish and keep up a relationship with faculty members. It
has already been mentioned that faculty member involvement in strategic development is driven
by a sense of professional benefit. It is important for faculty members to see a return for
themselves if they are to commit their time and efforts. For Kezar and Lester (2009) rewards and
incentives create commitment to collaborative efforts at higher education institutions (Kezar &
Lester, 2009). Such a condition can be created by continuous interaction, constantly keeping
communication channels open and helping to ensure both parties understand what the other is
doing. Communication is vital in terms of understanding social and cultural differences and the
role they play in collaboration. According to Joe, a development director in Big City University’s
school of dentistry, it takes constant attention.
I mean it is a continuous, it is an ongoing process that we are always doing. When we
have policies that come out, we make sure that there is an understanding, sometimes we
have to remind them that, hey you can’t do that, we need to go through this office so that
we’re compliant with Big City University and in our school. So pretty much every day
that I’m here certainly in the office I’m connecting with the faculty member in some way,
visiting with them, asking about their programs or soliciting them. So as far as a faculty
member involved in our activities it’s at least a third of the time, I would say, in some
form or fashion.
Communication with faculty members can be hindered by a refusal to get involved in
development initiatives no matter what value it may bring to their academic units or professional
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pursuits. Karri, a development director in Big City University’s school of education, views
development as universally ingrained in the professional environment.
We all do it and when you are in an industry like higher education there is a propensity to
understand the need for philanthropic support. So I think that universal understanding
exists but there is also a need for additional training for some faculty members but I do
not ever think I am starting at zero or below zero.
A news periodical from Big City University’s school of nursing indicated that when
faculty members commit their time to development awareness can form of what development
initiatives can accomplish. The story outlines how faculty members interviewed at a 2014
fundraising event equated the satisfaction they got from teaching with the opportunity to see
first-hand what development initiatives can achieve. One faculty member stated, “I cannot
express how powerful it was to attend this fundraiser and see how people in the community
support what we do at the School of Nursing.” The development director of the school of
nursing, Kim, stated that these events “have opened people’s eyes even more” to the importance
of the school and the role it plays in educating future nurses. These statements highlight the
importance of commitment and the resulting communication which can influence faculty
member perceptions of development value.
Some faculty members are simply too busy to get involved in development initiatives.
Additionally, there can be added difficulty in communication given the different social and
cultural differences between the professional lives of faculty members and development officers.
Faculty members usually have vastly different educational and professional backgrounds than
development officers. According to Kezar and Lester (2009), barriers to collaboration and
communication can be alleviated by establishing relationships through networking with those
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from different professional backgrounds (Kezar & Lester, 2009). There can be a learning curve
for development officers in terms of understanding the language and social norms of faculty
members as well as the specific knowledge faculty members have of development programs. For
Connie, a development officer in the school of medicine, there are some barriers which can make
collaboration especially difficult. She indicated very matter of factly: “There is just a difference.
I think faculty members are smarter and more intelligent in some ways. This is a world where
most people have their MD or their PhD, they have five or six certifications.” For Connie, there
are also realities inherent in faculty member professional lives which play a part in establishing
communication. Connie pinpointed such realities in a reverent voice.
these people work, they sleep three or four hours a night. They are such a big presence in
terms of intelligence levels and motivation and personality. They speak a certain
language which can be a barrier. It is up to the development officer to learn their
language to communicate. So there is a divide but a lot of times if you can get them to sit
down with you, you can start forming a relationship.
Development officers need to have a developed understanding of internal initiatives, research,
and activities that faculty members are working on. Without this basic understanding, it can be
difficult for development officers and faculty members to work together and formulate a
coherent message to deliver to donors. A consistent message requires a social and cultural
understanding of professional realities between the two groups. Such an understanding also
correlates to Kezar and Lester’s view of collaboration as strengthened through cross- functional
understanding (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
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Partnerships have Transformative Potential
The value of faculty members to strategic development can be realized in an environment
where both parties understand the specific social, cultural, and professional roles the other plays
in the process. It is vital for development officers, when bringing faculty members into the
process, to sit down and discuss how faculty members view their role and what they want out of
the process. This helps create an understanding of how to work together and approach the donor.
According to Heather, a major gift officer in the school of medicine, it is up to the faculty
member to realize the importance collaboration and partnerships occupy in their professional
advancement. For her, collaboration with development officers is “really the future of their
particular department. So yeah we’ve definitely got to get as many faculty members involved
and they’re the ones ultimately that have these relationships with folks.”
Heather spoke about how vital faculty members are to the development process: “These
faculty members are the ones that, they have dealt firsthand with all of these students and all of
these folks that are, ultimately, giving to the institution.” Faculty member’s value to
development is most effective when it is properly managed and used. For Heather, many faculty
members she works with have “ actually built the relationships and tried to really work with
them and have made it so these alumni are like, yeah Big City’s a great place to be, we wanna
really give back because of this particular professor.” It is important for faculty members at Big
City University to understand the value of relationships in development. For Heather, “there are
certain personalities that you work best with and you kind of know how you have to work with
different people in order to get the job done.” It is vital for development officers to understand
they are there to facilitate a relationship and to help development efforts by building that
relationship. For Kezar and Lester (2009) relationships are important for collaboration. A
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constant effort to create new ways to foster relationships in collaborative efforts is an important
piece to achieving professional collaboration (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
There are faculty members who overcome the social and cultural professional differences
and find a personal commitment, understanding, and enjoyment in development. Such faculty
members will proceed to ask for funds because they enjoy the effort. Such a scenario is not
necessarily favorable to Big City University’s development efforts and represents
miscommunication within the partnership. According to Gail, director of planned giving at Big
City University, “There are those that maybe want to be too involved and they keep the
relationship to themselves instead of letting the development people work the gift. So there are
those who overstep the boundaries of what faculty members mean to development.” Such a
scenario can present the perception of a disjointed commitment and this usually does not
resonate well with donors. For Kezar and Lester (2009), campuses which demonstrate they can
work collaboratively in a manner which is responsive, efficient and team oriented tend to attract
positive attention and philanthropic support.
Big City University development officers have seen faculty member involvement in
strategic development achieve effectiveness when collaboration becomes part of the operational
culture. Kezar and Lester (2009) also indicate collaboration is more effectively realized at an
institution which considers it part of its mission. The publicly available message on the current
Big City University development campaign from the Vice President for Development indicates
the value placed on partnerships.
Everyone has a role to play. One of the most rewarding things about being in a major
fund-raising campaign is how it motivates people to rally and work together toward
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shared goals. We could not contemplate taking on a $1 billion goal without the strong
support of our volunteers and donors in conjunction with our deans, faculty, and staff.
An important piece of building faculty member commitment involves making development a
part of faculty member professional lives, explaining the importance of commitment along with
what to expect. Such a scenario relates to Kezar and Lester’s (2009) intrinsic rewards where the
value of collaborating is seen in ways which indirectly affect the person. When the value of
collaboration is understood to be beneficial, commitment is often realized but this condition can
be difficult to achieve (Kezar & Lester, 2009). According to Dorene, a senior director of
development in the school of optometry, the main element in crossing social and cultural
professional differences lies in relaying how important faculty members are to the development
process. Dorene explained how she will be communicating with faculty members and her Dean
to successfully manage the new campaign.
I’ll be telling them how important it is to allow us to utilize them because ideally they can
open doors that we cannot. I’ve been fortunate to have a dean who knows everybody.
Deans and faculty members can open doors and when both can work together the faculty
members become even more important because they know the alumni. Often the faculty
members have a relationship with the alumni and they will be crucial to the future.
Alumni remember faculty members and it is important for faculty members to understand
the value they represent to development in this way.
Open and clear communication along with an understanding of the important part relationships
play in the process is vital. Success in collaboration is realized by establishing networks of
relationships where trust and understanding is created over time (Kezar & Lester, 2009). After a
faculty member has expressed willingness to commit and work with development officers, it is
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essential to script how they will be interacting with individuals in external efforts. According to
Alexis, a development officer in planned giving at Big City University, many faculty members
think it is “not appropriate to ask alumni for money. We have to ensure them that you don’t have
to ask for money, we do the asking. We tell them they are a better fit to say what is needed and
the difference someone’s gift would make. Some don’t like being a part of development because
they’re scared they will be the ones asking for money.” It is vital, according to Alexis, “to
establish trust between development officer and faculty member in terms of what the process will
look like for both.” Such a practice according to Alexis “helps to erase doubt and uncertainty
within the mind of faculty members and can assist in helping to establish a working relationship
with development officers and a relationship with donors.” Usually, when learning is present
and a connection is established between what is learned and what is best for them professionally,
faculty member’s commitment to strategic development can be supported and obtained.
Faculty member partnerships with strategic development at Big City University are
possible when communication can be formed through consideration of social and cultural norms.
Such conditions can be realized through the establishment of relationships but also through the
establishment of committees and teams to foster collaboration (Kezar & Lester, 2009). For Kezar
and Lester these mechanisms help foster collaboration (Kezar & Lester, 2009). These functions
of committee and team based collaboration were missing from the data derived from
development officers at Big City University. According to Heather, a development officer in the
school of medicine, getting faculty members to understand how their professional world fits into
development is challenging. Heather indicated some faculty members just outright consider “my
job is not to raise money my job is to teach students” and often there can be difficulty in
establishing how their professional world can benefit from a new social and cultural
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understanding of what development is. Heather continues to explain the disconnect very directly,
stating that faculty members think, “what is my role and how is development supposed to fit into
my role? So that’s just trying to deal with a little bit of education on your part go figure out how
to teach them why it’s in their best interest to give back to the institution and to get involved in
development, because it’s really a win-win situation for everybody.”
For development personnel this is a significant barrier because faculty members have
busy schedules and different communication styles and professional contexts. Heather explains it
in a manner where she knows her description does not communicate the reality. In explaining
faculty member time constraints, Heather said “they’re just, they’re so pressed for time that if,
even if they’re willing and they understand development. Still, trying to figure out how they can
best be involved without calling you up at random hours when their schedule actually allows
them to is the difficult part.” Development officers have to recognize the value of establishing
relationships and tailoring communication styles according to faculty member social and cultural
realities if they want to successfully work with faculty members on strategic development.
Again, relationships and trust are key elements in understanding different professional and
cultural realities and are key elements in communication to achieve collaboration (Kezar &
Lester, 2009).
For development officers it is often easier to gain a commitment to participate in strategic
development from Deans. Often the social and cultural professional world of the Dean makes it
easier to form partnerships with development officers on initiatives. Deans lie outside of the
normal faculty pursuits of teaching and research and often have a higher level of understanding
regarding the value of development. Deans are accustomed to participating in development and
are increasingly immersed in the development world as financial conditions at public institutions
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have changed. Heather stated that while Deans are valuable to development efforts they are only
as valuable as the other faculty members who they collaborate with. According to Heather, “A
lot of the faculty members and Deans are heavily involved with helping to bring or endowments
to fruition because they’re some of the ones that are most vested.” Heather continues to pinpoint
why faculty members and Deans have a vested interest in development success.
I mean, a lot of these causes we’re raising money for are actually chair positions or
endowed professorships. These are positions which can directly affect the professional
lives of both faculty members and deans. If they’re the ones who are going to be
receiving that particular position, that chair position, then of course they’re very
interested in it and if it’s something, even if they’re not the ones that are receiving that
particular position, if it’s in their particular division, well it’s in their best interest to go
ahead and try to do whatever they can to build up that division and make sure it’s going
to be reputable and someplace where they’re going to get the best faculty members.
In the department chair’s welcome messages and job announcements, development
activities are clearly delineated as important elements of professional responsibility.
Development is clearly a part of departmental goals and chair professional responsibilities. The
presence of development in this material indicates the importance it holds in the professional
responsibilities of chairs, deans, and department heads. The chair of Big City University’s school
of engineering outlined in his welcome message how he saw the immediate future of his
department and development.
With decreasing state support, gifts from individuals, companies, and foundations are
becoming essential for maintaining programs and creating centers of excellence. We rely
on such support to provide scholarships and secure resources for updating our facilities.
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Reaching out to alumni is essential for the department’s quest for excellence. With Big
City University in the midst of a fundraising capital campaign, we hope that in the
coming year we will see increased gifts to the department. What is more, we plan to
explore innovative partnerships with alumni and industry that will benefit our mission.
Big City University’s description of the Chair position in the Department of Foreign
Languages and Literatures exemplifies how specific professional expectations relate to
development. The position announcement relates the chair’s responsibility of promoting the
department with seeking financial support. The announcement seems to indicate that outreach,
department promotion, and fundraising are all inter related professional duties.
The Chair is the chief academic, financial, and strategic officer for the Department. He or
she will work to recruit and retain outstanding faculty members and students at all levels,
contribute to the intellectual life of the department as an active member of the faculty
members, and promote the department within the University and, as importantly, outside
the University to secure support. Candidates must exhibit excellent interpersonal, verbal,
and written communication skills, and interest in fundraising and development is
welcome.
Faculty members are not always automatically thinking about development as part of
what they do. For development officers to partner with faculty members in strategic development
efforts a consistent effort at communication and a shaping of message which conforms with the
social and cultural elements of faculty member lives is needed. The development officer needs to
not only understand how faculty members perceive development but also what they want to get
out of the experience. For Kim, a senior director of development in the school of nursing,
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fostering professional partnerships and transcending cultural and social differences in
professional worlds resides in finding a common need and pursuing that need for both parties.
If you find a faculty members who has a need or sees a need or see that we can solve a
problem if we had some resources, they immediately become much more engaged in the
development process than just a general sort of hey guys help the development office. If
faculty members can see the oh okay your trying to raise money for this and these are my
students or this is my program or it can help me travel to this place or hire a PhD or
whatever it is or you know resources to something with honor students then they’re going
to be completely engaged in what they’re doing.
Forming and maintaining such a partnership requires a great deal of effort, commitment, and
consistency on the part of development officers. Kim broke down how development officers
need to interact in a social, cultural, and professional context to influence optimal conditions for
partnerships.
Faculty are not thinking about development all the time. I mean, it is just not part of their
world. So communicating with them is a little bit more challenging. It requires a little bit
more effort because you have to kind of meet them where they are and there’s got to be,
you have to build a culture of philanthropy in a school so that people understand that this
is what we do, this is what’s expected, development brings in resources for us to you
know carry out strategic plans and consistency in communications is probably the most
important thing is that we know what we say, we say it every time you know the same
way and we meet a person where they are and bring them through the education process
we’re continually educating faculty members about what development is. So it is a neverending process and that’s well challenging.
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Big City University offers development training for faculty members in ongoing attempts
to create partnerships in strategic development initiatives. However, development training is
expensive and can only be offered on a limited basis therefore lessening the degree of its
effectiveness. Sometimes training can be misdirected and offered to faculty members who never
wanted to participate in development at all. Training is a form of collaboration between
development officer and faculty members which has the potential to increase possibilities for
success, decrease costs, and increase efficiency (Kezar & Lester, 2009). It also represents a form
of collaboration which can increase employee satisfaction by fostering an expanding
understanding of initiatives from other professional units (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Doris, a
development officer in the school of optometry, recounted the case of one faculty member.
He had extensive training because I took him to a development meeting. And, so he had
extensive training and still did not want to participate. And so all of his training was a
waste of money. So I do not think they targeted it correctly, I guess that’s what I am
trying to get to is, yes, they attempted it, but I do not think they did a very good job
because they did not get the people who would be willing to participate.
Training can be misused at times. If utilized more judiciously it could effectively involve the
right faculty members and help to form partnerships with development officers. Partnerships
forged through training often happen after some time and effort on the part of the development
officer. Doris spoke of a faculty members member “who came to talk to me to try and fund
something. I had met with him numerous times over the years to explain the importance of his
role and how he could help development. Training and communicating one on one over time
demonstrated what development meant to this faculty members member but it took years for him
to understand the importance of it to what he does.”
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Faculty member’s social, cultural, and professional commitment to development is
important. However, if a faculty member does not understand how to approach donors and
communicate then efforts can do more harm than good. Greg, a senior director of development in
the school of business, recounted there are “some faculty members that we probably would not
put in front of a donor because they don’t have the interpersonal skills that we need for there to
be effective interaction with our donors to establish relationships that are extremely beneficial.”
The right faculty members and the right resources need to be applied. It is important to involve
faculty members in strategic development who want to invest the time and energy into a
partnership to achieve success. Even then, according to Greg, the development officer needs to
find an appropriate role to fit the particular social, cultural, and professional context of each
faculty member.
It is just finding an appropriate role for them where they feel appreciated and involved
and can help in a way that’s meaningful for them. So we involve faculty in several ways.
I think probably the best way to involve faculty is if they have a personal relationship
with a major gift donor in terms of having taught them and kept the relationship up with
them. That’s extremely helpful and can help land nice gifts for sure. So, I think it is very
individualized and based upon whether the faculty member is interested in it; what their
potential connections may be. If there is a faculty member with a relationship with a toplevel donor, they can be involved in making introductions, bringing us along; coming
along on visits, the whole process.
Ideally, it is important for development officers to find a link between faculty member interests
and donor interests in order to create partnerships and place faculty members in situations where
they can successfully connect to donors. For development officers to get the most out of faculty
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member involvement a willingness by both parties to get faculty members out of their comfort
zone is important. For collaborative pursuits outside of professional norms to have success,
shared goals and the ability to rely on the other person is necessary (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
Faculty member involvement in development initiatives outside of their comfort zone requires
these elements for success. Greg, in the school of business, stated that development initiatives
often put faculty members in front of business and community leaders, giving presentations and
making connections. Some faculty members are nervous about taking on such outreach efforts
because it can be outside their comfort zone. However, Greg indicated that fresh initiatives tend
to involve faculty members in the process and create new avenues to seek giving relationships.
We love to find ways to engage our faculty and involve them. So, one example of that is
we identified a company in town that had a lot of alums and we went to their company
and did an update presentation on our programs and allowed the faculty members to
provide those presentations to help build that relationship with the companies and
individual alums that were in that company. And so, that was a very good way to engage
them in the process.
Not every faculty member at Big City University sees a benefit from involvement in
development efforts. It is up to the development officer to demonstrate why partnering with
development is important for faculty members and to get them to trust in the process. Finding
ways to connect to faculty members in social, cultural, and professional contexts is vital to
harnessing the unique capabilities they bring to development efforts.
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Professional Culture is Vital to Understanding how different Professional Worlds can Work
together toward a common goal
When considering the topic of faculty member involvement in strategic development at
Big City University it is important to view the phenomena from the standpoint of professional
culture. It is important for the institution to place importance on partnerships across divisions and
units. Kezar and Lester (2009) pinpoint in their theoretical framework that collaboration drives
innovation and learning and collaboration in an institution positively influences problem solving,
through interaction (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Donors want to commit to an institution where a
professional culture of collaboration and passion toward fundraising exists. The perception of
collaboration in an institution encourages philanthropic support of the institution (Kezar &
Lester, 2009). To achieve success through collaboration in strategic development it becomes
important for institutional culture to support working relationships across academic and
administrative units (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Collaboration requires joint goals and relationships
to achieve success (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Institutional leadership is ultimately responsible for
supporting such collaboration and providing the conditions for it to exist (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
It is important for institutional leadership to support learning opportunities for collaboration,
exercise accountability for collaboration, and create integrating structures to support
collaboration (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Diane, an associate vice president for development,
indicated institutional culture “is important at the institutional level and the departmental and
individual level. Faculty members can recognize the importance of development and take
advantage of what it can offer. It is vital to have a leader who can talk about the vision for the
University.” In order for individuals with different skills to work together it is important to have
an operational culture supportive of partnerships and team efforts.
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It becomes very important for institutional culture to support working relationships across
academic and administrative units. Development officers need an organizational culture which is
accepting of the importance of faculty member involvement in strategic development. It is
important for organizational culture to regard faculty member training as a very important
element in getting them enthused for development and involved in strategic initiatives. Diane
states there is a sense that faculty members “want to learn how they can help and assist and a
certain sense of entrepreneurialism often exists that helped to market to donors different ways to
invest.” Development officers want to work with faculty member organizational support and
leadership to figure out “ways to give and overcome challenges by working across social and
cultural differences.”
The strategic plan for Big City University’s development campaign indicates an initiative
which takes planning from across different units to prioritize and work toward influential goals
for the greater good. Overall, the strategic plan emphasizes shared goals and an institutional
culture which highlights prioritization and collaboration to achieve impact. These are all
considerations of importance when looking at the professional culture necessary to facilitate the
pursuit of shared goals between faculty member and development officer. An institutional
newsletter explained the strategic plan in terms of how it will get results.
Established institutional priorities, as well as those of individual schools, departments and
service lines, will allow us to confidently invest most heavily in the programs and people
that will best advance our mission – where the most impactful achievements and benefits
will be realized for the greater good.
In speaking of fundraising, the president spoke of how the plan will affect the institutional use of
donated funds. The explanation seems to indicate a sense of shared vision, and teamwork, both
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of which are important to creating faculty member and development officer collaboration in
strategic development.
As we ask for financial support, we can confidently promise to make the most out of
every donation because priorities give us purpose in how we deploy our own resources
and the investments of our supporters.
If professional culture can foster socialization amongst development officers and faculty
members, it can be beneficial to strategic development. The perception and sometimes the reality
is that development officers and faculty members do not collaborate professionally. Given the
potential value faculty members can provide to strategic development and the growing
importance of fundraising, this could start to change. For Kezar and Lester (2009), once the
value of collaboration is understood in an institution it can have the power to effectuate a
restructuring of the campus to connect like minded individuals. Big City University’s school of
medicine, in its department magazine, indicates the view of the dean regarding faculty member
roles and development initiatives. The material indicates a department and a larger philosophy
within Big City University which supports development while encouraging faculty member
leadership. Such a philosophy is indicative of a professional culture supportive of pursuing
faculty member involvement in development for the value it can bring to the entire institution.
The material speaks of faculty member roles and development in the following segments.
He also promises to ‘recognize and reward’ current faculty by positioning them for
national leadership roles – and by involving both senior and junior faculty in the strategic
planning process. ‘ We need to invigorate our can – do attitude. The best and brightest
people want to be at a place aiming for great achievements,’ he says.
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Regarding fundraising, the tone of the next section indicates people want to donate to a
successful winner achieving great things. These are elements of development faculty members
can directly support through their involvement.
People want to invest in the future, in solutions, in new treatments that are going to make
an impact. With institutional support and a forward-looking strategic plan, we can reach
out to community members and leaders to partner with us and accelerate our programs.
Many of these donations help us take chances and push the research envelope, and if
we’re successful, then it leads to more success. That’s what the future’s about.
Conversations, relationships, and partnerships are all important pursuits for development
officers if they want to take advantage of faculty member assistance in strategic development.
John, a major gift officer in the school of medicine, laid out his view on what he saw as a
segmented operational environment. He explained how he wants to work with faculty members
but is frustrated by circumstances when a working relationship cannot be established because of
operational cultural and realities of cross unit socialization.
So honestly faculty are pivotal and I think what I have learned is that we need to rely on
each other in a team aspect a lot more. So at least here I feel like they are segmented and
groups are not necessarily pinned against each other but the faculty member does what
they want and development does what they want. It is pivotal for me to be introduced to
someone that has better understanding of the research that they are working on, you
know, when I am going out and targeting or pushing or communicating groups to raise
funds. I really have found that it is a lot easier to be more successful when you have the
faculty member come hand in hand with you. There are certainly some faculty members
who prefer to be left out of that conversation and I think there is a certain grace that
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conversation needs to be had with because it is not their job to raise funds. At the same
time, if they do not play ball with the development officer it kind of inhibits that growth
to take place. You kind of give me a gun without the bullet.
Big City University’s medical school understands the importance of faculty members and
development collaboration on fundraising initiatives perhaps better than any other unit within the
institution. Many faculty members within Big City University’s medical school are also medical
doctors and have developed close, long-term relationships with patients. It is these patients who
often end up being significant donors and the doctors who treated them are often excellent
ambassadors for the University. For Karl, a senior director of development in the comprehensive
cancer center, faculty members in the medical school are a key element of professional culture
which can lead to success.
They are indispensable. The relationship with faculty is very critical. They are our
superstars. They are the point man for research and without their involvement I would not
be as successful as I am in raising money. So it is very critical. Many of our faculty have
been here for years and relate extremely well to people, which makes their involvement
hypercritical. We are a team and I could not do it without them. It is usually the physician
or faculty member and I that engage the donor.
Faculty members in the medical school seem to understand the subtle technique and value of
forming partnerships with other professionals while forging relationships with donors. The
condition described aligns with Kezar & Lester’s (2009) theoretical perspective stating
collaborators attempt to equate goals with partnerships while identifying and striving for similar
pursuits. Such a condition is supported by the operational culture and social makeup of the
field. There is often a direct link between quality medical care, relationship management, and
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future donations. For Karl, setting goals and seeking partnerships is what breeds successful
development initiatives.
I think you have to have goals to be successful and fortunately for us that is one of the
things we are held accountable for. Every month we want to have a certain amount of
meaningful conversations with donors. We look at that every month to determine where
we are with each donor. Are we moving forward in the development cycle, what do we
need help with? Do we have someone who is not returning phone calls? Can we partner
with faculty to help facilitate a contact? Asking questions is critical to success.
In Big City University’s medical school the doctor or faculty member and development officer
usually initiate the donor relationship together. It is the development officer’s responsibility to
maintain it.
Consistent and continuous communication is vital in a professional setting to support
faculty member involvement in strategic development. Communication makes it is easier for
development officers to put faculty members together with potential donors when the
opportunity arrives. Communication helps to overcome barriers in achieving connections and
instills the logic of collaboration in others (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Overcoming barriers to
achieve connections to donors through collaboration is important to the faculty member
development officer collaborative paradigm. One of the most important opportunities for faculty
members to connect to donors in a unique way involves alumni. Faculty members can forge long
lasting relationships with former students leading to giving relationships. Greg, a senior director
of development in the school of business, characterized faculty member involvement according
to his own operational culture.
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I think in general faculty can be very supportive in fund-raising. It is just finding an
appropriate role for them where they feel appreciated and involved and can help in a way
that’s meaningful for them. So, we involve faculty in several ways. I think probably the
best way to involve faculty is if they have a personal relationship with a major gift donor
in terms of having taught them and kept the relationship up with them. That’s extremely
helpful. So I think it has very individualized and based upon whether the faculty member
is interested in it; what their potential connections may be. If there is a faculty member
that has a relationship with a major donor they can be involved in making introductions,
bring us along; coming along on visits, the whole process.
In some instances the qualities faculty members lend to development efforts and the role
professional culture plays in supporting those roles can be the difference between success and
failure.
Big City University’s department of biomedical engineering quarterly newsletter makes
development efforts sound team oriented. Such language helps to create a sense of togetherness
in the professional culture. Such conditions also positively influence the chances faculty
members will participate and bring value to development. The director of development for Big
City University’s biomedical engineering department put forth the following explanation of why
giving is important to his department.
As faculty and staff strive to provide quality education, research and experiential learning
opportunities for students, we often require resources that are not available through
tuition, research grants, and contracts. We need your support to continue our growth, to
expand the educational opportunities for students, and improve the reputation of the
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biomedical engineering department…The continued success of the biomedical
engineering department depends on your partnership with us.
The organizational environment needs to encourage faculty members to find something
they are passionate about and involve themselves in development initiatives which support that
thing, whatever it is. It is important for the institution to instill the logic of collaboration and
connect people on campus who are like minded (Kezar & Lester, 2009). It is such passion faculty
members have for their discipline, their research, and their teaching, which resonates with donors
and encourages a more robust relationship with Big City University. For Rhonda, a senior
director of development in the school of medicine, faculty members are a key component to
lending passion to the donor relationship. She stated in a manner indicative of having
experienced it: “It’s very important that you have a good relationship with your faculty members
so that they are giving you a vision of what you are actually going out and talking about raising
funds for. They are providing a passionate story and the development officer, you, are then
taking it out to let the donor know what we have going on here.”
According to Rhonda, faculty members not only communicate effectively through a
unique passion for their disciplines and initiatives but often their perspective is enhanced by their
daily interaction with it. She said, “In working with them I call upon them a lot to tell the story. I
talk to someone about what we are doing but when you are trying to get someone excited about a
gift I find that having faculty members who are engaged with it on a day to day basis really
makes a difference.” Passion, according to Rhonda, can also affect operational culture and
socialization when it comes to faculty member commitment to development. “You want to get
faculty engaged and you want some people that will be your champions within the faculty so that
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they are setting the tone, they are sort of serving as leaders to get others to work with you on
development,” she concluded.
The development officer is responsible for reaching out to faculty members who may be
a good fit to an effort in order to speak with a specific individual or to speak to a specific
program. It is up to the development officer to get to know the faculty member and understand
what their tendencies are along with their strengths and weaknesses in order to apply their
qualities properly. The relationship piece and the trust piece are essential to establishing a
collaborative relationship (Kezar & Lester, 2009). It is important for a development officer to be
able to call on faculty members once it has been determined what a donor is interested in.
Gaining faculty member participation in development often involves an initial and simple
ask. For the development officer it is important to reach out, ask the faculty member to
participate, and establish the value they bring to development. Such an approach goes a long way
in supporting an institutional culture and socialization where development is deemed important
and worth the extra effort and time. Trisha, an assistant vice president for advancement, stated
that the development officer needs to locate a faculty passion, ask for involvement, and shape
their involvement so they get the most out of it and strategic development is also supported. “It is
proven I think that overall utilization could increase by asking faculty to get involved. Support
what they need to do their job better, whatever that means,” she concluded. Trisha spoke of the
communication dynamic between development officers and faculty members very plainly. She
did not delve into the subtle elements necessary to achieve partnerships and faculty member
commitment to development.
Find an initiative that can be a fundraiser that they can be a speaker at or a partner in
raising money for the initiative. You have got to find that passion. They are not just going
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to go out and raise unrestricted dollars in most cases unless there is some benefit to them
or their program or to the students in their program. So, for example scholarships. Every
faculty member can see value in a scholarship. But chances are they are going to want
that scholarship to be in the area that they teach.
An enhanced professional socialization and a collaborative culture between faculty
members and development officers is often driven by a common appreciation of the story. It is
the story which drives the personal interest and connection to the institution often an essential
element in the decision to donate. The story creates an impact on a group or individual and
fosters that emotional response which tends to elicit a personal connection. For Diane, an
associate vice president for development at Big City University, the story establishes credibility
with the donor and gives the impression to the donor of an operational culture which is unified
toward a goal.
I think the story lends credibility. I think when faculty bring their story it is a way for me
to talk about what they are doing or what they are working on and it presents a unified
message and impression. I think it is all about telling a better story to the donor. It is very
important and I think it has a bigger impact than we would have. That makes people more
committed to supporting those people and keeping them here.
In certain scenarios, the involvement of faculty members in strategic development also
tends to create a peer to peer situation whereby the donor will take the message more seriously
because a faculty member speaks the same language. Many development officers think faculty
member expertise makes the relationship with a donor more manageable because credibility is
built faster. Mary, a development director in Big City University’s school of nursing, stated, “I
think the first thing that comes to mind is expertise” when talking about the benefit faculty lend
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to development initiatives. She continued to explain, from her perspective and that of her
operational culture, what faculty member involvement meant. “You know I’m not a faculty
member and I’m not a nurse. I’m a trained professional but especially meeting with alumni and
community members I think our faculty member brings prestige to the table and meeting with
alumni I think the faculty member brings more of a peer to peer situation to the table,” she said.
“It’s going to give me credibility and hopefully make the process a little more manageable, not
easier necessarily but a little bit more manageable. It brings credibility to my purpose with the
donor.”
Such an effort tends to create an image that development is one with the institution’s
professional culture and is connected beyond just simply fundraising, but in a deep passionate
and committed manner. The evidence of cross unit integration, common goals, efficiency, and
employee happiness are all created through effective collaboration (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
Effective collaboration is an attractive element to external constituencies and creates the
potential for the institution to achieve great accomplishments (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
Shared Goals facilitated by organizational culture and socialization can achieve an impact
with donors
The value faculty members bring to strategic development comes down to impact.
Development officers cannot have a knowledge base deep enough and detailed enough to elicit
the type of impact faculty members can offer. Thus, collaboration fuels innovation and solutions
to challenges for development officers (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Such a condition is brought about
through the formation of complex perspectives via collaboration (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Faculty
member impact is crucial in giving development officers a better chance of establishing a donor
relationship and maintaining that relationship over time. Charlotte, a senior director of
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development in Big City University school of health professions, spoke about the impact faculty
members can have when connecting to donors very confidently. She said, “It’s critical. Our
communications, we love to put it all out there and show the great and wonderful things faculty
are doing. This is what’s going on and this is the caliber of program we’ve got going on and they
are helping the students or whatever it may be if we can have an impact on the donor they will
often want to be a part of what we are doing.”
Development officers can effectively communicate with donors and represent the
institution but they often cannot deliver the impactful knowledge and information necessary to
keep up a giving relationship. Some schools and academic units at Big City University have too
many programs for a development officer to possibly have expertise in each one. It is not just
that faculty members are valuable to development officers because of their availability to explain
the deep specifics of their subject matter. Faculty members bring a vast array of information on a
vast array of programs to potential donors, groups and individuals. For Charlotte, research is vast
and ground breaking. “It’s just part of our culture, because our specific research affects such a
large swath of the population our research has the potential to literally change lives. It’s a hard
thing to wrap your head around because of the number of programs and initiatives and this is
where the faculty come in,” she concluded.
Faculty members are also important to development officers because they can connect the
details of research to the effect it will have on everyday life. Trisha, an assistant vice president
for advancement, equated research success to public relations and in turn success in
development. She stated donors want to be connected to research which is a winner and will
change lives. “The more successful you are the better PR you get. The more PR you get and the
more notoriety you get or whatever the case may be you can become an industry leader. You as a
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faculty member will be more successful raising money because everybody likes to be attached to
a winner. Everybody likes to be attached to a leader. Everybody likes to be on the cutting edge
and to understand how initiatives they could support will affect their life. So if it is a cure for
cancer or the thing going on here with the guy that is amazing. Everybody likes to be part of
that,” she concluded.
Such a connection often resonates with donors because they gain a sense of a grand
connection between the resources they are providing, the knowledge that is being created, and
the benefit that is being realized by others. A statement in Big City University’s magazine makes
it evident that partnerships with donors are often vital to success especially in highly specialized
research. The president of Big City University spoke of the vital role outside funding plays. This
exemplifies the concept that shared goals between faculty members and donors can go a long
way. In speaking of an ongoing research project Big City University’s president stated the
following.
Getting through the first phase of human testing can take several million dollars, so
significant investment from community partners is necessary. Many benefactors have
already shown support for these projects and work has been has been accelerated
significantly through local philanthropic support. Many people in this area are
disappointed to see that the government doesn’t fund a lot of research into Parkinson’s
disease cures.
Such a dichotomy is another example of the impact and value faculty member involvement can
have to strategic development.
A faculty member’s passion for their subject matter has the power to create a vision for
donors. David, a major gifts officer in the Big City University school of business, explained how
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passion plays into how faculty members and development officers approach the giving
relationship. He said, “It is useful to understand what their vision is and let them be expert in
their area because as development officers we can only talk about stuff so much and then you
bring in faculty member that can really get into the good stuff. The faculty member stays
involved in terms of letting them know how important the gift will be, where it will be used, how
it will affect the donor.”
Development officers connect to donors in various ways but they rarely have the knowledge and
expertise by themselves to deliver a unique vision. The expression of a clear vision to potential
donors would not be possible without faculty member involvement in a team effort with
development officers. Again this resonates with Kezar and Lester’s (2009) view that
collaboration creates innovation and learning leading to new possibilities made possible through
complex perspectives (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Such an effort requires buy in from both parties
and an understanding of how creating a vision is only part of long term planning. It is up to
development officers and faculty members to create shared goals and operate collaboratively in a
professional culture which affords them the opportunity to maintain long-term relationships with
donors.
Faculty members can also share with development officers an understanding of everyday
student struggles. Development officers rarely have a sense of such issues and it is important to
have faculty member knowledge in this area to connect to groups or individuals who want to
give to student initiatives. Bethany, a development coordinator in the school of business, spoke
about faculty member connections to student issues saying, “I think they are better able to
represent what is actually going on day to day.” Faculty members have the ability to explain
student issues and specific curriculum changes to donors and connect with them on this level.
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Bethany explained that “faculty are much more aware of the day to day struggles of students that
are alleviated by financial support.” According to Bethany it usually does not take long to
connect a cause such as student scholarships with a positive result in order to gain donor buy in.
Faculty members are experts at facilitating this and have the power to infuse an expanded
appreciation of student issues into the operational culture of strategic development. “We hear
stories all of the time that the student needed scholarship support and without that they may have
had to leave school because of family issues or they are supporting parents or raising their
siblings or something like that. We do not have as traditional students as other institutions,” she
said.
If organizations, groups or individual are involved in a specific industry or professional
pursuit in an area where a connection can be made it is valuable for development officers to
work with a faculty member who has specific knowledge in that area. Again, it is very difficult
for development officers to have such knowledge and to be able to foster such a connection.
Sharing goals and knowledge helps development and faculty members create an organizational
culture supportive of collaboration. Such a condition creates learning opportunities regarding
collaboration, supports a system of values which supports collaboration, and creates and instills
the value of collaboration in others (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
Faculty members create a picture of how donated funds will affect the entire institution
through their passion and program knowledge. At Big City University most development officers
are generally able to find faculty members to share in an understanding of strategic development
goals. Generally, there is consistent participation across units. Diane, an associate vice president
for development at Central, spoke of the role of institutional culture and leadership in getting
faculty members involved to make an impact on donors. In speaking of culture and leadership
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and the role it plays on faculty member influence on strategic development Diane indicated two
factors need to work together. “You know I think it is important but I also think that you have to
have it at all levels of the institution. I think then faculty members can recognize the value of it
and want to take advantage of it. So I think having a leader that can talk about the vision for the
university increases the chances we will have faculty that participate in development across the
board,” she said.
The level of faculty member commitment within academic units usually comes down to
how committed the dean is to development. For Kezar and Lester (2009) it is important for
academic and administrative leadership to look to collaboration in strategic planning and deliver
the plans wide and far to create a commitment to collaboration. At Big City University it is the
deans who infuse the importance of development into their academic units and create the
conditions necessary to change operational culture and facilitate shared goals between
development and faculty members. Sometimes Deans find it necessary to imply participation in
development is expected within the department. Doris, a development coordinator in the school
of health professions, spoke of situations where development officers will work with deans to get
faculty members on board. Sometimes such actions can be necessary to get faculty members to
realize that if they don’t participate and partner with development they may be left behind. Doris
said, “We get a lot of that to where you have to really work with the deans and faculty to say,
hey, if you don’t get on board with this and we don’t come up with a collaborative plan for this
donor or this project, so and so is going to go ahead and do it and then you are going to be left
off the table.” However, at the same time, deans, academic administrators, and development
officers need to understand issues of professional autonomy and always make faculty
participation in development strictly voluntary. There is a balance academic administrator and
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development officers need to strive for between influencing faculty to commit willingly and
making sure there is not even an impression of forced participation.
Development officers at Big City University are interested in continuing a professional
culture change in which the whole university understands the importance of development and
views it as a valuable and worthy pursuit. Big City University’s school of psychiatry outlined its
vision of achieving development goals in a publicly available newsletter. The language indicates
an acceptance of working across professional boundaries. The statement is an example of how
departments view development collaboration.
The vision for this program is that of a multidisciplinary, cross-campus program that
provides diagnostic and consultative assessment, education programming, community
outreach and partnership, and the development of cutting-edge research focused on
understanding the causes of and development of better treatment approaches.
It is vital for development to partner with faculty members as part of this process even though
their professional world and skill set does not always align with the specific nature of
development. John, a major gift officer in the school of medicine, saw the process of working on
gaining faculty member involvement as a simple question.
How do I communicate with them the importance of philanthropy of our mission? So a
good seminar I sat in on a few months back just reiterated the why. So if you can
convince someone or you can communicate the why, you usually have your picture of
how and what so I can sit there and communicate why it is important. We also know how
we can get the communications team involved.
He continued to the bottom line, perhaps oversimplifying the process but speaking of it in clear
and direct language indicative of someone who has experienced both success and failure in the
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process. “I mean, the faculty, they…the best way to do this is to say, “Hey, you need money,”
right? or “You need support for your research,” right? So, I can go and get that support, but I
need you to help me understand, you know what that goal is and help me develop this message,”
he concluded.
Fundraising is not a part of the traditional faculty member role and the nature of such a
professional reality puts the onus on the development officer and the organization to create an
environment where shared goals with faculty members can form. This dichotomy is at the heart
of faculty member involvement in strategic development. It will continue as a theme throughout
this study.
The dean and department chairs, in addition to having the power to effectuate a lean in
professional culture, can also impact development efforts by suggesting the importance of
development oriented goals. Suggesting importance can enhance faculty member participation as
long as they feel their time and effort will be worth it and their professional autonomy will not be
threatened. Deans and department chairs that have been successful with this at Big City
University have engendered a sense of enjoyment in faculty member participation in strategic
development. Deans also tend to understand the realities associated with strategic development.
Deans tend to understand development initiative can be necessary to adapt to changing internal
and external conditions. Deans and leadership also understand the value of collaboration in
overcoming challenges (Kezar & Lester, 2009). They understand that helping people overcome
challenges to collaborating and learning how to collaborate are important elements to creating a
collaborative professional environment (Kezar & Lester, 2009). An article in Big City
University’s online magazine outlines the view one Dean took on adapting to challenges. The
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statement speaks to the importance of adapting to conditions and seems to indicate development
as an important element in being adaptable.
He has had to steer the school through the toughest economic environment it has faced
through his long career, in a climate that has seen the financial strain on students reach an
all-time high. ‘I definitely felt that the school needed a dean who could get the school
through the economic downturn’ he says. ‘ It’s difficult and disappointing to not have the
resources that we have had in the past, but we need to find a way to weather this stretch
while figuring out a strategy that will take advantage of this situation.’
Connie, a director of development in the school of medicine, stated how suggestion can fuel
enthusiasm and strengthen faculty member participation and impact.
It comes from the top. Our chair is serious about philanthropy. He wants to raise a
hundred million dollars in the next five years. He wants to be the number one department
in medicine in the United States of America. He is changing the culture. The expectation
is we will fundraise and we are going to have fun doing it. But that is the culture that we
are building is that philanthropy is the integral part of our strategic plan and our success.
If a sense of enjoyment can be attached to development then usually enough faculty members
will get involved to bring a heightened level of success to institutional development efforts.
It is important for the institution as a whole to recognize the importance of development and
clearly deliver that message in order to influence cross unit collaboration in fundraising. Kim, a
senior director of development in the school of nursing, described how the organization needs to
commit to development.
So it has to be priority of the institution and if it is seen as an organizational priority, then
it should be and it will be incorporated into every single part of that organization. So the

103

communications for, just for example, how much space in the magazine is devoted to
things that have to do with the culture of philanthropy? How much of the website is
devoted to this messaging about philanthropy? How much physical space and resources,
you know, does the development office have? All of that is really, it depends on the
priority that the institution puts on development. So if you put that, if that’s a high
priority and you know you maximize those resources then you have a head start, you
know. You’re here. You’re visible.”
Development officers are responsible for facilitating the link between the story faculty
members communicate to donors to create impact and a contributory financial relationship.
Without faculty members, there is a decreased level of success among development officers
when it comes to creating a lasting connection with donors or external groups. Faculty members
provide an outside perspective which can help take fundraising initiatives in new and successful
directions impossible to conceive without collaboration. Ensuring a level of comfort in the
working relationship between faculty members and development officers is crucial to fundraising
evolution, adaptability and growth. Mary, a director of development in the school of nursing,
stated often the comfort level in professional culture and professional socialization between
faculty members and development officers lies in misunderstandings. Faculty members often
view development as not necessarily a professional field and often misunderstand what it is
professionally.
It’s gained a lot of prestige as a field and academic professionals and people just in the
community realize that development officers really are trained professionals you know it
really is a profession. But saying that there are some people who don’t view it as a career
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and I think a lot of people unfortunately have a little bit of a misnomer about
development.
Continuing, Mary pinpointed how many faculty members tend to view development officers. Her
voice indicated a clear hint of frustration.
You know but I still think unfortunately that kind of misnomer is prevalent. And you
know academic institutions and a lot of faculty members…I think there is a lot of people
that just still have that kind of old fashioned mindset that development people were
literally only out to get people’s money and that’s the only responsibility they really
have. Because of that I think we still have a lot of work to do to collaborate with faculty.
Without a working relationship with faculty members, development efforts are much less likely
to innovate and have a strategic impact while confronting challenges. It is important for
development officers to make an impression on faculty members in order to gain their
commitment. All those within the institution who want to realize the benefits of collaboration
need to instill the value of collaboration in others and create opportunities across professional
units to communicate and learn (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Cindy, a director of development in the
school of business at Big City University, focused on tailored communication as a way to gain
faculty member participation. Faculty member impact on the development process will be
enhanced if the professional culture and professional socialization in the partnership is enhanced
through tailored communication and understanding. Cindy said, “Understanding faculty
achievements is very important because you have to find something that the donor is passionate
about and that is usually going to be faculty research. The donors find it interesting that we are
contributing to the research of something interesting.”
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Additionally, to create impact with the donor the development officer has to figure out
how to make faculty members realize what the benefit to funding something will be so it comes
across to the donor. “You’ve got some faculty who just do not have clear understanding of what
development is and a lot of time they think it is just going out and asking for a little money here
and there. You have to show them the value of it,” she said. “Here is the funding we are working
on, here is how it is going to likely benefit your students, your program, your research, whatever
it is and try to find exactly what the faculty member is quite passionate about so you can show
them how raising money is going to directly impact whatever it is that they are passionate
about.”
In order to create a sense of commitment to development and to not waste a faculty
member’s time and effort it is up to the development officer to always understand the details of
any initiative in order to communicate those details clearly and concisely. The faculty member
provides the development officer the ability to establish such a connection if the working
relationship between the two can be managed effectively through open communication. It is
important in such a relationship for both parties to understand the logic and importance of cross
unit collaboration and the power it has to achieve innovation (Kezar & Lester, 2009). For Fred, a
senior director of development in the college of arts and sciences, faculty member value to
strategic development lies in clear, open communication. The development officer needs to be
able to work with the faculty member and make sure they understand the process to ensure
interactions with the donor will be tailored and beneficial for both parties. “My goal is to connect
people together and to connect the right people together and you often have to coach faculty to
do this. You have to carry them through the scenario, here’s how it is going to play out, here’s
what we are going to do, and here is your role in the scenario,” he said. Fred also spoke
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cautiously about making sure faculty member stories are relayed to donors in digestible chunks
so they don’t become overwhelmed and unengaged.
The faculty member can get as complicated as they want to but can we tell a story out of
their knowledge to show clearly what they are working on? Can we put it in laymen’s
terms and put it in tangible chunks to find that correct opportunity to connect that
emotion and that emotional tie in that will generate the funding into a contribution?
It is important for a level of respect and reverence to be given by development officers to faculty
members who are willing to work on strategic development initiatives. Faculty members need to
be treated with the same level of reverence and respect as donors. Faculty members need to feel
appreciated and valued in order to engender a collaborative working relationship.
Within Big City University, academic units consider research an extremely important
element pivotal to departmental success and faculty member advancement. The reliance on
grants in many departments is often strong and in such contexts development has started to take
on a unique value among faculty members. Faculty members see the value development dollars
can bring in terms of making up for diminished grant funds. For Charlotte, the senior director of
development from the school of health professions, funding for faculty members will become
necessary just based on budget cuts alone.
This is not rocket science, they all need funding with budget cuts and the way things are
going, everybody needs money. So you as a faculty member either say this is a part of
you and you are going to help us with it or you are going to get kicked to the back of the
line. When you put it in that perspective faculty get it a little bit more like, yeah, this is
something I’m going to have to commit to.
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When results of development participation are seen and felt, faculty members tend to equate their
own participation in development to personal and departmental success.
Such an environment exemplifies how departmental conditions, organizational
commitment, and success in raising dollars can motivate faculty members and create a sense of
commitment. It is important for faculty members to understand, the impact they bring to strategic
development often represents the difference between success and failure. Collaboration and cross
unit horizontal communication can create commitment to an unfamiliar initiative by instilling in
the participant a sense of their unique value to the initiative and the institution (Kezar & Lester,
2009). Pam, a director of development in the school of medicine, explained the difference faculty
member collaboration can make from a perspective of impact. Her explanation and mannerisms
conveyed she was passionate about faculty member value to her job.
I don’t have that credibility that they will have and I can’t deliver the testimony that they
would be able to deliver with a particular prospective donor. So where faculty may not go
on initial visits to see a prospective donor, when it comes time, when somebody has
indicated they are passionate about a particular program or particular area or project, then
it’s often the next step to get the faculty member on board. Are they willing to go on a
visit to see that prospective donor, so that they can share their story and why they got
involved with the project and why they do what they do, why they would benefit from the
program? With that story and its impact, hopefully the donor will make an investment in
that area.
Pam continued to state clearly that it is important for faculty member’s value to development to
always be clearly communicated to them in order to engender commitment.

108

In some academic departments, development officers have a hard time judging whether
participating faculty members will be successful partners. Joe, the executive director of
development in the school of dentistry, saw faculty member impact on development as somewhat
varied.
Well I think overall is positive but it also can be judged on a case-by-case basis. There
are some faculty that totally get it and think this is going to be fun. Then you might have
another faculty member where you say, well this is going to take a lot more time and
effort. But I think overall faculty members are the backbone of the school and it’s what
you learn that comes from the faculty members and we understand that.
Since faculty member participation in development is not necessarily an ingrained part of
professional advancement, Joe indicated it takes a tailored approach for development officers to
motivate faculty members and create impact on strategic development.
So we incorporate everyday things and reminders whenever we meet with them. We also
have more specialized training tailored to them specifically. We train on how to solicit,
how to cultivate, how to keep track of the details of a donor relationship. I do understand
their time is spent with students and research. So I have to be cognizant that the
information I give is going to be powerful and something that they will understand and
hopefully grasp in a short period of time.
Even with commitment, faculty members may still not be good at connecting to donors or
working to meet other development goals. It is important for development officers to judge
whether faculty members can relate to a donor and whether they can paint a picture of how the
donor plays into the relationship between the program, the institution and the outside world. For
Kezar and Lester (2009) collaboration is a key to this type of dichotomy because it helps to
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create improved goals for professionals. Cross-functional communication and relationships help
to form partnerships where professional units can work together to deliver a common message to
achieve a common goal (Kezar and Lester, 2009).
In some cases at Big City University a development officer can be unsure whether to
involve certain faculty members in strategic external initiatives. Development officers are
responsible for providing the conditions where faculty members can contribute to strategic
development in a manner most comfortable for them. From the development officer’s
perspective, the faculty member needs to have a combination of desire and passion for the
endeavor combined with the ability to interact with donors to help create a relationship. In short,
a sense of commitment and motivation created through collaboration is essential to gain
commitment to an initiative (Kezar & Lester, 2009). For Greg, senior director of development in
the school of business, it is all about playing to the faculty member’s preferences and strengths to
achieve impact with a donor. “It’s based upon whether the faculty member is interested in it and
what their potential connections may be. We spend most of our efforts on major gift fund raising,
so we look at our top loans, people who are very successful,” he said. “And so, if there is a
faculty member that has a relationship with them, they can be involved in making introductions,
bringing us along, coming along on visits, the whole process.”
Faculty members can also be very valuable to development officers by making an impact
on large corporations or high-level donors. Such a scenario is usually made possible by a faculty
member’s reputation within a given field. In Big City University’s business school such a
scenario happens often. It is driven by faculty member academic reputations and the recognition
they have among local, regional and national business leaders. Bethany, development
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coordinator in the school of business, explained how strategic development impact is facilitated
by faculty members within such a scenario.
With a business school you have at least a part of your faculty that has worked in
business before and is not just as a professor. Not that there is anything wrong with just
being a professor but our faculty have a lot of really strong ties to the professional
community here in [the city]. They are very well respected and I think because people
know and respect them they are willing to take a meeting or listen to someone they
already know and respect within the profession. We have strong partnerships with the big
dogs of [the city] and it gives us credibility. That is huge because it gives us the ability to
get in the room with people whom I might not otherwise sit down with.
A relationship hopefully already exists between donor and institution. This makes it easier for
the faculty member and development officer to achieve successful development outcomes
together. Kezar and Lester (2009) indicate in their theoretical framework that existing networks
and relationships with individuals make it easier to work together, communicate, and develop
common goals. Such a collaborative dichotomy is evident here.
Big City University’s business school periodically identifies a local or regional company
with a large number of alumni and sends the development team with faculty members to conduct
presentations or programs to help build relationships. Such endeavors are good ways to engage
faculty members in strategic development while assisting development officers to establish new
fundraising relationships. Kezar and Lester (2009), pinpoint events as important mechanisms to
create collaborative working relationships with internal and external stakeholders. Events help
identify individuals willing to get involved in initiatives and connect to others (Kezar & Lester,
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2009). According to Greg, senior director of development in the school of business, such an
approach was tailored to Big City University to enhance the impact on donors.
“We identified a company in town that had a lot of alums and we went to their company and did
an updated presentation on our programs and allowed the faculty members to provide those
presentations to help build that relationship with the companies and individual alums that were in
that company,” he said. “And so, that was a very good way to engage them in the process.”
Successful Faculty Member and Development Officer Collaboration on Strategic Development
Initiatives is based on Effective Communication
Faculty member involvement in strategic development provides adaptability to the
development officer in terms of how they communicate strategic initiatives. Such adaptability is
the result of the egalitarian values of collaboration and the potential these values represent to
foster innovation and new ways of thinking across professional units (Kezar & Lester, 2009). For
Cindy, director of development in the school of business, faculty members can serve to provide
an overview to potential donors. This broad overview of all areas of giving lends adaptability to
the development officer as it provides a broad foundation to connect to whatever programs or
initiatives donors are interested in. “Faculty kind of update the donor on what is going on in the
department, whether it is curriculum changes, student initiatives or something the students have
done, or research pursuits and achievements. It is really just for the faculty member to talk about
their department and how there are good things that are going on here,” she said.
Not only does faculty member involvement provide the development officer greater
adaptability but their participation helps communicate development to donors as an increasingly
important element of operational culture. Faculty member involvement in development goes a
long way toward infusing it more completely into institutional operations. Such a dichotomy
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correlates to Kezar and Lester’s (2009) view that partnerships can create integrating structures
for collaboration to spread across an institution. Greater infusion and acceptance of development
makes institutions of all types more adaptable.
Development officers are experiencing increasing competition for development dollars
from across the higher education landscape. When they can gain greater faculty member
participation it gives them the ability to compete with other institutions and keep funding
achievements at a high level. It is important for development officers and faculty members to
develop an understanding whereby the two groups are not just raising money but they are
communicating with each other to raise money for each other, together. Such a condition is an
example of what Kezar and Lester (2009) call, “instilling the logic of collaboration among
others” (Kezar & Lester, 2009, p. 246). When the value of collaboration is understood and
appreciated across professional units, unrealized avenues for success are presented (Kezar &
Lester, 2009). According to Rhonda, senior director of development in the school of medicine,
faculty members who get involved in development communicate its value to other faculty
members to engender support.
They understand the value because it has been clearly communicated to them. Some
faculty understand the value of philanthropic funds when other funds are short. For those
that don’t want to be involved, usually you can explain that to them and then they see
other faculty members who are benefitting from being involved with development
because they have similar responsibility, they have some support projects that they are
not able to get other funding or external funding then I think that peaks their interest of
let’s talk about what we can do.

113

Such a conception instills a sense of personal involvement and personal commitment while
supporting a sense of mutually beneficial communication. However, even when such conditions
can be established there will always be faculty members who won’t participate in any type of
development effort.
Big City University has continuously offered development training to faculty members
and often the response is not what the institution would hope for. For Kim, a senior director of
development in the school of nursing, training availability is communicated and offered to
faculty members but not always in the most effective way.
We’ve done some very specific communication to our faculty regarding training. It is just
interesting how the faculty relate to it. So that’s probably the biggest challenge is that we
are not always able to effectively communicate with faculty to get them involved. My
philosophy is that you figure out which faculty are going to play and are willing
participants and which ones are naturally good at this and you go with them. If a faculty
member does not want to do it, the last thing in the world I want to do is drag a reluctant
faculty member into development. It would be better for them not to be involved than to
begrudgingly be involved.
The university continues to hope such training efforts will get through to faculty members and
will fuel a faculty member’s commitment to development. However, faculty members obviously
cannot be made to participate. Kezar and Lester (2009) relay the theoretical perspective of forced
collaboration. Collaboration can be sought by offering incentives and rewards to participants but
should never be forced (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Forced collaboration usually does not result in
effective partnerships for collaboration (Kezar & Lester, 2009). For many development officers
it is a case of making sure your communication is tailored and consistent in order to figure out
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who the most willing faculty members are in order to utilize their commitment to communicate
with donors. It remains extremely important however for development officers to try and
communicate to all faculty members that their participation in development is needed and
important.
Faculty members within Big City University who communicate with donors on behalf of
strategic development usually appreciate the positive attributes the process contributes to them
professionally. In many instances, positive attributes involve increased research dollars and the
availability of scholarships and financial assistance to bring in the best students. However, other
faculty members see professional benefits in other areas. For some academic units, development
dollars allow departments to bring in top class faculty and renowned professional speakers. For
David, major gifts officer in the school of business, development dollars allow for the addition of
top-notch faculty and the presence of speakers to communicate with students on a professional
level.
It can help in all different areas as far as recruiting new faculty to come in and run
projects, things like that, you know. We also have a number of faculty communicating
the desire to bring in guest speakers and successful people to come in and talk to their
class, enhance their class, and they do not have the time to pursue that. So we are already
out there seeing these people and it is kind of a win-win, you know. It is a way for us to
engage with them and communicate the attributes of the school of business. We can
enhance the student experience and take the speaker down the continuum of getting
involved with the school and establishing a relationship of communicating development
based initiatives.
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Faculty members do not have the time or ability to make these things happen on their own. In
most cases they are appreciative that development dollars could help facilitate such conditions.
Such conditions generally allow for an increased level of prestige for the institution and an
improved professional atmosphere. David spoke of the value guest speaker communications has
for faculty member enhancement of the classroom experience for students. “They get to feature
the CEO in one of their classes to speak. So I think getting people involved in their classes and
things is another way that, you know, it helps the faculty member and they see a value in that,”
he said.
For development officers it is critical to continuously set goals in order to keep on track
and reach donors. An ongoing goal structure allows development officers to determine which
initiatives could be improved through outside collaboration and allows them to apply resources
and emphasis according to conditions. Goals also help in cross unit collaboration as they create
mechanisms to foster working partnerships oriented toward common goals and they can also
hold people accountable to collaborative work (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Karl, a senior director of
development in the comprehensive cancer center, spoke firmly about his belief in
communicating expectations to development officers and faculty members.
An institution needs have a very well defined list of expectations and reasonable metrics
for the development officers and their faculty when it comes to development. I think
having metrics in place that are reasonable that push you to achieve but measure you and
the things you can control. When we are building relationships it is important to hold all
accountable for having goals and working toward them. I think it is critical.
This is important in understanding how development officers work with faculty members.
Development officers only want to involve faculty members in development initiatives where

116

faculty members will be comfortable and committed. Ongoing analysis and understanding of the
development process and faculty member involvement in it improves communication and
cohesion in the professional relationship. It is up to the development officer to pay attention to
process and detail when it comes to communication with faculty members.
Another value added element faculty members can offer development officers and a
reason to collaborate and communicate involves leveraging personal connections. Faculty
members, like anyone else, have friends within and outside the community they interact with.
Often these connections and existing relationships are vital resources for donor relationships.
Existing networks are always of value when seeking relationships and partnerships to work
collaboratively (Kezar & Lester, 2009). For Karri, director of development in the school of
education, donors are always interested in hearing about faculty member achievements.
Communicating to donors what faculty members are doing can have a profound impact on donor
commitment, especially if there is an existing relationship already in place.
I think faculty achievements should always be spotlighted. You should always share good
news that came about because of philanthropy, specifically with the donor. What you
more often see is the spot light on faculty achievement, program achievement, research
breakthroughs because it is a brand enhancer and an image builder. Communicating those
two things is absolutely necessary in order to support a good reputation and encourage
investment in philanthropy. If we don’t have a good reputation and people don’t know
what you are doing people don’t want to be a part of that.
It is the development officer’s job to keep up communication with faculty members and
constantly explore the possibility of leveraging faculty member relationships for giving purposes.
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Faculty member travel also proves to be a value added element of faculty professional
culture development officers can utilize to facilitate communication with past students. At Big
City University development officers work with faculty members to get them involved in alumni
and fundraising events at various locations according to travel schedules. Karri spoke of the
initiative plainly and without regard for how faculty members will be incentivized to participate.
“What I am doing is asking them to host alumni events in these cities or regions. It could be that
faculty members know people or alumni who are involved in the community, know people from
church, their children, school their volunteer work. Whatever it is faculty usually have
relationships which can contribute to development efforts,” she said.
Development officers at Big City University will often reach out and understand faculty
member travel plans in the hopes they will participate. Such efforts have seen significant success
when development officers and faculty members are able to effectively communicate and
coordinate schedules. Events tend to foster collaboration across professional units according to
Kezar and Lester (2009). Events usually pinpoint those who want to get involved in an initiative
and create an environment conducive to connecting individuals to form collaborative
partnerships (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Many faculty members tend to enjoy reconnecting and
communicating with former students and the public. Karri recounted what faculty members get
out of the communicative experience and the mutual benefit for development officers. She
concluded, “They meet people that are interested in what is happening in their particular program
and help me as the development officer communicate and connect with that person. Faculty
never really do the asking but they can facilitate the start of a relationship.” Such opportunities
take advantage of faculty member’s existing schedules. These initiatives provide faculty a
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communicative outlet to reach out and tout their own programs to help development officers
foster relationships which will benefit the department and the institution.
Faculty members who commit to strategic development at Big City University tend to do
so out of interest in the professional benefit it will produce for them and their academic unit. As
Kezar and Lester (2009) have pinpointed, the innovative perspectives made possible by
collaboration represents intrinsic rewards for participants. New levels of achievement can be
opened up and realized (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Development officers can get faculty members
involved by communicating the similarities between faculty member roles in strategic
development and teaching. Kim, the senior director of development in the school of nursing,
communicated the value of student relationships with faculty members in a manner suggesting
her own personal experience with it.
There’s some faculty that we see as having the, just really wonderful relationships with
our alums and so we use them to encourage and connect to the alums that they were close
to or the students they were close to. The common denominator is that faculties actually
are our programs. Without them, we wouldn’t be able to educate the students. So we use
faculty to talk about or illustrate to a donor the importance of what they do and the
significance of what they do and maybe explaining a difficult concept to someone to
facilitate a connection.
In reality, the real value of faculty members to development is in explaining the details of
programs and initiatives in a manner understandable to outsiders. Development officers often
struggle with this because they lack the knowledge to effectively communicate with others about
something relatively unknown to them. Faculty members are used to teaching and if
development officers can find faculty members who are good communicators and are willing to
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participate it can go a long way in establishing a giving relationship. Kim indicated it is up to the
development officer to recognize the faculty member’s strengths and make sure those strengths
are used to communicate with donors.
We identify the faculty that play a role in whatever it is that we’re trying to fund. Then
we figure out how best to utilize them once they are willing to participate. It depends on
their skills and strengths and it is not a one size fits all. So we don’t have a set manner
faculty will interact with us or the donor. We work with them individually to figure out
how we can best utilize their strengths and skills in a way that might best relate to a
donor.
Time and again, development officers at Big City University reiterated it takes trust
between the two parties to establish a working relationship. The development of trust and a
working relationship with faculty members gives them a reason to commit time and effort to
strategic development because they feel like they are part of the process. If the development
officer can establish such trust faculty members will often believe in the process and the benefit
it can have for them professionally. All this happens through a process requiring commitment
from both parties. Partnerships and trust breed collaboration and according to Kezar and Lester
(2009) these elements also work to “keep people resilient within the network” (Kezar & Lester,
2009). Partnerships, trust, and collaboration maintain a resilient commitment to shared goals
(Kezar & Lester, 2009). Leah, a major gifts officer in the school of health professions, spoke of
establishing trust for the current fundraising campaign through communication. She indicated
through her voice and mannerisms that it is a process which can take time and effort by both
parties to reach an effective level.
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So I have spent the past year building internal relationships with faculty because I want
them to be confident and comfortable in the process and not freak out. You are getting
them to trust the process and trust you to feel comfortable and talk through development
issues with me and work with me on things that, you know, let me help you tell your
story to the donor. If you establish a relationship with faculty they feel confident about
what they can make happen.
The development officer wants to avoid bringing a faculty member in who has no
conception of the process or trust in the process and what the end result will provide. Catherine,
a director of development in the college of arts and sciences, explained the tremendous value in
development officers simply asking faculty members what they need so it can be put to the donor
in a manner likely to gain a commitment. “At the end of the day, funding benefits faculty and
that is really how we sell it. How can we help you offset some of those expenses or you may be
taking on a new project you may or may not have funding for,” she said. “So for me you have to
take care to find out what they need or what the opportunity is they want to fund. I just need
them to articulate that in a way we can understand and in turn the donor can understand.” By
understanding faculty member needs the development officer can work to design attractive and
inviting ways for faculty members to participate. This dichotomy is representative of the
potential collaboration has to create more complex perspectives leading to enhanced solutions
and goals (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Development officers need to emphasize to faculty members
that, in the end result, fundraising benefits them.
After faculty members have committed to giving their time and effort to strategic
development initiatives the development officer can work to help faculty members better
understand what drives donors to give. It is important for faculty members to understand this

121

because if they know what drives donors their ability to communicate with them is often
improved. Faculty member appreciation for the motivations which lead to development
commitment is usually fueled by their own financial commitment. Faculty member participation
in faculty staff campaigns, according to Greg, senior director of development in the school of
business, can lead to greater acceptance of the legitimate role participation and communication
with colleagues and donors plays in the process.
We started a faculty staff campaign, giving campaign, as part of our overall campaign.
We did a peer to peer ask campaign with a nice level of involvement and a little friendly
competition between departments. So, that was extremely successful in that they were
involved in sending out emails and communicating and actually going out and talking to
other faculty members and staff and asking them to contribute. They were engaged and
we can tell our donors our faculty are engaged in the development process. The more you
get faculty to donate and participate the more you can show them that their gift makes a
difference and communicate how their gift is making a difference. Being able to say their
participation is inspiring others to give and participate is important for us.
Donors want to support a winner; someone or something achieving great things. Development
officers understand this and understand faculty member achievements afford them the
opportunity to bring attention to their accomplishments and connect donors so something they
can feel special about. A collaborative institutional environment which is efficient, responsive,
and innovative is attractive to external stakeholders (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Joe, executive
director of development in the school of dentistry, explained that the ability to communicate the
reputation and legitimacy of your department can play a big part in gaining donor commitment.
He offered, “We highlight faculty accomplishments frequently through publications and
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websites. I think that helps a lot in reaching donors. People want to support a winner. They want
to know that faculty are doing great things and are recognized in their profession and our that our
school is one of the top schools.”
Participative Value is Understood Differently According to Social and Cultural Contexts
Faculty members and development officers work together to tout faculty member’s
accomplishments bringing attention to faculty and their departments while working toward
strategic goals. In order to work together effectively however, both groups need to understand
that different operational cultures and socializations may lead to different points of view on why
development is valuable. Collaboration is characterized by the cross functioning of groups and
individuals with different perspectives (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Cross functioning is strengthened
through communication to find shared understandings and shared goals leading to more
adaptable institutions (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Overall, a commitment to interaction and
collaboration is necessary. One retired faculty members member spoke of the nature of
collaboration during his career. The statement, recorded in Big City University’s magazine,
describes collaboration as a source of pride for this faculty member and a path to achieving lofty
achievements. The faculty member stated “everybody realized we had to work together to make
it. We had to collaborate. So we did – and with very few qualms.” He continued, “Our greatest
asset was that entrepreneurial spirit, that willingness to interact with colleagues to accomplish
greater goals.” Collaboration can lead to the achievement of great goals (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
When donors understand a department and institution are doing great things and working
together to spite differences they often want to be part of such efforts. This is where faculty
member achievements and stories play a part in forming a donor relationship. Development
officers help facilitate the faculty member donor connection by making faculty members see
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value and want to be involved in the process. For Pam, a director of development in the school of
medicine, the process is one where faculty members provide the essential piece of
communication to produce an overall picture of how donor involvement can lead to something
which is special and life altering. She said, “We speak of world class faculty and experts and
innovators in their field. Certainly that makes people want to give because they want to make a
difference and give to people doing exciting, extraordinary things and we have people doing
extraordinary things. They are leading experts in their field. So we certainly have people giving
because of that and faculty are a huge driving force behind it.”
Faculty member involvement in strategic development is also important in terms of
establishing a long term giving relationship. Faculty members are able to generate donor
commitment by showing a united relationship with development officers; communicating with
donors about how their dollars are being used. Faculty members play a role in keeping a giving
relationship going. They are able to communicate their accomplishments and bring notoriety to
themselves and their academic units thereby influencing their own professional value and the
value of development efforts.
A current challenge some development officers at Big City University encounter and will
continue to encounter as they work to integrate faculty members into strategic development
involves timeframes. Faculty members often do not understand it can take months of visiting and
establishing a relationship with an organization or individual before a gift can be obtained. John,
a major gifts officer in the school of medicine, explained that it is important to communicate the
development timeline in a way which is informative but also tailored to faculty member
professional culture and socialization.
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I think the biggest thing with faculty members is to manage their expectations of the
development process, right. It could take three to six to twenty-four months to prepare a
gift and bring a gift in. As much as they often need support right now, it just does not
happen overnight. You have to communicate that with faculty up front. That is probably
the biggest thing is keeping an open dialogue with faculty. I think the biggest thing is
managing their expectations that this is a process just like research is a process. So it is
important to have the alongside and meeting with the donors so they can explain what
they are doing but they also need to understand the whole gift process.
If the development officer can equate the scenario to research it often resonates with the faculty
member and they better understand and appreciate the process. To successfully involve faculty
members in strategic development it is important for development officers to provide them with
a clear understanding of what the process is in terms of time and effort. The concept of value is
different in this case between the two groups. Faculty members do not always understand value
in achieving development goals comes from longer timeframes. This is an example of how value
is understood differently in different professional cultures. It is important for development
officers to collaborate with faculty members in order to better understand how much time and
effort it takes to get a valuable result from fundraising initiatives. For Kezar and Lester (2009),
definitions of value among individuals and professional units are an important element of
collaborative work within institutions. It is important for values to provide a common
understanding of collaborative goals between groups or individuals not normally in a working
relationship (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Without commonality established through shared values a
collaborative working relationship is hard to come by (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
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Development officers at Big City University are constantly trying to get in front of
faculty members to try and generate understanding of why development participation is worth
their time and effort. Presentations are a key component to informing faculty members of what
the development unit and development officers do. For Kezar and Lester (2009), events can
create opportunities for networking which can lead to collaborative relationships. Events also
identify those who want to connect to other individuals and units throughout campus and commit
to cross campus collaborative initiatives (Kezar & Lester, 2009). These events help development
officers identify the faculty members who are willing and able to contribute to strategic
development. Joe, an executive director of development in the school of dentistry, associated
outreach efforts and training with creating understanding and hopefully commitment from the
faculty members. He said, “We have a regular faculty meeting that we have and I try to speak to
all of those present about development to educate them. We have taken faculty to training
sessions to build rapport with them. We have a core group we work with and we have started
using them to solicit one another particularly now in our capital campaign faculty staff
component. We have faculty captains that we team up with development officers to ask their
colleagues to participate.” Joe indicated to bridge the gap in understanding and to work to create
faculty member participation it is necessary to keep reaching out and creating understanding.
I try to educate them as much as possible, to speak to them in groups and have the dean
speak at every opportunity we can to just give them information about what development
is and how it can help what they do. We also have faculty who have been here a while.
They understand philanthropy, they are used to it. So they have a sense of how important
it is and they work with some of our younger faculty to educate them and create exposure
among them.
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Information unmasks the profession for faculty members, helping to establish it and facilitate
more effective communication and understanding between the two professional cultures.
Training is an important way to create a professional culture where faculty members are
able to see value in contributing to development. Training can facilitate professional
socialization and help some faculty members realize there can be a significant return on
investment for their time and effort if they choose to contribute to strategic development
initiatives. Training creates understanding of the development process. Through understanding a
better sense of the intrinsic rewards of collaboration is gained (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Learning
about the process is a form of communication which can bring to light intrinsic rewards such as
enhanced skills and enhanced professional success (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Rewards such as
these often facilitate a commitment to collaboration (Kezar & Lester, 2009). It is up to the
development officer to convince faculty members that development training and outreach efforts
are worth their time if they want to create partnerships based on the value of commitment. Pam,
a director of development in the school of medicine, spoke of how those in her department “talk
about friend raising a lot” or educating and creating a shared sense of value between the two
professional cultures. She indicated the importance it plays in supporting faculty member
acceptance of development value.
It is essential to educate the faculty on what development is and talk about it because
there are frequent misconceptions among faculty about what development is. It can be
done in a friendly way and there are many tactics that people can use to best fit the
personalities in their world. In a past role I was in a different school which had been
combined with several other schools so they had been without a dedicated development
officer for a couple of years and the faculty had become disengaged with development
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altogether. They had been in limbo in terms of what strategic philanthropic efforts meant
for their school, their alumni and for their constituents. We had a lot of internal friend
raising with faculty to do because as I’ve said you have to work with faculty and get them
on board to create a professional culture to allow development to be effective.
The alumni piece can be critically important to making faculty members realize strategic
development participation can be valuable. Faculty members know what professional activities
alumni are up to, they often know their personalities, likes and dislikes and get satisfaction
reconnecting with them. The level of detail faculty members have on some alumni is something
development officers would have difficulty obtaining. Such detail can sometimes allow faculty
members to connect alumni professional worlds to programs or research which needs funding.
Faculty members can gain a sense of how alumni can help them through fundraising. Faculty
member involvement making these connections makes them vital to development and facilitates
an avenue where shared understanding of the value of strategic development can be sought
between professional units. Charlotte, senior director of development in the school of health
professions, spoke of how they see faculty member value in connecting to alumni. Her response
indicated they regard them as important team members whose participation is critical to success.
We make them aware and say, okay, we are going to be calling on these alums and
visiting these alums and your participation is needed to help make a connection. Here are
some plans we have and we want you to be integrated into the process to make sure we
are not forgetting any details or stepping on any toes and to make sure we are
approaching them the right way. We let them know that alumni love to hear directly from
them about what they are doing and it gives faculty a chance to bring awareness to what
they are doing and seek support for it.
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Moving forward, development officers will have to communicate with an improved
understanding of faculty member’s busy schedules if they want to create a sense of commitment
toward development. It will take a more detailed effort on the part of development officers to
shape communication efforts based on what will resonate best with various faculty members if
they want to bring them into the development fold in a way beneficial for both parties.
According to Connie, a director of development in the school of medicine, it takes availability
and exposure on the part of the development officer. Development needs to be there for the
faculty member to choose and seek out information about. This comes from seeking professional
culture change.
Fundraising needs to be wide open, big time and really trying to bring a kind of ground
up culture change to create faculty commitment. We need to say I’m coming to you, I
want to hear what you are doing, what your division is doing. I want to tell you what’s
important to us and I also want to hear what’s important to you. We aren’t expecting you
to hit up every person and say I really would love some money from you. That’s not our
expectation. We have a full team who’s ready to assist you in whatever way needed. I
think that goes a long way with faculty.
Development officers often frame strategic philanthropy in a manner which resonates
with faculty member perceptions of their roles with students. Such efforts play a significant role
in creating better conditions for faculty members to see value in strategic development. Faculty
members want current and former students to be successful and achieve to their full potential.
The development officer will work to generate a sense of the value of development by equating it
to student success and demonstrating the real value strategic development can have on student
success. Such an approach equates development initiatives with faculty member professional
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goals, creating an environment where value can be better understood. Understanding how values
differ across professional units and where common ground can be found is an essential
foundational element to creating collaborative working relationships (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
Fred, a senior director of development in the college of arts and sciences, spoke about faculty
members, alumni, and development by emphasizing the importance of the development officer in
creating the conditions for results. He said, “I think faculty involvement as far as working with
our alumni is vital. It can be extremely helpful and that relies upon the development professional
as to how you utilize the faculty member to talk about what they are doing to speak fluently and
with passion that drives the alumni and faculty member to go yes this is exactly what I want to
be doing and to be driven to commit.” The development officer is simply working to help the
faculty member understand why development is important for them. Faculty members are
motivated in different ways. For a development officer to create a partnerships between groups it
is their responsibility to find that link and utilize it to create a mutually beneficial working
relationship.
Creating a sense of what development participation means in terms of value for faculty
members and development is driven by continuous communication. Communication fuels
collaboration on campus by forming structures where messages can be integrated across
professional boundaries leading to understanding and partnerships (Kezar & Lester, 2009). It is
important for communication on a large and small scale to be tailored to the nature of the faculty
member and their department. It is a constant reminder to faculty members of what development
does. Consistent, specific communication can create a sense of how development has value in
faculty member professional culture. Development officers want to make sure when pursuing
faculty member strategic involvement that they sit down and map out what the faculty member
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wants to get out of their commitment to create trust. For Pam, a director of development in the
school of medicine, getting faculty members to bring value and see value in strategic
development comes down to a relationship of trust between the development officer and faculty
member. She said, “Building trust in a relationship, whether it’s a one on one relationship with a
faculty member or with the whole institution. Building trust in the development office or
development team for a particular unit or in the whole development office for leading a
campaign it is essential for the development office to gain trust. They are the gatekeepers to the
value development can bring to the institution. They are the gatekeepers for the value
development can bring to the faculty member.” The development officer wants to tailor the
development initiatives to the faculty member’s strengths and interests in order to increase the
likelihood they will enjoy the experience and continue it.
Summary
This study engaged development officers and development administrators at a single
southeastern public university. The purpose was to better understand what affect faculty member
participation brings to development initiatives, why faculty members participate or do not
participate, and what part communications and organizational culture play in seeking faculty
member involvement. The responses were honest and varied depending on academic unit,
personal perspective, experience, and viewpoint. This particular slant on development had not
been explored before at Big City University. Many of the participants were eager to talk about
the subject as they considered it very important to what they do. For the most part, development
officers want to see a greater concentration on getting faculty members more involved in the
process. They realize faculty members sometimes do not want to commit time and effort. They
realize faculty members do not have the time to commit to development and do not see the point
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of committing effort to it. The biggest difference in responses was between unit level
development officers and development administrators. Those in leadership tended to view the
issue from a standpoint that it was already happening without addressing the difficulties inherent
in making it happen. The lower level officers and staff understood the difficulty in seeking
faculty member involvement in development and getting them to commit. This was apparent in
the answers given by the two groups. Both groups were alike in that they appreciate the value
faculty member knowledge and relationships can bring to the development process at Big City
University. The difficulty lies in convincing large swaths of faculty members to commit and
become involved over time.
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CHAPTER V:
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
This study examined the nature of faculty member involvement in strategic development
initiatives focusing on the experiences and perspectives of development officers at a public fouryear southeastern research institution. Faculty member participation in development initiatives
helps to achieve results for development officers at Big City University and is an important piece
to the strategic future of development operations at Big City University. Findings indicated there
was a consistent appreciation among development officers for the valuable and singular abilities
faculty members contribute to fundraising efforts combined with an understanding of challenges
associated with motivation. Getting faculty members to buy in and contribute to development
efforts was the constant theme echoed throughout the interviews. For most development officers,
there is a realization that instilling the motivation is their responsibility but how to instill it was a
matter of opinion and perspective. Some subjects viewed the challenge as a one on one
communication and relationship based one. Others saw the challenge from an institutional and
organizational perspective focused on the role organizational dynamics play. In the final
analysis, faculty member abilities were seen as a valuable tool to development officers and an
asset which will likely become more valuable over time. However, there was a distinct
understanding that faculty members often have little incentive to contribute time and effort to
development and this is where development officers have to work to connect to faculty members
to seek their buy in.
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Certainly elements of collaboration were a vital piece to the analysis of this study. The
theoretical framework put forth by Kezar and Lester (2009) in Organizing Higher Education for
Collaboration: A Guide for Campus Leaders (2009) was utilized to better understand the
complex nature of collaborative relationships within institutions. Specifically the theoretical
framework was useful in understanding two seminal elements: The role of institutional culture
in establishing and maintaining collaborative relationships and the role communication plays
when different professional units seek a shared understanding of goals and motivation (Kezar &
Lester, 2009).
Currently there are few empirical studies looking at the existence and dynamics of faculty
member participation in development campaigns. Most information on the subject is not from
peer reviewed academic journals but from periodicals. The most important aspect of this study
was the development officer and how committed and able they were to set up working
relationships with faculty members. Relationships need to be truly beneficial to both parties and
tailored to the specific needs of each faculty member. In order for relationships to be beneficial
there must be a commitment to collaboration (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Relationships are a key to
collaboration and collaboration is driven by the alignment of goals and pursuits (Kezar & Lester,
2009). Tailored communication and the effort on the part of development officers to set up
ongoing working relationships and partnerships are keys to gaining faculty member commitment
to strategic development.
Communication helps development officers understand how the faculty member
perceives of the development process and what they would like to get out of it. Additionally, it
gives the development officer the chance to explain what development has the power to provide
faculty members in the context of current higher education challenges. All subjects indicated it is
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vital for development officers to create in faculty members a willingness to volunteer for
development. A will to work together is essential to setting a productive relationship as forced
collaboration often results in ineffective partnerships (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Cross-functioning
communication is an important part of finding the shared understandings and shared goals
necessary for professional collaboration (Kezar & Lester, 2009). It is important for development
officers to find ways to make faculty members link development participation with their own
personal professional success. This is a difficult proposition for development officers and faculty
members to get to sometimes. The personalization of the strategic development effort seems key
to getting faculty member buy in and commitment. The effort to achieve this can be driven by
the development office’s ability to communicate and relate to each faculty member’s personal
goal structure.
Development officers know faculty member involvement in development is a value
added element fundraising operations need to have moving forward. For this reason, it is
important development officers seek participation from faculty members in a manner which
generates a commitment to the effort. Faculty members will not commit the time and effort
development requires if they don’t have the desire for it. Additionally, if they are not fully
committed, it will show through in how they interact with donors and participate in initiatives.
Rewards must be available for commitment to collaboration to exist (Kezar & Lester. 2009).
Rewards engender a commitment to collaborate on unfamiliar initiatives and motivate different
professional units to work together for a common goal (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Often faculty
member schedules are simply too busy for them to commit to something they perceive will have
no benefit to themselves or the department.
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To facilitate faculty member involvement, development officers need to make sure
faculty members understand the role they will play and ensure they will be comfortable in the
process. Development officers also need to make sure they communicate and listen to faculty
members one on one. Such efforts ensure there is mutual understanding regarding what faculty
members want to get out of the process. Development officers need to make sure faculty
members understand the value they represent to institutional development operations.
Development officers also need to make sure faculty members understand participation in
development benefits them professionally and not just the institution at large.
In order for development officers to have success convincing faculty members to commit
to development, the organizational conditions need to be right. Its important institutional
leadership and academic unit leadership be committed to development and make it visible among
faculty members as a positive pursuit with the potential to offer professional improvements and
advancement. Overall, the organizational conditions and operational culture need to be
established where development is viewed by faculty members as a valuable use of time and
effort. Such conditions can be achieved by open and constant communication with faculty
members from institutional leaders and development officers. Too many faculty members do not
know what development represents to the overall institution. This usually comes about because
leadership does not make it evident. Lack of communication and emphasis on development will
make it more difficult for development officers to make use of faculty member talent in strategic
fundraising initiatives. In a general sense, the ability of different professional units and
individuals to collaborate portrays a responsive, efficient, and team oriented institutional culture
garnering positive attention and financial support (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
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It is also apparent that at Big City University training is currently and will continue to be
an integral way to help faculty members understand what development is and how it relates to
what they do. In addition to providing faculty members information on development value,
training also teaches them about their role in the process, helping to alleviate anxiety about being
put in an uncomfortable position or a position which will compromise values. Training is a
catalyst for collaboration across professional units on unfamiliar pursuits (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
It creates cross-functional understanding about the value and rewards of unfamiliar initiatives
(Kezar & Lester, 2009). When such conditions are created, a collaborative working relationship
can be formed (Kezar & Lester, 2009). In an overall sense, the role of institutional culture along
with organizational leadership plays a vital role alongside constant, tailored communication,
relationship building, training, and motivation. These are all factors which the institution and
development officers need to take very seriously in order to facilitate the active involvement of
faculty members in strategic development initiatives.
The focus of this dissertation was on the nature of faculty member involvement in
strategic development through the experiences of development officers at Big City University.
The study focused on three research questions:
1. What is the nature of faculty member and development officer collaboration on
development efforts?
2. What challenges do development officers experience when collaborating with faculty
members?
3. How does institutional culture facilitate faculty member and development officer
collaboration?
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Development officers and development administrators were interviewed at Big City
University during the summer of 2014. The study was started through an initial contact directly
with the development officer. The responses indicated a generally positive attitude among
development officers regarding the significant value faculty members lend to development
initiatives. Development officers viewed faculty member involvement in strategic development
as valuable to them professionally and valuable to overall institutional development efforts.
However, the level of participation of faculty members across academic units varied and there
were vastly different views on the best way to gain faculty member commitment to development.
Agreement existed that it was not the faculty member’s responsibility to seek development
participation unless of their own free will. Overall, the onus was on development officers at Big
City University to gain faculty member buy in to the development process. The overall question
involved the most effective means to gain commitment from faculty members given the vast
responsibilities already present in their professional lives.
In the forthcoming chapter, the researcher answers each research question which guided
the study. Additionally, the researcher provided determinations gleaned from the findings and
theoretical framework along with implications for Big City University and other large public
four-year research institutions. The chapter will finish with considerations for future research
regarding the study of faculty member involvement with development operations at large public
four-year research institutions.
What is the nature of faculty member and development officer collaboration on development
efforts?
Big City University development officers view the value of faculty members to
development initiatives as extremely important to their professional success and adaptability,
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especially given the dynamic nature of current and future challenges. Development officers all
viewed faculty members as an extension of what they do in the development world.
Development officers at Big City University see value in efforts to get faculty members
involved. Faculty members can tell the in depth story of the institution and can lend internal
knowledge to foster and maintain relationships with donors and external parties vital to
development efforts. There was little doubt among development officers that there is a real
commitment to gaining faculty member participation in development efforts. Without faculty
members, development officers cannot truly connect with the donors. Development officers
cannot extend to the donor or the external party the perspective and depth of understanding
faculty members can.
Even though faculty members are viewed as an important element to development efforts
at Big City University there is disagreement on how to gain their commitment to the process.
The nature of faculty member and development officer collaboration on development efforts at
Big City University is characterized by a commitment to professional collaboration and an
appreciation of the challenges it presents. Development officers viewed existing collaborative
relationships with faculty members as valuable and were eager to understand how to expand their
unit’s visibility in the professional lives of faculty members. However, the overall level of
outreach in the form of programs and training necessary to help create collaborative professional
relationships seemed to be lacking. It was apparent that a basic understanding of faculty member
value was present but the path forward toward more effective and widespread collaborative
professional relationships was not clear. Faculty member value to development can be fostered
when the two groups can collaborate freely through an understanding that a working partnership
has value and is worth the time and effort it takes to make it work (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
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Faculty members offer development officers a tool to reach donors on a level where deep
personal interests lie. Faculty members know what the institution is involved in academically.
Faculty members have a detailed knowledge of current research endeavors and how they interact
with community, social, and business concerns. They understand all levels of different outreach
activities and internal initiatives the institution is committed to and can translate excitement of
these programs over to the donor. Development officers and administrators do not have the time
and knowledge to take on such a committed knowledge to what Big City University is involved
with. This is where faculty member commitment really demonstrates its value. The nature of
faculty member and development officer collaboration can be better understood through the
concept of values. The value professional units place on initiatives tends to dictate whether effort
will be put forth to establish collaborative partnerships to work toward a common goal (Kezar &
Lester, 2009). Often it was apparent that development officers recognized the value of working
with faculty members on development efforts but such an understanding was not returned from
the faculty member side. Again, such a condition dictates the necessity of development officers
seeking out collaborative working relationships with faculty members to create a willingness to
commit time and effort to fundraising initiatives.
Faculty members facilitate the vital connection between the donor or other external party
and the institution. It is the establishment of this relationship which is so vital to the success of
development initiatives. The barriers to faculty member and development officer collaboration at
Big City University are worth taking on and figuring out for the long-term success of both
faculty members and the institution as a whole.
It is ultimately up to development officers to figure out how to overcome the barriers to
faculty member participation in strategic development. In order for development officers to

140

utilize the valuable attributes faculty members can lend to the process it is vital to obtain faculty
member willingness to participate. It is important for faculty members to view their own
participation in fundraising as necessary for their own professional development and the
development of their department and discipline. Faculty member involvement in development
can be encouraged by the operational culture of the institution and by institutional and
departmental leadership taking the lead and creating avenues to foster collaboration in the form
of programs, events, and training initiatives. In turn, development officers need to reach out to
faculty members to have a conversation and listen to what they would like to get out of the
process in order to establish a working relationship. Better solutions and fresh deep perspectives
can be gained when working relationships and trust are created to form a collaborative
professional relationship (Kezar & Lester, 2009). An organizational culture of collaboration,
communication, partnerships, and learning combined with a development officer who works
diligently to connect to faculty members is vital. Faculty members need to feel their interests are
being considered and that their professional success is intertwined with commitment to
development. It is the responsibility of the development officers, operational culture, and
organizational leadership to present the conditions necessary to facilitate faculty member
participation in strategic development initiatives.
What challenges do development officers experience when collaborating with faculty
members?
Big City University development officers understand their responsibility to seek faculty
member commitment to development efforts. This study identified three seminal challenges
development officers experience when collaborating with faculty members.
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The first challenge they face is convincing faculty members to commit their time and
efforts. Big City University development officers understand there are simply some faculty
members who are unwilling to commit to development. No matter what efforts are undertaken to
connect to them and convince them their efforts are extremely valuable many just simply do not
see it worth their time and effort. When faculty members are unable to see how they fit into the
development picture it is often difficult to gain any commitment. The main challenge
development officers face convincing faculty members to commit their time and effort to
collaboration lies in the lack of a clear understanding of reward. An understanding of reward is a
vital to establishing cross-functional collaborative professional relationships within an
institutional environment (Kezar & Lester, 2009). It is apparent faculty members oftentimes do
not understand the reward of collaborating on development efforts and this contributes to the
lack of a collaborative working relationship.
The second challenge development officers experience lies in establishing clear
communication channels with faculty members for working partnerships to develop. Without the
presence of relationships and trust between professional units it can be difficult to create a
collaborative professional environment. Development officers need to be willing to sit down
with faculty members one on one in order to understand what they wish to get out of the
development experience in order to tailor initiatives to faculty member strengths. It is also very
important that development officers communicate faculty member roles very clearly. For
example, faculty members at Big City University do not want to make a direct ask for money. In
reality, this is not the role faculty members perform in development initiatives. If roles are not
delineated clearly it can be often difficult to get faculty member commitment. Organizationally,
if leadership does not at least tacitly emphasize the importance of development to the
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professional success of all within the institution it can be difficult to realize successful faculty
member collaborative partnerships. Continuous communication, both one on one and
collectively, is essential to establishing a culture of collaboration. Training and informational
programs for outreach are essential pieces for establishing channels of communication to foster
collaboration. Training helps to establish understanding and programs help facilitate
collaboration and communication by identifying those willing to commit to collaboration.
Establishing understanding and identifying individuals willing to seek partnerships are essential
elements to a collaborative professional relationship (Kezar & Lester, 2009). Without these
elements it is less likely faculty members will be willing and able to commit their time and effort
to the development process. Even if development officers are committed to seeking faculty
member involvement, without outreach efforts there will remain a significant number of faculty
members who will not see the value in contributing their time and effort.
The third challenge development officers experience when collaborating with faculty
members lies in establishing a common understanding of goals. For development officers there is
often a holistic understanding of what development goals mean for the institution and for
themselves professionally. Such a clear and holistic understanding of the meaning of
development goals is often lacking for faculty members. Faculty members can have a hard time
understanding what development goals mean for them, their unit, and the entire institution.
Because of this lack of goal understanding, it is often difficult for a collaborative professional
relationship to develop (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
A commitment among development officers to be constantly willing to reinvent the ways
they communicate with faculty members on what development goals mean is essential to create
collaboration. Development officers want to communicate with faculty members by linking the
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specifics of what development initiatives can achieve to what makes faculty members
comfortable or to areas they specialize in. Such an effort can serve to create a personal
connection to goal achievement which in turn helps create the conditions for a collaborative
partnership to exist (Kezar & Lester, 2009). For the most part, faculty members will not commit
to development unless they are comfortable with the goals.
Without commitment to goals, faculty member contributions to development are not
worth the time or effort of either the development officer or faculty member. Lack of interest and
buy in to the importance of development will be evident to the donor and will lead to an often
unsuccessful outcome for the development office. While development officers need to be willing
to let faculty members contribute to development in a manner which utilizes and plays to their
strengths, collaboration is also vital to establish a working relationship. Development officers
and faculty members need to be on the same page in terms of defined roles and what is trying to
be accomplished. Without communication and open understanding faculty members will usually
never get involved in the first place or if there is initial buy in there will not be long-term
involvement. Overall, it is important for faculty members to understand and appreciate
development goals if collaboration is to be established.
Without an almost daily commitment, connecting with faculty members both in terms of
seeking involvement and maintaining involvement, development officers will not see the level of
success they need to achieve at Big City University. Continuous communication helps build
partnerships and keeps faculty members on top of the process so they feel more a part of it and
so there is an understanding of how it will affect them.
Ultimately, what development officers want to achieve in a working relationship with a
faculty member is a situation where the light comes on for the faculty member. A reality where
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the faculty member achieves clarity as to what development is and what it has the power to offer.
This is what development officers want out of their working relationship with faculty members.
If such a condition is not attainable, faculty members will not have the desire or the ability to
contribute successfully to development initiatives. It is important for development officers to be
diligent, creative and consistent in trying to connect to faculty members. To create a
collaborative professional partnership it is critical that development officers demonstrate the
value of fundraising to faculty members. This can be accomplished by relating development to
the holistic success of faculty member disciplines, departments and the institution as well as
individually to faculty member abilities to do their jobs more successfully.
How does institutional culture facilitate faculty member and development officer
collaboration?
It is important for the operational culture of Big City University and other large four-year
public institutions to be oriented toward universal acceptance of the importance of development.
At Big City University the institutional culture indicates through publicly available documents
that it appreciates the value of collaboration in development. Publicly available documents also
indicate the important part faculty members can play in development and the value the institution
places on their position in a collaborative professional relationship with development officers.
The institutional culture of Big City University also helps facilitate faculty member and
development officer collaboration by communicating its importance in terms of expectations. For
many units at Big City University there was the presence of subtle or not so subtle nods from
leadership to seek cross unit collaboration in development. It is important for leadership to take
every opportunity to communicate how important development is to the university and to
individual professional development. Institutional leadership at Big City University was also
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supportive of programs, outreach initiatives, and training programs to bring overall exposure to
development. Such efforts help create the conditions in the institutional culture of Big City
University to support development and collaboration in development. Events which reach out to
external or internal audiences bring understanding to an issue and help identify individuals and
units eager to seek more involvement in terms of partnering and collaborating (Kezar & Lester,
2009). Top down communication and leadership on this issue plays a huge part in getting faculty
members to buy in to strategic development initiatives. When there is increased exposure to an
initiative there is a greater chance of creating the conditions necessary whereby a working
collaborative relationship can grow (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
In terms of institutional operational culture, many at Big City University indicated
change in this area is not direct. Big City University leadership seemingly understands the
importance of collaborative development but often does not work together on programs and
initiatives with the common goal of creating a more collaborative culture. It takes commitment
from leadership and a goal structure oriented toward collaboration to create the conditions for
faculty members and development officer professional partnerships to form and prosper.
Possibilities for the future of Big City University, its staff, and faculty members are enormous if
institutional conditions can continue to favor collaboration in development. Big City University
development officers indicated operational culture change toward collaboration in development
is present but often not managed in the right way. It is up to institutional leadership to provide
development officers the resources and ability to make faculty members and other units outside
of development fully realize why they should commit their time and effort to development.
Without managing the conditions to create collaborative professional partnerships by making
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them a part of institutional mission there will be less of a chance for institutional culture to
change (Kezar & Lester, 2009).
The development office itself needs to be diligent and consistent in their communications
with faculty members if they want to create a working relationship. It helps if development
officers and faculty members both have an overall institutional level understanding of what
development represents to the institution. This condition is set on a one on one basis between
faculty member and development officer and organizationally through culture. In order for
institutional culture to adopt development as a vital piece it needs to be accepted. The level of
acceptance will vary from unit to unit but it is the development officer’s job to reach out to
faculty members and establish the conditions necessary to have acceptance.
Recommendations for Big City University
The understanding of faculty member value to strategic development is alive and well at
Big City University. For the most part, the commitment on the part of development officers to
communicating with faculty members and creating and maintain working relationships is there.
What’s lacking is a specifically oriented strategic plan regarding engagement with faculty
members. From an organizational leadership and operational culture standpoint, a documented
strategic plan dedicated to this pursuit would be helpful in formalizing the pursuit for
development officers. Giving them an idea of how to go about gaining faculty member
commitment and what that will look like in terms of a working relationship. Benchmarks or
deliverables regarding engagement with faculty members do not necessarily need to exist, but
there needs to be a strategic plan that lays down a collective understanding of what the pursuit
looks like for Big City University. The plan would not only establish a path moving forward but
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would have guidelines whereby past practices are documented for future development officers to
refine engagement with faculty members.
Likewise, it is important development officers within academic units to establish tailored
strategic plans. It is important for Big City University to utilize a large-scale strategic plan while
encouraging development officers to tailor separate strategic plans to their units. Academic units
have an operational culture all their own requiring specific initiatives based on unique challenges
and conditions faced. Such a plan would allow for a baseline upon which development officers
could understand and measure their progress engaging faculty members. Faculty members
willing to commit time and effort to strategic development also need to understand that the
development unit has the professional challenges of faculty members in mind and understands
the sacrifices they are making lending their valuable services to development initiatives. A
strategic plan would help in establishing this.
Big City University would also benefit through continuous communication and outreach
with faculty members. For units and faculty members not currently committing time to
fundraising, the development office and its satellites could establish periodic programs where
faculty members are encouraged to come and hear about what is happening in development as it
relates to their department. Such programming could help faculty members make the link
between strategic development and their own professional interests. In terms of communication,
development officers need to maintain periodic communications with faculty members to keep
track of projects they are working on and to deliver tailored messages to faculty members
regarding how current development initiatives can tie in with faculty member work. Such
initiatives keep faculty members in the loop with what the development office is doing while
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allowing development officers the chance to maintain a sense of faculty member initiatives in
order to establish connections between faculty members interests and strategic development.
Big City University also would be well served to earmark more funds to provide training
for both development officers and faculty members. Development officers, in some cases, could
use some guidance in how to communicate with professors in order to establish a connection and
get them involved. Learning seminars regarding communication could be a valuable tool to help
development officers convince faculty members to collaborate in a working relationship.
Additionally, training needs to continue at Big City University for faculty members regarding
strategic development and the role they can play in it. Faculty members need to be incentivized
to give development training a try and this is an area where creativity needs to be utilized.
Without training and face-to-face interaction with development it’s much less likely faculty
members will be willing to commit any time or effort to it. These initiatives would require
significant funding from the central development office and therefore institutional leadership
would have to be convinced of a return on investment. Such proposals need to be taken on with
greater seriousness by development leadership at Big City University if development operations
want to meet full potential.
Big City University also needs to spend a greater amount of time and effort creating
marketing materials for faculty members. Materials need to highlight how development
achievements made a difference in faculty member professional lives. Additionally, it is
important for development officers to highlight the benefits fundraising efforts have on external
relations and external challenges in the nation and the world. It is also important for faculty
members to be made aware that development is performed, albeit sometimes indirectly, for the
betterment of the greater world. Faculty members need to feel they are being engaged in a
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manner which preserves their freedom and choice. It is vital for faculty members to feel engaged
in a way which makes them want to get involved.
When possible, Big City University development leadership needs to enhance efforts to
reach out to academic leadership such as deans and other academic unit leadership to get them
involved in the strategic development vision. There is a level of this involvement currently.
However, it seems it would pay dividends in trying to create working relationships with faculty
members if the level of strategic interaction could be increased. It is important for academic
leadership to feel as if their involvement is valued and not forced. It’s important for academic
leadership to be engaged by development officers in such a way that they feel their involvement
in strategic planning is for the best for themselves, their department, their faculty members, and
the health of the overall institution.
It would also be productive for Deans and academic leadership to hold monthly meetings
with faculty members to give them an understanding of where the department is with
development. The manner and amount of information along with the timing of these
communications would be left up to the academic leader. However, this is another example of
visibility. The more visible and engaging the development process is in the professional lives of
faculty members the more likely they are to seek involvement in the process. It is also important
for there to be more of an internal recognition of development and the value it can lend to the
department. The message coming from those not affiliated with development operations may
perhaps resonate more with faculty members.
It would also be productive for the main development office at Big City University to
collaborate with alumni relations in an ongoing and organized effort to connect faculty members
to former students. When an individual joins the alumni society at Big City University the
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question could be posed regarding past faculty members. If students are asked and can provide
answers regarding their favorite professors perhaps this information could be utilized to connect
faculty members with former students. Such a connection could potentially lead to a new giving
relationship with the university. Faculty member’s ability to connect with former students is
often a successful way to bring new individuals into a giving relationship with their university.
This function could help to accelerate this process and lend it greater success.
It is also important for development to work with faculty members setting up visits with
alumni located in places where faculty members will already be travelling. Such a process takes
full advantage of faculty member existing schedules and leverages faculty member relationships
with former students. If faculty members and alumni already know each other, the path to a
giving relationship can be more direct.
Lastly, it is important for institutional and unit based development officers to organize
events where faculty members and fundraising staff can interact. Such a condition helps to
facilitate working partnerships. The events need to be geared toward faculty member preferences
and be inviting to make the concept of development easier to digest.
Limitations
The study here utilized a qualitative case study analytical methodology. The data was rich
and detailed in nature but also was very limited in scope as it came from one institution and one
sample of professionals. Applicability to other institutional types is a concern. Given the specific
nature of the findings applicability may be difficult. Additionally, the researcher’s ability to
maintain objectivity was a limitation of the study. Memorandums of subjectivity and strategies to
address internal and external validity were utilized. Objectivity was an area of great concern to
the researcher and every effort was made to maintain it. However, given the limited scope of the
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study and the researcher’s professional perspective it is possible elements of subjectivity could
still be present. Specifically the study could possibly be seen, unintentionally, as too biased
toward the development perspective.
Recommendations for Future Research
Future studies on this issue could perhaps involve a comparison of several public fouryear research universities in order to understand if there is a difference in how development
officers view the issue and what can be learned. A similar study could be done with the faculty
member perspectives in full view. Perhaps the view and results of analysis would be very
different from what was found here. A wider perspective could be undertaken looking at the
conditions and views at other public institutions such as two-year schools and community
colleges. Also, the private institutional perspective would be an interesting avenue to explore
where views and analysis would likely be very different.
Future research needs to extend well beyond the case study perspective. Perhaps a mixed
methods approach with both survey and interviews involving several institutions looking at both
faculty members and development officers would be enlightening. Such scope proved well
beyond the possibilities of this analysis.
Future research could also examine the role of institutional leadership. The role and
influence they have on the institutional conditions necessary to influence faculty member and
development officers working relationships. Special emphasis could be placed on the role of
organizational, cultural, and, structural conditions in such a study. Given the importance of
organizational and structural elements in this study it seems important to gain a deeper
understanding of how the organization drives or in some cases hinders the professional
relationship between faculty members and development officers.
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Conclusion
The main objectives of this study were to gain an understanding of whether there was a
working relationship between faculty members and development officers when it came to
strategic development initiatives. The nature of the relationship was also a key focus in order to
understand what faculty members have to offer to development operations and to understand the
organizational and communication elements necessary to work toward and establish a working
relationship. Overwhelmingly, the development officers and development administrators keyed
in on the fact that not only was there a working relationship between the two groups but that
faculty members were in many cases extremely important to what development does.
Development officers were often eager to explore the issue and to discuss it in order to better
understand how to better engage faculty members.
The general consensus among development officers regarding the involvement of faculty
members in strategic development at Big City University was that they want to seek further
involvement from faculty members because faculty members are extremely valuable to what
they do. In every interview the subject pinpointed the unique skills and abilities faculty members
can apply to the development process. The uniqueness revolves around impact. Faculty members
have unique power to make an impact with donors and with external relations in general through
their ability to tell a story and to apply in depth knowledge to an area of interest with a donor.
Development officers do not have the knowledge or ability to effectuate this. Additionally,
faculty members have a unique connection with former students and alumni. Connections
development officers do not have which can in some cases help to produce and foster a giving
relationship with the institution. The true impact of faculty members on strategic development
revolves around their commitment. If faculty members have a clear understanding of their role
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and can gain an appreciation of development for what it can provide to them professionally
hopefully they will want to become involved. The desire to become involved for both themselves
and the long-term health of their unit and the institution is what drives this dichotomy. With
faculty member commitment, development operations can benefit holistically and faculty
members can benefit professionally. It is important for this study to be understood as an
exploration of the professional collaboration between development officers and faculty members
requiring deeper understanding and analysis.
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Appendix A
Table 2
Development Officer Interviews
Interviewee

Title

Department

Date

Alexis

Major Gifts Officer

Planned Giving

June 12, 2014

Karri

Director of Development

School of Education

June 26, 2014

David

Major Gifts Officer

School of Business

July 9, 2014

Connie

Director of Development

School of Medicine

July 10, 2014

Heather

Development Coordinator

School of Medicine

July 10, 2014

John

Major Gifts Officer

School of Medicine

July 14, 2014

Bethany

Development Coordinator

School of Business

July 15, 2014

Linda

Executive Director

School of Medicine

July 16, 2014

Joe

Executive Director

School of Dentistry

July 17, 2014

Mary

Director of Development

School of Nursing

July 18, 2014

Cindy

Director of Development

School of Business

July 25, 2014

Catherine

Director of Development

School of Arts and Sciences

July 29, 2014

Doris

Development Coordinator

School of Health Professions

August 1, 2014

Leah

Major Gifts Officer

School of Health Professions

August 6, 2014

Director of Development

Fine Arts

August 11, 2014

Major Gifts Officer

Fine Arts

August 13, 2014

Director of Development

School of Medicine

August 14, 2014

Laurie
Faye
Pam
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Appendix B
Table 3
Development Administrator Interviews
Interviewee

Title

Department

Date

Gail

Director Planned Giving

Central Office

June 12, 2014

Fred

Sr. Director of Development

College of Arts and Sciences

June 20, 2014

Karl

Sr. Director of Development

School of Medicine

June 25, 2014

Greg

Sr. Director of Development

School of Business

July 7, 2014

Dorene

Sr. Director of Development

School of Optometry

July 16, 2014

Diane

Associate VP for
Development Administration

Central Office

July 21, 2014

Trisha

Assistant VP for
Advancement Services

Central Office

July 30, 2014

Charlotte

Sr. Director of Development

School of Health Professions

August 1, 2014

Kim

Sr. Director of Development

School of Nursing

August 12, 2014

Rhonda

Sr. Director of Development

School of Medicine

August 15, 2014
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Appendix C
Interview Protocol
1. How did you become involved in the development field?
2. Within your department, are faculty members utilized in development efforts and if so how
important are they to development campaigns / initiatives?
3. In your experience, are there active efforts to communicate and involve faculty members in
development initiatives?
4. In your experience, are faculty members achievements utilized / marketed in development
efforts?
5. What elements are necessary to facilitate faculty members buy in and participation in
development initiatives?
6. When faculty member’s participation is present what specific value do they lend to strategic
development initiatives?
7. What is the general attitude of your colleagues toward utilizing faculty members in development?
8. Are faculty members generally recognized as a positive force among development colleagues?
9. Do you see future potential growth in faculty member’s involvement in development?
10. Do you have any thoughts on the value and availability of development training for faculty
members?
11. Is such training offered and utilized effectively?
12. Do you think faculty member’s involvement in strategic development will become more
important in the future?
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