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ABSTRACT 

This study focused on whether the attitudes of African 

American alumni toward the University of Missouri-Columbia 

are reflected in their donorship. At the time that the 

sample was drawn, slightly more than one percent of the 

alumni of the large, public, predominantly White 

institution was Black. 

The Black Alumni Survey, an instrument developed by 

Dr. Jeannette Hawkins Evans, was used to assess alumni 

perceptions of the school's leadership, image, 

correspondence, alumni association, student experiences, 

and general impressions of fund raising techniques and 

purposes. ANOVA was chosen for the statistical procedure. 

No significant difference was found in the attitudes 

of donors and nondonors toward the school. Both groups 

seemed to share many basic perceptions and views of the 

university, possibly differing in the ways in which these 

ultimately were interpreted as determinants of action. 

Donors and nondonors seemed to perceive most aspects of the 

university's management, image, and leadership as positive. 

Their relationships and experiences associated with the 

school were also viewed as good. 

Finding no difference in the attitudes of donors and 

nondonors was quite provocative and occasioned an extension 

of the analysis of Black donorship for the university. 

Alumni giving relevant to specific decades and schools or 
~ 



colleges within the university were assessed. When 

donorship was examined in terms of these categories 

interesting patterns emerged. 

As a consequence of this research, it recommended that 

additional studies of alumni donorship be undertaken in 

order to try to determine more about this complex 

phenomenon. Additionally, Black alumni of the University 

of Missouri-Columbia should be consulted regarding 

marketing of the institution and development projects. 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

During fiscal year 1998/99, the University of Missouri

Columbia received $14,622,000 in gifts from individual alumni 

(University of Missouri System, 1999). This figure represents 

over 42% of the gift money received that year. The significance 

of alumni money is, however, greater than the obvious benefits it 

bestows. Gifts from graduates reflect - loyalty to the school, 

satisfaction with the education it provided, fond memories of 

experiences at the institution, confidence in its current 

leadership, programs and policies (I.H. Allen, 1981; Burgess~ 

Getts, 1992, p. 4; J. H. Evans, 1986; L.T. Smith, 1987). 

Moreover, contributions from other possible benefactors, 

such as corporations, are linked to the degree of perceived 

alumni support, gauged on the basis of alumni donations (Burgess

Getts, 1992, p. 4; J. H. Evans, 1986, p. 1; Shadoian, 1989, p. l; 

Swanson, 1986, p. 2). Alumni donations assuredly are a critical 

source of revenue. 

It is interesting to note that in 1995, 14% of the non

Black alumni donated to the University of Missouri-Columbia, 

while 7% of the Black alumni did so. This had been the general 

pattern since the start of that decade (Office of Development, 

1995). In fiscal year 1998, 13• of all alumni donated and 10% of 

Black alumni did so (K. Minq, University of Missouri-Columl::>ia, 

Office of Development, E-mail, February 4, 1999). By 2000, 
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slightly over 39% of all alumni were contributors while a little 

over 20% of all Black alumni had become donors (K. Ming, 

University of Missouri-Columbia, Office of Development, E-mail, 

March 28, 2000). The Council for Aid to Education reported in 

1998 that public research/doctoral institutions had an alumni 

solicitation effectiveness of 17.6%. 

Changing demographics are forecast to increase minority 

representation in the overall population over the ensuing 

decades. Blacks and certain other current minority populations 

have a significantly lower rate of participation in higher 

education than does the present numeric majority (Annual Status 

Report, Minorities in Higher Education, 1998, pp. 13-15). An 

optimistic view of the future of higher education in America 

might hold that as minority populations become increasingly 

dominant numerically, their presence in academic institutions 

should grow proportionally. There is no guarantee that this will 

occur, however. Concomitantly, donations from alumni well may be 

affected by the impact of demographic change on academia. 

Further, if in communities with large African American 

populations, Blacks do not deign_ to attend college in significant 

numbers, revenue from tuition, alumni donations, and possibly 

even taxation could be affected. On the other hand, if Black 

attendance in academic institutions would increase in proportion 

to census representation, minimal alumni donations from this 

group could still negatively affect the operational capacity of 

schools. 
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Academic institutions traditionally have not been a 

significant element in the pattern of Black philanthropy even 

though certain schools, such as Morehouse and Spelman, have 

benefited from a degree of change in African American giving in 

the past decade and a half (Carson, 1989; A. Evans, 1988; J. H. 

Evans, 1986; Winbush, 1996). The rate of Black alumni donorship 

at the University of Missouri has grown in recent years. The 

increase in Black alumni giving is attributed to the campaign for 

the new Black Culture Center (L. Scott, President, Black Alumni 

Organization, personal communication, March 28, 2000). Whether 

Black alumni become "habitual givers" can only be determined over 

time. Because of the importance of alumni donorship on several 

levels, this study was undertaken to research the attitudes of 

Black alumni toward the University of Missouri-Columbia in order 

to gain some understanding of an aspect of this phenomenon at a 

research one institution. 

Statement of the Problem 

One major concern of this study is the somewhat limited 

overall minority participation in higher education--particularly 

that of certain groups such as Blacks--while these groups are 

projected to become demographically dominant over the next few 

decades (Annual Status Report, Minorities in Higher Education, 

1998, pp. 13-15; Wilson & Justiz, 1987-1988, p. 9). This could 

threaten the established role and function that institutions of 

higher learning lonq have enjoyed in the society. 
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Black alumni have a critical role in the relationship 

dynamic of institutions and the public. What alumni think of 

their school and how they express these views can not help but be 

influential in the larger community. For example, research has 

shown that Black alumni may be a critical factor in the 

recruitment of Black students (T. A. Harris, 1994; Rakestraw, 

1985, p. 33). Furthermore, the financial assistance that Black 

alumni can provide their schools should not be ignored as it 

unfortunately has been all too often in the past (Carson, 1989, 

p. 23). 

My study examined the attitudes of Black alumni of t~e 

University of Missouri-Columbia toward the school and whether 

their donorship was reflected in their attitudes. The 1,934 Black 

alumni who attended the university through 1995 were the focus of 

this research. 

With her permission, my study used a modified version of 

instrumentation developed by Jeanette Hawkins Evans, who in the 

mid-198Qs examined the attitudes and giving patterns of alumni of 

six traditionally Black schools located in the South. My 

research, though, looked at the attitudes and financial support 

of Black alumni of a large public, predominantly White school. 

My study tried to determine what attitudes--based on 

student and alumni experiences, image of the institution, views 

of its leadership, and contact through mailings and telephone 

solicitation--Black graduates had of the University of Missouri

Columbia and whether these perceptions were a factor in their 
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willingness to donate. Moreover, my research compared the 

attitudes of donors and nondonors toward the school. 

Research Question 

The following research question was addressed: Is the donor 

status of the University of Missouri-Columbia's Black alumni 

affected by their attitudes toward their student and alumni 

experiences relevant to the institution? 

Definition of Terms 

These terms were defined for the purposes of this study: 

Alumni: Persons included on the university's alumni 

roster. Some of these individuals did not complete degrees 

at the University of Missouri-Columbia. Anyone who 

attended the school is listed on the alumni roster (K. 

Ming, University of Missouri-Columbia, Office of 

Development, personal communication, March 29, 2000). 

Nevertheless very few of those listed on the alumni 

documents used for this study had not completed a degree at 

the university. 

Black alumni: Individuals identified as Black on 

the MU alumni roster. University officials state that 

over the years, a number of individuals failed to fill 

in information specific to race on certain key 

documents such as applications (T. Coleman, Director, 

Alumni Relations, personal communication, March 29, 
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2000; L. Scott, President, Black Alumni Organization, 

personal communication, March 27, 2000). Providing 

this type of data is up to the discretion of the 

applicant. Consequently, in all likelihood, some 

alumni, who would otherwise have been included in this 

study, were missed because university records do not 

identify them as Black. 

Since some of the Black alumni of the university 

are from Africa, the Caribbean, South America, Europe, 

and other places, the term African American will be 

used only when appropriate. This study is limited to 

Blacks who attended the institution through 1995. 

Donor: A person who has made a contribution to 

the University of Missouri-Columbia. 

Nondonor: A person who has not made a 

contribution to the University of Missouri-Columbia. 

Respondent: A person who completed and returned 

the ·slack Alumni Survey. 

Importance of the Study 

The demographic changes facing the nation coupled with 

limited, although increasing minority participation in higher 

learning may threaten the role and scope of postsecondary 

education. A diminution in the importance of higher education 

could no doubt have many far-reaching, and perhaps not totally 
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predictable, consequences for the various ethnic groups 

concerned, academic institutions, and the nation as a whole. 

Even though 1988 marked the beginning of increased Black 

enrollment in institutions of higher learning after several years 

of decline (Wilson & Justiz, 1987-1988, p. 14), schools should 

not become complacent. The college participation rate of African 

Americans as compared to Whites is low (Annual Status Report, 

Minorities in Higher Education, 1998, pp. 13-14). The 

participation rate of African Americans in higher education in 

1996 was 35.9% (Annual Status Report, Minorities in Higher 

Education, p 1). Black male participation between 1995 ancr 1996 

had increased from 34.4% to 35.2% which was a 6% increase over 

the rate a decade earlier (Annual Status Report, Minorities in 

Higher Education, pp. 13-14). Black female participation in 

higher education was at 36.6% which was a 7% increase over 1986. 

Annual Status Report, Minorities in Higher Education (pp. 13-14) 

noted year-to-year fluctuations in these figures. There is no 

guarantee that the increased participation by Blacks in higher 

education, however tenuous, will continue unabated. Prudent 

efforts to secure greater African American participation in 

higher learning might benefit from the insight of research. 

Missouri's African American population was in excess of 11% 

in 1999 (Chronicle of Higher Education, p. 97). Nine percent of 

the students enrolled in Missouri's colleges and universities 

were Black in 1997 (Fact Book on Higher Education, 1997, 1997, 

p. 79). The University of Missouri had a Black enrollment of 6% 
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in the 2000 winter semester (K. Humphrey, Registrar's Office, 

personal communication, March 24, 2000). This figure, although 

low in comparison to the number of Black people in the state and 

the percentage enrolled in Missouri's academic institutions 

overall, represents a triumph for a university that as recently 

as 1993 had a total Black enrollment of less than 4% (Registrar's 

Office, 1995). The dramatic increase in Black students was the 

result of a concentrated recruitment and retention effort. This 

effort initially involved extensive visitations by university 

staff to high schools throughout the state. Particular attention 

was paid to schools in major cities, and fairly generous offers 

of financial assistance were made to potential students and 

extensive supportive measures were structured for those who 

matriculated (J. Craig, Office of Vice-Provost for Minority 

Affairs and Faculty Development, personal communication, April 3, 

2000). That the .University of Missouri-Columbia had a Black 

enrollment level of less than 4% for some time and only in recent 

years achieved higher percentages remains an issue of concern 

{"Minority Total Drops Again," 1999). 

In the decades since complying with court-mandated 

desegregation, the university's roster of Black alumni included 

fewer than 1,200 persons by the end of the 1980s {K. Ming, 

University of Missouri-Columbia, Office of Development, E-mail, 

April 6, 2000). By 1995 this figure had risen to 1,934 {Office 

of Development, 1995). In 1998, the university had 2,739 living 

Black alumni. By December 1999, the number of living Black 
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alumni was 2,924 (K. Ming, University of Missouri-Colwnbia, 

Office of Development, E-mail, March 28, 2000). Research 

specific to Black alumni attitudes should be helpful in fostering 

an understanding of the experiences of tllis qroup at the 

university over the years. Additionally, it might provide 

insight into ways to improve relations between the university and 

its Black alumni and students, and suggest means to make the 

university's organizational climate more responsive to the needs 
.. 

of this group. Moreover, it may help some alumni begin to 

examine their views of the university and whether or not their 

assistance might enable the institution to further its missron. 

Insights gained through this type of research have the 

possibility of enhancing communication between the university and 

its Black alumni, of determining if Black alumni donorship is 

influenced by their attitudes toward the school, and of 

identifying what characteristics distinguish the nondonor from 

the donor. Moreover, this research offered the possibility of 

helping to identify ways to improve the relations between a 

public institution and its Black alumni and students. The 

process and outcomes of this effort suggest other research might 

be conducted relevant to the school's Black alumni. 
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CHAPTER II 

Review of the Literat~re 

Introduction 

Over 4,000 separate institutions--many occupying vast 

tracts of urban, suburban, and rural land--are testaments to the 

nation's intense preoccupation with the multi-trillion-dollar 

industry that is American higher education (Fact Book on Higher 

Education, 1997, 1997, p. 377). In fact for several decades· 

higher education was a "growth industry." The Department of 

Education reported that 650 new schools opened during the 1970s, 

and 100 more had begun operating by the mid-1980s (Fact Book on 

Higher Education, 1989/1990, 1990, p. 133). The influence of 

higher education has become pervasive. For example, yearly since 

1985, non-traditional students, i.e., persons over the age of 25, 

once poorly represented on the collegiate level, have been 40% or 

higher of total enrollment and are projected to remain at those 

levels through 2007 (Digest of Education Statistics 1997, p. 

184). For several years, however, economic conditions had a 

marked impact on some enterprises including schools. 

Consequently, new institutions no longer opened with quite the 

alacrity that could be noted several decades earlier. Enrollment 

in postsecondary institutions increased 30% between 1973 and 
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1982. From 1986-1996, enrollment only grew by 14% (Digest of 

Education Statistics, 1998, 1998, p. 187). 

Universities and colleges employ around 2,662,075 

individuals (Digest of Education Statistics 1998, 1998, p. 25?). 

The personnel associated with these institutions probably include 

virtually every position cataloged in the Dictionary of 

Occupational Titles (U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and 

Training Administration, U.S. Employment Service, 1991). Police 

officers, physicians, nurses, occupational therapists, dentists, 

laboratory technicians, librarians, computer programmers, 

janitors, cooks, groundskeepers, printers, journalists, sales 

clerks, attorneys, fund raisers, secretaries, human resources 

officers, administrators, and other occupations swell the 

employee rolls on many college and university campuses. However, 

as one would no doubt anticipate, a large segment, approximately 

43%, of those employed by these schools is involved with 

instruction (Digest of Education Statistics, 1998, 1998, p. 

252) . 

Taken collectively, the financial concerns of institutions 

of higher education are considerable. Based on projections in 

the Fact Book on Higher Education, 1997, for 1996-1997, private 

institutions had revenues around $78 billion; the total revenue 

of public institutions was in excess of $129 billion (Fact Book 

on Higher Education, 1997, pp. 136-138). The sources of revenue 

for the two categories of institution varied considerably. For 

example, while public schools relied on tuition for only 18.4% of 
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their income, tuition represented 41.9\ of the revenue of private 

institutions (Fact Book on Higher Education, pp. 136-138). State 

governments provided more than 35.9% of the revenue available to 

public institutions (Fact Book on Higher Education, p. 136). 

Private schools, on the other hand, could only rely on state 

government for 2.1% of their income (Fact Book on Higher 

Education, p. 139). The federal government was more generous 

toward private than public schools, granting the former the 

equivalent of 14.5% of their total income while only favoring the 

latter with 11.3% of theirs (Fact Book on Higher Education, pp. 

137-138). Local governments were more generous to public than to 

private institutions, providing public schools with 4% of their 

total revenue. Private institutions could rely on local 

government for less than 1% of their total income. At 23.4% for 

public schools, and 23.2% for private schools, both categories of 

institution derived revenue frGm sales and services at nearly 

equivalent rates. Private gifts, grants, and contracts provided 

private schools with more than 8% of their total revenue. P'Q,blic 

institutions could depend on these two sources for about 4% of 

their income (Fact Book on Higher Education, pp. 136-138). 

Collectively, colleges and universities own land, buildings, and 

equipment valued in the trillions of dollars (Digest of Education 

Statistics, 1998,; Fact Book on Higher Education, 1997, p. 132). 

These same institutions also have fiscal liabilities that are 

considerable (Digest of Education Statistics, 1998; Fact Book on 

Higher Education, 1997, p. 140). 
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With multiple millions of employees, students, and 

graduates, billions of dollars in revenue, billions of dollars in 

expenditures, trillions of dollars in assets, and the many goods 

and services they provide, colleges and universities are critical 

factors in the overall economy of this nation and perhaps 

indispensable elements in some local economies. 

Furthermore, institutions of higher education have assumed 

what seems to be a vital, perhaps even a critical role, in the 
.. 

overall society. Higher education today has several obvious 

functions: education, training, and research. Of course 

education has implications far beyond mere formalized 

instruction. Some of the ways in which education acts upon the 

society hinges upon socio-political considerations, as examined 

in the works of Freire, Kozol, and others: 

Sociologically, education is one of the most important 
means to reproduce the social structure of any 
society. Through education, as "a deliberate, 
systematic, and sustained effort to transmit or evoke 
knowledge, attitudes, values, and sensibilities," 
societies look for the means to reproduce their ways 
of life. However, the educational aspect is not only 
a mechanical transmission of knowledge and culture 
from one generation to another, but it is principally 
both a transformation and a transcending of that 
knowledge according to certain political and 
ideological points of view. In this sense, education 
may be used according to specific interests -of some 
social classes. This implies that education is not 
only a pedagogic problem, but principally a political 
one. (Dupuy-Santiago, 1983, p. 1) 

Higher education plays an important role in educating 

members of the various professions essential to the life of the 

nation. Moreover, universities and colleges inextricably are 
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linked to research efforts in virtually all fields. The federal 

government alone awards millions of dollars a year to 

universities and colleges to fund research (Digest of Education 

Statistics 1998, p. 193). Numerous advances in science, 

medicine, education, mathematics, psychology, business, computer 

science, and other disciplines no doubt-arise from research 

efforts on the nation's campuses. 

In addition to their economic, educational, and research 

roles, institutions of higher learning seem to be called upon to 

play a major part in the moral life of the nation. In the 1960s 

many of the efforts to reform the society and end the Vietnam 

conflict were spearheaded on university campuses (Button & 

Provenzo, 1989, p. 262). Numerous efforts to bring about the 

full participation of various groups in the society have some 

degree of connection with various university initiatives (Button 

& Provenzo, pp. 269-2~0). Numerous books have been published 

attempting to grapple with the implications of multiculturalism 

for universities and colleges. The affirmative action 

controversy will no doubt continue to have a profound impact on 

campuses nationwide for some time to come. The lengths to which 

some university cultures have taken their role in changing the 

society may totter at times on the ludicrous--for example, the 

question of political correctness debated on many campuses in 

recent years. However, this does show a commitment to examine 

the problems of morality and ethics even to approaching the 

extremes of superciliousness. 
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Colleges and universities serve as a training ground for 

athletes, sometimes riveting national attention on important 

competitions between opposing schools. Campus museums and 

libraries throughout the country locate, preserve, and display 

collections of often incalculable value. University theater 

companies, choral groups, and orchestras are a major factor in 

the cultural lives of many communities. Students from around the 

world flock to universities and colleges throughout the fifty 

states to prepare themselves in fields ranging from library 

science to nuclear physics. 

Economically, socially, culturally, educationally, 

politically, internationally, scientifically, perhaps even 

morally, higher education is a pivotal part of American life. 

The conditions of the society are not static though. over the 

next few decades, the demographics of the United States are 

supposed to change significantly. Eventually, the nation's 

current minority populations are predicted to become the majority 

while th~ majority population will become the numeric minority. 

The implications of this shift have been widely discussed in many 

sectors. In March 1991, the House Subcommittee on Census and 

Population conducted a hearinq to examine changing demographics. 

The transcript of that hearing, titled Changing U.S. Population 

and the Future Labor Force: Data Needs for the 21st Century, 

featured the testimony of experts in the field of demography. 

Dr. Clifford C. Clogg, Chair of the Committee on Population and 

Statistics of the Population Association of America, said: 
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One challenge facing our society is to ensure 
equitable opportunities for these minority groups, 
partly because we can ill afford a condition where the 
productive capacity of Hispanics or non-Whites is not 
utilized. There are many other trends, demographic or 
population related, that have implications for our 
future labor force, as well as for the institutions 
that educate and train our workers. (p. 9) 

Higher education has long been seen as a right of entry to 

the American dream. Even before slavery was eliminated from this 

nation, and during times when the prospects of employment for 

them commensurate with advanced degrees was virtually 

unthinkable, Blacks sought collegiate education and opened their 

own institutions to insure that there would be places where the 

talented and ambitious coald study. The high school completion 

levels for Blacks have been rising steadily for many years. 

Despite this fact, an alarming trend was noted in the 1980s: a 

pronounced decline in Black participation in higher education 

(Annual Status Report, Minorities in Higher Education, 1993, p. 

11). By the close of the decade, the trend reversed: annual 

increases in minority enrollment began to be noted. 

Nevertheless, in 1993, the gap between White and African American 

participation in higher education was significant, with 42.2% of 

Whites matriculating as opposed to 31.5% of Black high school 

graduates (Annual'Status Report, Minorities in Higher Education, 

1993, p. 9). In '199'6, 35.9% of Africari Americans were enrolled 

in college compared to 44% ot White Americans. Completion rates 

of Black and White- students were even more telling. In 1999, 

17.4% of Whites held bachelor's degrees compared to 10.4% of 
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Blacks (Statistica·l Abstract of the United States: 2000, 2000, p. 

158). Moreover, only 4.6% of Blacks held advanced degrees 

contrasted with 8.5% of Whites (Statistical Abstract of the 

United States: 2000, 2000, p. 158). 

While it appears that minorities will become, over the next 

few decades, the real majority in terms of numeric representation 

in the population, limited participation by Blacks and some other 

minority groups in higher learning is a real concern (Gergen, 

1998, p. 84; Wilson & Justiz, 1987-1988, p.9). The National 

Center for Education Statistics, in examining the data for 1994, 

noted that while enrollment by Asian-Americans had increas~d by 

7% and Hispanics by 6%, African American participation in higher 

education had only increased by 2.5\ (Gose, 1996). Participation 

by Black women in higher education increased by 3.4%; Black men 

on the other hand appeared even less enthusiastic about the 

academic experience with a growth of 1% (Gose, 1996). White 

enrollment was down by almost 2% from the previous reporting 

year, 1993. This was accounted for by changing demographics, 

however (Gose, 1996). 

Because colleges and universities have long played such a 

key role in so many aspects of the nation's li°fe--training 

professionals in every category, and serving as cultural, moral, 

political, and economic forces--their future no doubt has far

reaching implications for the country as a whole. 

The overall increase in minority participation in higher 

education should not neces-sarily be taken for granted. Even if 
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demographic changes may be relied upon to continue the trend 

toward increasing minority representation in academia, the slight 

increase by Blacks in comparison with other groups is troubling. 

With the role higher education plays in the socioeconomic life of 

the nation, having a major qroup fail to avail itself--to the 

extent as have others--of that avenue to betterment may possibly 

have profound implications for the society and academia as well 

as for that group. 

J. H. Evans noted in 1986 that there is remarkably little 

research specific·to Black college or university alumni, 

particularly in relation to the donor patterns of the group 

(1986, p. 9). In the years since the Evans study, there is still 

limited research related to this topic. Besides several 

dissertations, there have been articles in the Chronicle of 

Higher Education, the Journal of College Personnel, the Negro 

Educational Review, and other learned periodicals pertaining to 

Black alumni during this time. Nonetheless, articles on Black 

alumni donors remain relatively few and actual research on the 

subject rare. This is especially disturbing in view of the 

crucial problem facing schools, minority groups, and the nation 

in the dawning years of the new millennium (Allen & Jewell, 1995; 

Wilson & Justiz, 1987-1988, p. 9). 

Education has been seen as an essential component of 

advancement since the beginnings of this nation (American 

Association of State Colleges and Universities, 1988, p. 3). If 

this belief has any validity, then minority groups, the society, 
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and schools should seek ways to resolve the dilenuna of rising 

minority birth rates coupled with somewhat limited participation 

by certain of these groups in higher education. 

Overall, the focus of the literature review for this study 

sought to place the question of alumni donorship within a 

historical and societal context. The first portion of this 

literature review established a historical context for the study, 

examining Black education in America. · The question of 

philanthropy in relation to Black alumnLwas the focus of the 

second portion of the review. The third section concerned the 

problems of Black students at majority institutions. The fourth 

section looked at the background for the research. Finally, the 

literature review examined research specific to the topic o·f 

Black alumni and their role in higher education institutions. 
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Historical Context 

Education has been viewed for centuries as the "keystone to 

progress" in this nation {American Association of State 

Universities and Colleges, 1988, p. 3). Yet implicit in the 

American system of slavery, that "peculiar institution" that 

survived on those shores for more than two centuries, were 

traditions apparently antithetical to that "keystone" (L. 

Bennett, 1962, p. 70). The Cotton Curtain was the label Lerone 

Bennett (1962, pp. 70-95) gave the complex.. of traditions, laws, 

practices, and attitudes intended to regulate the behavior and 

interactions of Blacks and others during the period of Ameri~an 

slavery. Bennett was not attempting to describe a diaphanous, 

decorous creation in using the term Cotton Curtain. Rather he 

referred to a system that was for Blacks as oppressive, 

totalitarian, and insular as that of the Soviet Union in the days 

when it most closely approximated the "Evil Empire." A member 

of the Virginia House of Delegates, referring to the practices of 

slaveholders, said in 1832, "We have as far as possible closed 

every avenue by which light may enter their minds. If we could 

extinguish their capacity to see the light our work would be 

completed" (Webber, 1978, p. 27). 

Lunsford Lane, a former slave, remembered his period of 

servitude in haunting terms: "Indeed all things now made me feel 

... that I was a slave. Deep was this feeling, and it preyed 

upon my heart like a never dying worm" (Webber, 1978, p. 24). 

Based on the plaintive musings of Lane and other former slaves, 
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the Cotton curtain must have been 'What the Virginia delegate had 

wished, nearly impenetrable by light. In fact, the Cotton 

Curtain must have been created of a fabric so dense--if the 

testimony that has come down to us from those it once enclosed is 

to be credited--as practically to cut off the air. 

If one may term the complex of law, tradition, · practice, 

and attitude woven about the institution of slavery as the Cotton 

Curtain, then the problem of education might be viewed as not 

just a thread but as a major portion of the pattern. Education 

is not just the formal process of schooling: 

Schools do not and cannot monopolize education. From 
the moment children are born, they begin their process 
of becoming educated--from mom, dad, brothe·r, sister, 
and other members of the family; later from friends, 
neighbors, and the mass media. (Cortes, 1976, p. 10) 

Formal education or schooling or even just the process of 

learning to read was considered so inextricably related to the 

improvement of the individual that both were forbi'&len to those 

holding the status of slave in virtually every slave state 

(Button & Provenzo, 1989, p. 14·6) . Even in the North, Blacks 

generally were unwelcome, and discouraged from pursuing formal 

education (Button & Provenzo, p. 146). 

Despite this hisltoty, · ~r; " pe'rflaps · eyen in part due to it, 

Blacks have ldng ·believed in the · ~f.fieacy"of education for: 

individual growth and improvement {American As$ociation of State 

Colleges and·Universities, 1988, p. 3). Nevertheless, the effort 

of Blacks to recei-...e formal instruction in this· perlC>d was 

fraught with di ff i 'cul'tiy ~-
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At an early phase in the development of slavery, Benjamin 

Franklin, Abbe Gregoire of Paris and other worthies took issue 

with those who regarded Blacks as innately inferior (Woodson, 

1968, p. 69) . Anthony Benezet, who in the latter decades of the 

eighteenth century taught students of both races, said that he 

found among Blacks the same range of abilities and talents that 

he did among a like number of Whites (Woodson, p. 69). Benjamin 

Banneker and Phyllis Wheatley were two early examples of American 

Blacks whose intellectual achievements brought them a degree of 

public notice (L. Bennett, 1962, p. 63). 

Quakers enlisted very early in the cause to secure 

educational opportunities for Blacks. From at least the 1680s, 

Quaker educational programs for Blacks can be documented (Ploski 

& Williams, 1989, p. 732). Benjamin Banneker was educated in 

Maryland (L. Bennett, 1962, p. 66). In its early days, that 

state had been somewhat interested in elevating the status of 

Blacks. By 1800, however, the fear of Blacks was increasing. 

Gabriel Prosser of Virginia led his revolt that year (Button & 

Provenzo, 1989, p. 146) . The Haitian revolution, an uprising 

that fueled the nightmares of slaveholders, was nine years old. 

Until that time, Black children were taught in the so-called 

pauper schools in the State of Virginia (Woodson, 1968, pp. 112-

113). After Presser's insurrection that avenue was closed, and 

Blacks desiring instruction had to seek private sources. 

North Carolina, from the late eighteenth through the early 

nineteenth century, allowed Blacks to be taught rudimentary 
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skills such as reading and writing (Woodson, 1968, p. 113). By 

the third decade of the nineteenth century, there was a movement 

underway in that state to insure that all Blacks could read at 

least the Scriptures. Reactionaries quickly ended the effort. 

John Chavis, born a freeman in Oxford, Granville County, 

North Carolina around 1763, was educated at Princeton (Abdul

Khabir, 1988, p. 16). In 1801, he went to Virginia and began 

preaching to Blacks. In 1831, a law prohibiting preaching by 

Blacks, free or otherwise, brought this phase of his life to a 

close (Woodson, 1968, , p. 117). John Chavis then became an 

educator. Rather than Blacks, however, Chavis taught Whites. 

Several of his students went on to become prominent men (Woodson, 

p. 117). 

Both Kentucky and Tennessee, before the views of 

slaveholders began to harden in the early nineteenth century, 

believed that the eventual manumission of Blacks was inevitable. 

A degree of instruction was encouraged in these states to prepare 

Blacks for this future. Private schools educated Blacks who 

could afford such an option. Some Black groups in these states 

established their own schools (Woodson, 1968, pp. 118-121). 

By the early nineteenth ·century, generally, the Middle and 

Southern states ended their efforts to help educate Blacks. 

"Coloreds" and Whites attended schools together in New Orleans 

during this period, nonetheless. These institutions, though, 

were private. The child's family had to pay for his education 

(Woodson, 1968, pp. 128-129). 
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In Charleston, South Carolina, with other possibilities 

closed to them, Blacks, during the period, opened their own self

supporting schools. This experiment was rather successful. Many 

of the skilled craftsmen and merchants of the town were educated 

in these academies (Woodson, 1968, p. 129). 

The District of Columbia had one of the most progressive 

Black populations and several good schools. The Snow Riot was an 

attempt to drive these progressive Blacks out of the community. 

While the riot succeeded initially, within a few years, 

relentless educators were -once more .operating Black academies 

(Woodson, 1968, pp. 130-137~. Blacks ·in<Baltimone followed those 

of the District of Columbia in -founding their own priv~te schools 

(Woodson, pp. 138-142). In Philadelphia and New York, Blacks 

relied upon schools opened for them by benevolent societies. By 

1812 three "Colored" schools had been opened by Blacks in New 

York (Woodson, pp. 147-149). 

Boston!s Black population opened a school after the 

American Revolution and maintained it for many years (Woodson, 

1968; p. 149). In some New England communities, the public 

schools allowed Black children to attend. As a consequence, 

schools founded by Blacks frequently floundered since parents 

were not anxious to support two systems (Woodson, p. 149). 

In 1831, Mississippi made all Black freemen leave its 

borders (Woodson, 1968, pp. 164-165). Since it was illegal to 

provide formal education for slaves, the question of Black 

schooling within that state became moot. 
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The fear of Black literacy had reached such extremes by the 

1830s that Blacks were forbidden even to set type in printing 

shops in various Southern states. Kentucky and Maryland never 

passed laws forbiddinq the instruction of any person. However, 

the force of public sentiment acted as effectively as leqislation 

in these states to hamper the education of Blacks (Woodson, 1968, 

p. 169). Even in the Deep South, however, after prohibitinq 

legislation was enacted, some Black schools remained open and 

unmolested. A few secret schools were kept to educate slaves 

(Woodson, pp. 215-217). . Arguinq that a literate slave would be 

far more valuable, some slaveholders were not only advocates of 

the education of Blacks but actually saw to it that their 

servants received instruction (Woodson, pp. 214-215). 

In Connecticut during the 1830s, Prudence Crandall, a 

Quaker educator, opened a boarding school for young ladies. 

Sarah Harris, a Black girl, was eventually admitted. Some White 

parents demanded that Sarah be expelled. Prudence refused. All 

the White students were withdrawn. Prudence's advertisements for 

"Colored" students filled her academy. Miss Crandall and her 

charges did not have any easy time of it, though. Local stores 

refused their trade. The authorities frowned on Crandall and the 

youngsters. Harassment of various types plagued the institution. 

Finally, legislation was enacted, declaring the experiment 

illegal. Prudence was jailed and later tried. On July 22, 1834, 

Prudence's attorney managed to get the case closed. The law that 

had prompted the legal proceedinqs was declared unconstitutional. 
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Unrelenting attacks on the school continued, however; Prudence 

eventually closed her school (Woodson, 1968 ·, pp. 172...;175). 

New Haven refused a Black manual atts college- permission to 

operate during this period. Moreover, Noyes Academy in Canaan, 

New Hampshire was destroyed by irate citizens after the decision 

was made to open enrollment to Black students (Woodson, 1968, p. 

176). In Northerh cities, settlements of free Blacks usually 

included a school as well as a church. Such a settlement became 

the site of Wilberforce University in · 1856~ Schools founded by 

Blacks were frequently destroyed by mysterious fires thouqh 

(Woodson, 1968, p. 11). Quaker settlemetits were viewed as meccas 

for Black education, and many Blacks went te these sites for 

instruction. Blacks who sought refuge in Canada also founded 

schools there (Woodson, p. 251). The widespread belief ',that 

prejudice against Blacks would diminish if the ' qroup were 

educated led to constant and ongoing efforts . toward that end. 

There was, hewever, also a strong ~ovement to repatriate Blacks 

to Africa. In support of this effort, several schools -and 

colle'ges were opened in Liberia before 1851 (Woodson, p. 251). 

Myrtilla Miner, a New Yorker, was another young White woman 

who, like Prudence Crandall', sought to educate Blacks and endured 

persecution fol! her ttoubles. The Quakers and no less a notable 

than Harriet Beecher St'owe supported Myrtilla' s work. Miss Miner 

established a school ftir young Black girls in Washington, D.C. 

Harangues denouncing the institution appeared in newspapers of 

the day. Finally, in 1860 the school was torched. Before much 
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damage could be done though, the fire was extinguished. Myrtilla 

operated her institution during the winter months; her summers 

were spent going about the country soliciting funds for the 

school. In 1866, Miss Minor died without realizing her dream of 

transforming the school into a teachers' academy (Woodson, 1968, 

pp. 266-268). 

Avery College was established in Allegheny City, 

Pennsylvania in 1849. In 1856 Lincoln University was 

incorporated in the same state. These institutions attest to an 

interest in providing Blacks with higher education from very 

early times. Additionally, Oberlin, founded in Ohio in 1833, and 

Berea, founded in Kentucky in 1869, had admission policies 

permitting the matriculation of Blacks from their inceptions 

(Abdul-Khabir, 1988, pp. 17-18). Some historians have noted that 

the Black experience at Oberlin may have been far from idyllic 

(Abdul-Khabir, p. 17). Nevertheless, while the Oberlin, Ohio 

experiment continued unmolested, by legislative decree the State 

of Kentucky in 1906 ended integrated education in its borders, 

closing Berea. to Black students (Abdul-Khabir, p. 18). 

By the 1860s, a number of Black colleges had been founded 

(Button & Provenzo, 1989, p. 272). In the beginning, most of 

these institutions were colleqes in name only, however, and in 

reality offered "secondary school instruction" (Button & 

Provenzo, p. 272). Howard University was one of the few Black 

institutions of higher education to offer in actuality a college 

curriculum from its earliest days (Button & Provenzo, p. 278). 
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In 1849, the Supreme Court handed down a decision in the 

case of Roberts v. Boston, establishing the concept of segregated 

schools (Button & Provenzo, 1989, p. 272). The Court's 1896 

ruling in Plessy v. Ferguson sanctioned the segregation of 

acconunodations along racial lines despite the fact that the 

Fourteenth Amendment had seemed, explicitly, to forbid such 

practices (Button & Provenzo, p. 278). Cununings v. Richmond 

County, heard by the Court in 1899, unambiguously extended the 

concept of separate but equal to the educational system (Button & 

Provenzo, p. 278). 

Beginning in the 1930s, organizations such as the NAACP 

fought segregation in the nation's courts (Button & Provenzo, 

1989, p. 278). Institutions of higher education, particularly 

graduate and professional schools, were seen as especially 

appropriate targets for this form of litigation (Button & 

Provenzo, p. 279). The University of Missouri, founded in 1839, 

was party over the years to some particularly notorious efforts 

to maintain its status as a segregated institution (Olson & 

Olson, 1988, pp. 82-83.). By the early 1950s, a ruling by Judge 

Sam Blair, on a suit brought by the NAACP to integrate the 

institution, ended with the university's acceptance in theory of 

open admission to all qualified Missourians (Olson & Olson, p. 

84). Only after the Supreme Court's landmark 1954 decision in 

Brown v. Topeka did the university actually begin to have many 

Black admissions. The Office of Development reported that the 
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first Black graduated from Missouri University in 1951 (D. 

Mayuiers, personal conununication, April 10, 1996). 

Black Philanthropy and Higher Education 

Approximately 105 historically/predominantly Black 

institutions of higher learning exist in this country (Digest of 

Education Statistics, 1998, 1998, p. 247). Historically Black 

colleges and universities (HBCU) have played a major role in the 

Black conununity in this nation. These institutions have, for 

example, educated individuals who have .. provided crucial services 

to their conununities. Meharry, Howard, and Morehouse were 

dominant in the education OI Black physicians practicing .i.n the 

United States at one time . (Moskowitz;, 1994, p. 69). Furthermore, 

most Black leaders have been products of txad~tionally Black 

colleges (A. Evans, 1988, p. 15). Judith Waldrop in a 1990 

article in American Demographics noted that a significant 

percentage of the so-called Black elite were products of 

institutions supported by the United Negro College Fund. Even 

today, these schools still produce a substantial number of the 

country's Black college graduates and members of the learned 

professions (Annual Status Report, Minorities in Higher 

Education, 1997, p. 84; Clinton, 1998). Where other institutions 

have been very selective, usually, in terms of admissions, Black 

schools have worked with students to help them develop the skills 

required to compete successfully in the academy and in life (A. 

Evans, p. 15). In ·all likelihood, a significant portion of 
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Blacks will continue to seek the extra attention given students 

that is typical of traditionally Black colleges and universities. 

These schools provide employment for many scholars and 

administrators (A. Evans, p. 15) . With the resurgence of racism 

that has been noted in the country, particularly on college and 

university campuses, traditionally Black colleges and 

universities may be viewed as a sort of refuge by some (R. 

Taylor, 1996, p. 10). Certainly, these schools are important 

historically, continue to serve as an invaluable resource for 

African Americans and the nation as a whole, and should be 

expected to fulfill these roles for some time to come. 

Nevertheless, the Black alumni of these institutions have 

been notoriously stingy with their donations (A. Evans, 1988, p. 

15; J. H. Evans, 1986; Joiner, 1998). Organizations which 

provide gifts, grants and other monies to institutions of higher 

education use alumni contributions as an indicator of the overall 

support from that sector. Critically they make that a 

determining factor in their own giving (Burgess-Getts, 1992, p. 

4; J. H . . Evans, 1986, p. 1; Shadoian, 1989, p. 1; Swanson, 1986, 

p. 2). Consequently, failure of alumni support is a key element 

in the fiscal crisis confronting many historically Black schools. 

Until recently, Blacks have been regarded, according to 

popular wisdom, as poor prospects for charitable giving (Carson, 

1989, p. 23; Fletcher, 199·7, p. AOl; Nicklin, 1994, p. A29). So 

entrenched was this belief that very little solicitation was ever 

undertaken in the Black community (Carson, p. 23) . Of course, 
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Blacks did not usually donate to charities since they were asked 

seldom to do so (Carson, p. 23; Fletcher, p. A01). Carson (p. 

23) quoted a Wall Street Journal article that seemed to epitomize 

the views of the fund-raising community in this regard: 'The 

thinking of the middle-class Black seems to be that as long as 

the federal government, corporations and philanthropies 

underwrite Black institutions, they are absolved of 

responsibility.' Carson felt that this statement misrepresented 

Blacks and failed to take into account the support this group 

provided so many American institutions in a variety of ways 

(Carson, p. 23). 

Carson believed that Blacks have always been immersed" in 

charitable activities, seeing the self-help· ·of the community as a 

form of philanthropy (Carson, · 1989; p. 24). The Black church was 

often the focal point of the mutual aid societies established by 

free Blacks beginning as early as the eighteenth century (Carson, 

p. 24) . 

Furthermore, Black philanthropy has long expressed itself 

as a public power (Carson, 1989, p. 24). The Underground 

Railroad was seen as one example of this form of pUblic power use 

of philanthropy: 

The underground railroad sporisored national and 
international fund-raising c~pa~gns, used volunteers 
as railr~ad ·•conductors ; • used th~ 'homes of supporters 
as railroad "~ta~i~ns," ~nd lastly, provided escaping 
slaves with · todd ~ '616thi:ng ~ "'shelter, new identity · 
papers, and money. Many of the black mutual aid 
societies and fraternal organizations ·were actively 
involved in supporting all aspects of the railroad's 
operation. (Carson~ 1989, p. 24) 
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The civil rights movement is a more contemporary example of 

Black public philanthropy (Carson, 1989, p. 26). Of course, the 

Black church has remained a focal point of Black giving. 

The Joint Center for Political Studies has been contrasting 

the attitudes and giving patterns of Blacks and Whites for 

several years. The Center found that households with the same 

income level, whether minority or majority group, showed very 

similar giving patterns (Carson, 1989, p. 27). Moreover, the 

reasons expressed by members of the two groups for donating or 

not donating to charity were comparable· (Carson, p. 27). 

Furthermore,· while in general Blacks are thought of as 

impoverished, there is actually a great deal of money in the 

community (Reynolds, 1992, p. 9A). For example, the total annual 

income of the group was found to be approximately $300 billion in 

the early 1990s (Reynolds, p. 9A). A significant percentage of 

Black America's income was used for discretionary purchases 

(Reynolds, p. 9~). In fact, Blacks bought about 50% of all movie 

tickets, and spent around $16 billion annually for "airline 

tickets, .hotels, car rental, clothes, and baby sitters," 

primarily in conjunction with attendance at reunions and 

conventions (Reynolds, p. 9A). More than $100 million was spent 

just by those attending the annual Congressional Black Caucus 

weekend in Washington, D.C. in 1992 (Reynolds, p. 9A). There are 

approximately 35,454,00a Black people, 12.9% of the population, 

residing in the United States. By 2-050 African Americans should 

account for 14.7%" of the populauion ·J:'esiding within the country 
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(Statistical Abstract of the United States: 2000, 2000, p.16). 

The economic power of Black Americans has and continues to grow 

significantly ("The Black Middle Class," 1998, p. 8). "From 1990 

to 1997, the African American populations' disposable income 

increased 54%, versus 41% for the entire United States 

population" (McLaughlin, 1999, p. 100-101). In fact, Blacks are 

predicted to increase substantially numerically in the coming 

years and to grow significantly in economic power. Middle class 

Blacks are increasing faster than most other groups within the 

population (R. L. Harris, 1999, p. 40). 

In 1988, Bill and Camille Cosby donated $20 million to 

Spelman College. This practically unprecedented philanthropic 

event underscored the possibilities of Black charitable activity, 

Certainly, few individuals, White or Black, can donate millions 

of dollars to any institution. Nevertheless, there are some 

Blacks with the financial capital to do so. Perhaps almost as 

importantly, Blacks with much less revenue can make significant 

donations to various enterprises. 

A 1989 article in the Chronicle of Higher Education 

referred to what may be a reason the history of Black alumni 

support of traditionally Black schools was so dismal: "in the 

main, except for crisis, Black alumni were simply not asked by 

their alma maters for donations" (Leatherman, p. A31). Perhaps 

these schools may have felt that the donations should have come 

without the need for solicitation since their financial problems 

were frequently frighteningly apparent. Or it may have been 
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reluctance even on the part of Black organizations to ask for 

money from what is considered to be, generally, a poor group. 

Perhaps many of these schools, fighting for their survival, with 

too few hands to do so many tasks, never organized ongoing 

efforts to spur alumni giving. 

During his presidency, Roy Keith decided that Morehouse 

would mount an ongoing, systematic campaign to secure alumni 

support. His initial efforts met with success. "I knew we were 

sitting on great potential with all the enthusiasm our alumni 

have," said President Keith. "We just needed to structure 

something" (Leatherman, 1989, p. A31). Oliver Gleck, the 
. 

Morehouse Development Officer, stated in a phone interview that 

alumni giving to that institution was then, in 1996, at between 

33% and 36%. Prior to the efforts undertaken in the late 1980s, 

only 15% to 21% of Morehouse's graduates contributed to the 

institution. Mr. Gleck believed that Morehouse alumni had a 

strong: 

.affinity for this institution 
.identifying with the only historically Black male 
school as a great source of pride . . . feel a sense 
of ownership . . . In a number of instances, a student 
may be the third generation of his family to attend . 
. . Quite a few belong to the alumni association . . . 
Homecoming is almost as well attended as 'Freaknik' . 

(0. Gleck, personal communication, April 4, 
1996) 

The Black Experience at Predominantly White Institutions 

Today Black students are more likely to enroll at White 

institutions than at historically Black schools (W. R. Allen, 

1987, pp. 28-44; Annual Status Report, Minorities in Higher 
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Education, 1998, p. 90). Only 15% of African American students 

were enrolled in historically Black institutions in 1996 (Annual 

Status Report, Minorities in Higher Education, 1998, p. 21). In 

1993-1994, fewer than 30% of the bachelor degrees awarded to 

Black students were granted by Black schools (Annual Status 

Report, Minorities in Higher Education, 1998, p. 96; Fact Book 

on Higher Education, 1997, 1997, p. 196). Black enrollment in 

all institutions of higher learning throughout the decade of the 

1980s evidenced a notable drop from the high point reached in 

1979-1980, though it had doubled between 1960-1980 (Arbeiter, 

1987, pp. 14-19). The high dropout rates for African American 

students attending predominantly White colleges and universities 

account in part for this decrease (Harvey & Williams, 1989, p. 

328; "Retention Problems," 1999, p. 12). Since 1988, Black 

enrollment in higher education has increased. At one point, 

greater numbers of African American students opted to attend 

Black schools · (Jenifer, 1991, p. A60). The lower cost of many 

such institutions, or a desire of Black students to seek more 

congenial environments may explain this. The experiences of 

Black students at traditionally Black schools are said to be very 

different from their experiences at predominantly White 

institutions (Baratz & Ficklin, 1983; Wallace & Bell, 1999, p. 

308). Black students attending predominantly White schools 

supposedly fare poorly in comparison with their White 

counterparts in terms of persistence rates, academic achievement, 

and psychological and social adjustment (Bynum & Thompson, 1983, 
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pp. 55-76; Haworth, 1996, p. A33). Black collegians reportedly 

experience greater difficulty adjusting to what is seen as a 

socially alienating, culturally different, and academically 

demanding environment (W.R. Allen, 1987, p. 24). A number of 

predominantly White schools, including the University of 

Missouri-Columbia, have endeavored to correct this problem in 

recent years by establishing supportive functions and structures 

within their institutions for minority students (~Minority total 

Drops Again,- 1999; Townsend, 1994, pp. 85-89). 

Background 

J. H. Evans found that by any measure most historically 

Black colleges and universities were in dire circumstances (1986, 

p. 2). More than 40% of these institutions were operating under 

a deficit (Evans, p. 2). Many Black educational institutions 

were poorly funded, deeply in debt, and hanging onto continued 

fiscal viability.by the proverbial thread (Evans, p. · 15). 

Enrollment at these schools was also in decline at the point Dr. 

Evans' study was conducted (Evans, p. 2) . The salary level of 

faculty at such schools was about 15% lower than that paid their 

colleagues at comparable, predominantly White institutions 

(Evans, p. 2). 

Fiscal distress resulted in the closing or near closing of 

several Black schools over the years, including Bishop College of 

northeast Texas (J. H. Evans, 1986, p. 4). Even such notable 

institutions as Fisk, Meharry, Atlanta University, and Knoxville 
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College have almost succumbed to economic problems at various 

times (J. H. Evans, p. 17). Several university presidents, 

deemed inept fundraisers by certain key interest groups, were 

pressured into resigning (J. H. Evans, p. 4). 

An article in the Chronicle of Higher Education (Healy, 

1996, p. A30-A31+) indicates that the prospects for Black public 

institutions, with millions in deficits and a 35% drop in 

applications as indices, were at least as dire as they had been 

in the previous decade. Despite the fund raising triumphs of 

Spelman, Morehouse, and a few other HBCU, finance is still a 

major concern for these schools generally. The Kresge Foundation 

started working with various Black schools to help them establish 

viable development programs (Lively, 1999, p. A45). 

Since the founding of Pennsylvania's Cheyney State in 1837, 

fiscal problems have been burdens Black schools have borne as 

they strive to improve the lot of African Americans (A. Evans, 

1988, p. 15). Observers have attributed the financial plight of 

these schools to several causes. Somewhat desultory funding by 

federal and state governments is deemed a major culprit 

(Devarics, 1999, p. 8; J. H. Evans, 1986, p. 1). Contributing to 

the problem as well is the failure of this category 0£ 

institution, in the main, to receive more than comparatively 

negligible support from corporations and philanthropic 

organizations (J. H. Evans, p. 1; Lively, 1999, p. A45). The 

central, truly pivotal issue is seen; though, a-s the lack of 

support that historically Black institutions generally have 
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received from their alumni (Burgess-Getts, 1992, p. 4.; A. Evans, 

1988, p. 15; J. H. Evans, 1986, p. 1; Leatherman, 1989, p. A31; 

Shadoian, 1989, p. 1; Swanson, 19a6, p. 2). 

Agencies and organizations that provide qifts, grants, and 

other monies to institutions of higher education use alumni 

contributions as an indicator of the overall support from that 

sector and, critically, make that a determining factor in their 

own giving (Burgess-Getts, 1992, p. 4; A. Evans, 1988, p. 15; J. 

H. Evans, 1986, p. 1; Shadoian, 1989, p. 1; Swanson, 1986, p. 2). 

Failure to obtain alumni support is a .key element in the crisis 

facing many historically Black schools. If Black schools are 
. 

going to exist above the subsistence level, perhaps even if they 

are to continue to exist at all, some means to garner the. support 

of their alumni seems imperative (Burgess-Getts, p. 4; A. Evans, 

p. 15; J. H. Evans, p.1; Shadoian, p. 1; Swanson, p. 2). 

Many Black college and university graduates today are 

alumni of predOminantly White institutions. The traditional 

failure of African Americans to support academic institutions may 

even be. compounded in the instance of predominantly White 

institutions by a sense of alienation from these schools by Black 

alumni (L. T. Smith, 1987; Schwitzer, Griffin, Ancis, and Thomas, 

1999, p. 189). 

In the years since the J. H. Evans study of Black alumni, 

historically Black and White institutions have been trying to 

improve relations with their Black alumni and increase donations 
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from this group. Some schools, notably_ Spelman and Morehouse, 

have met with success. 

The Council for Aid to Education found in 1998 that 24.2% 

of alumni of reporting institutions contributed to solicitations 

from these schools (Voluntary Support of Education, 1998). 

According to the University of Missouri-Columbia's Office of 

Development, 39% of all living University of Missouri-Colwnbia 

alumni are donors and 20% of all living Black alumni can be 

placed in that category (K. Ming, University of Missouri

Columbia, Office of Development, E-mail, March 28, 2000). The 

president of the Black Alumni Organization attributes the 

phenomenal increase in Black donors to the campaign surrounding 

the new Black Culture Center on the campus (personal 

communication, March 28, 2000). From 1990-1995, around 7% of 

Black alumni and 14% of all alumni were donors (Office of 

Development, 1995). In 1998, approximately 13% of all alumni 

were donors and . the rate for Black alumni had increased to 10% 

(K. Ming, University of Missouri~Columbia, Office of Development, 

E-mail, February 4, 1999.) .• ~ · , . , · · · 

The Alumni Question 

Some problems faced by African 1\merican students in both 

minority and majority institutions of higher learning :may be 

improved by strong alumni participation (Dunbar, 1991, p. 17; 

Rawlins, 1991). Donnette Dunbar (1991, p. 17} saw African

American participation in alumni associations as a way to 
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"address the specific needs of Black graduates and students." 

Also, networking--with its potential to facilitate job searches 

and develop business and social contacts--is a bonus connect~d 

with this sort of activity that Dunbar encouraged Black alumni to 

consider (1991, p. 17). 

Several institutions founded separate minority alumni 

organizations in their attempts to increase participation in 

alumni activities by these groups (Rakestraw, 1985, p. 32). This 

approach was successful in terms of gaining minority group 

interest and support (Rakestraw, p. 32). Minority alumni 

associations are seen as a powerful recruitment tool (T. A. 

Harris, 1994, pp. 5-11; Rakestraw, p. 33; L. Scott, President, 

Black Alumni Organization, personal conununication, March 26, 

2000). Some though have condemned minority alumni groups as 

segregationist (Rakestraw, p. 32). There was also the concern 

that these associations were insular, responding only to what 

they perceived a·s their own needs while ignoring other 

institutional problems (.Rake st.raw, p. 32) • Further certain 

critics thought that separatist alumni associations diluted 

general institutional development efforts (Rakestraw, p. 34). 

Separate alumni associations were viewed by SQme as a means of 

initiating minority participation in alumni activities. Once 

participation was established, advoca~es of this position insist, 

the necessity for separate associations would no longer exist 

(Rakestraw, p. 34). Brown-University is one institution that 

used separate alumni associations to its advantage (Carter, 1988, 
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p. 46). Brown's Third World Alumni Activities Program garnered 

the institution an eiqhtfold increase in participation in alumni 

activities by "U.S. · citizens of African~· Hispanic, Asian, or 

Native American descent" (Carter, p. 46). · 

Ewers (1987, p. 569), T. A~ Harris (1994f, ·Morrison (Graf, 

1990, p. 23) and Scott {President, Black Alumni Orqanization, 

personal communication, March 28, 2000) ·strongly advocated the · 

use of Black alumni to help recruit Black students. An increase 

in the applications and inquiries f rolil Black students has risen 

significantly when this approach is used (Ewers, p. 569; Scott, 

2000). Further, Black alumni, accordinq to Ewers and Scott, may 

serve as mentors and tole models to help in the retenttori of the 

students that they have helped to recruit . (Ewers, p. 51o; · scott, 

2000). 

In 1988, Louisiana State University· (LSU) sponsored a 

reunion attended by more than 200 Black alumni. Many of the 

attendees had extremely painful memories of their experiences at 

that institution (Wilkins & Emanuel-Wallace, 1990, p. 39). The 

university professed a desire to improve the en~ironment for · 

Black students, and was willing to have former Black students 

share their experiences, hoping this information might help 

(Wilkins & Emanuel .. Wallace~ · p.- !9). · ·This endeavor may have paid 

off in a way that LSU did not antieipate.' After the gathering, 

some participants asked the LSO Alumni Association how they might 

organize a Black chapter (Wilkins & Emanuel-Wallace, p. 39). 
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The potential power of alumni should not be ignored. In 

the early 1970s, for example, Black alumni of Florida A&M with 

the assistance of Black leaders ended an attempt to merge their 

alma mater and Florida State University (Mercer, 1992, p. A25). 

The University of Missouri-Columbia's Black Alumni 

Organization has been used in efforts to recruit students in both 

Kansas City and St. Louis (Graf, 1990, p. 23). Furthermore, the 

organization holds orientation programs for new minority students 

each year during the fall semester. KC Morrison, Vice-Provost 

for Minority Affairs and Faculty Development through the early 

mid-1990s, believed that Black alumni programs were the best 

means to recruit Black students (Graf, p. 23). The Black Alumni 

Organization engages in fund-raising efforts. Part of the 

proceeds from the group's solicitations goes to fund grants for 

Black students. Additionally, the association provides resources 

for minority internships and job placement activities, and 

assists student organizations (Graf, p. 23). 

The Black Alumni Organization continues these activities, 

initiated over a decade earlier, publishes a newsletter, boasts 

352 members, and may begin a project that would enable alumni to 

"mentor" students (L. Scott, President, Black Alumni 

Organization, personal communication, March 28, 2000). In March 

28, 2000, there were 2,924 living Black alumni (K. Ming, 

University of Missouri-Columbia, Office of Development, E-mail, 

March 28, 2000). Therefore'1 slightly over 12% of the Black 

alumni belonqed to the Bl-ack Alumni Organization. 
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L.T. Smith (1987), I. H. Allen (1981) and J. H. Evans 

(1986) found that there was a relationship between financial 

support by African American alumni of their schools and their 

student experiences. Satisfaction with underqraduate experiences 

characterized donors who had attended the school on which I. H. 

Allen focused his research. His study involved a small, 

historically Black, church school. Smith, on the other hand, had 

Bowling Green State University as the subject of his work. He 

found that Black nondonors were more likely than their White 

counterparts to cite negative student experiences as their reason 

for not contributinq to alumni solicitations. 

For a number of years, Black alumni of the University of 

Missouri-Columbia, contributed at a much lower rate than did.non

Black alumni, around 7% contrasted to 14% for non-Black alumni 

(Office of Development, 1995). In 1998, 10% of Black alumni 

donated to university solicitations. By 2000, slightly more than 

20% of Black alumn-i ~ere donors (K. Minq, University of Missouri

Columbia, Office of Development, E-mail, March 28, 2000). This 

is an appreciable increase in the number of Black alumni donors. 

Whether this is a unique occurrence or the beginning of a trend 

will have to be seen over the coming years. Additionally, the 

averaqe gift for Black alumni was much lower than for non-Black 

alumni. This, however, could be primarily a function of income 

and accumulated wealth. 

I believe that determ.ini'ftfl the cause of behavior is 

extremely important and attit\ldes seem to be one of the most 
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promising explanations of human conduct including that of 

donorship. 

Despite the importance of historically Black universities 

and colleges to their community and the nation as a whole, until 

the last two decades, economic support of these institutions by 

their alumni was, in the main, notably absent. Because of the 

crucial role that she believed they played in the African 

American community--educating professionals and leaders, 

providing employment for scholars and administrators, fostering a 

climate in which people are able to develop the academic skills 

needed to succeed--Jeanette Hawkins Evans was dismayed at the 

fiscal problems threatening the continued existence of many 

historically Black colleges and universities (1986, pp. 1-5). 

Evans noted that lack of alumni support has been postulated as a 

crucial factor in the fiscal problems facing these institutions 

(p. 5). She sought to determine if donorship hinged on certain 

categories of atti~ud~s Black alumni held toward their schools. 

The leadership style of the chancellor or president, the public 

image of the institution, the quantity and quality of 

correspondence sent by a school · to its alumni, alumni relations 

programs, student experiences, and attitudes toward fund raising 

efforts overall were the .six attitudinal categories on which 

Evans focused her study (p. 24). Evans developed a questionnaire 

based on these categories which she mailed to six hundred alumni 

of six Black colleqes and universities. The schools Evans chose 

were Elizabeth City State University, Morgan State University, 
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Virginia State University, Bennett College, Saint Paul's College, 

and Shaw University. The selected schools represent a cross 

section of historically Black academies, including public and 

private as well as rural and urban institutions (pp. 24-25). 

Grouped by year of graduation, a stratified random sample of six 

hundred individuals was identified using entries in the selected 

schools' alumni directories (pp. 24-28). 

An initial mailing with a cover letter, the questionnaire, 

and a self-addressed, stamped envelope was sent to the sample. 

Two weeks after that mailing, a second mailing, including all of 

the items in the initial package plus a reminder and a return 

date, went out to all non-respondents. Finally, after another 

three weeks, sixty non-respondents were chosen at random and 

interviewed by telephone. These procedures were based on a model 

developed by Galfo and Miller (J. H. Evans, ·1986, p. 28). A 

graduate of each of the six selected schools who had been trained 

to encourage participation by other alumni, assisted Evans in 

this process·(p. 54). Three hundred and sixty-two (53.6%) of the 

sample responded (p. 54). Dr. Evans used the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

one sample test to treat her data (p. 28). She found· a 

significant relationship at the .05 level between financial 

giving of alumni and their attitudes toward their schools in each 

of the categories examined (p. 54). 

Although, Evans did not discuss in detail how she developed 

the individual questions· included in the survey, they were 

designed to determine, she wrote, the respondents' attitudes and 
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to measure the "relationship between the dependent and 

independent variables" (p. 27). Alumni giving was Evans' 

dependent variable. Her independent variables were alumni 

perception of their school's chancellor or president, its image, 

the frequency and quality of its alumni correspondence, its 

alumni program, and their student experiences. Moreover, the 

categories of questions in the instrument reflect the beliefs 

many fundraisers have about the attitudes that determine 

individual willingness to donate to various charities (Haggberg, 

1992; Hartsook, 1998; Mai, 1991; Squires, 1997). The 

credibility of the soliciting organization and its leadership, 

the quality and impact of solicitation m~terials as well as of 

the process itself, the sense of connection that the giver has 

to the organization or project in question, and an overall view 

of the institution's fund raising ~fforts are elements of the 

donor equation that rese•rchers and experts in the field of 

giving have examined (Haggberg, 1992; Hartsook, 1998; Mai, 1991; 

Squires, 1~97). J. H. Evans' interest in a school's leadership 

and image is reflective of concern with organizational 

credibility. In 1996, Bendapudi, Singh, and Bendapudi wrote that 

a charity's image was the "single most critical element of its 

promotional program" (p. 37). The quality and impact of 

solicitation materials and the solicitation process in general 

parallel issues of contact with the school and the alumni 

association. Student experience would certainly define a sense 

of connection or identification with an institution. Evans 
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addressed the overall concern with t~e process of solicitation 

and its purpose in her concluding cate(]Ory. The six attitudinal 

categories in the Evans study seem to conform to what the 

experts view as important to the attitudinal construct 

underlying why people give or fail to give to various charities: 

leadership of the organization, its image, its solicitation 

materials, its development officials, the potential donors' 

sense of connection to the organization, and the potential 

donors' overall attitudes toward the organization's fund raising 

process and purpose (Haggberg, 1992; Hartsook, 1998; Mai, 1991; 

Squires, 1997). 

Fishbein (1967) developed a behavior intentions model which 

postulates that intentions are highly correlated to behavior, 

stemming from an individual's attitude toward the behavior, 

social norms, and a motivation to comply with those norms. A 

number of researchers over the years conducted studies that 

demonstrated the positive relationship between attitudes and 

behavior and the ability to predict behavior based on attitudes 

(Bagozzi, 1981; Finlay, Trafimow, & Jones, 1997; Maoi & Olson, 

1995; Morrison, Gillmore, Simpson, Wells, & Hoppe, 1996). 

Gregory R. Maoi and James M. Olson (1995) found th·at "for 

.subjects in the value-expressive attitude condition, values 

predicted intentions to donate even when attitudes, norms, and 

perception of control were entered into the equation" (p. 266). 

Moreover, some researchers found that changing attitudes can 

change behavior (Badovinac, 1994; Beach, 1984; Castle, 1952; 
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Chapman, Ham, Liesen, & Winter, 1995; "Drink Drive Campaign," 

1997; Flowers, Miller, Smith, & Booraem, 1994; Hemsworth, 

Coleman, & Barnett, 1994; Kempf, 1935). 

Donations fund, in whole or in part, the operations of 

various organizations including a number involved with 

education. Donations are critical to organizations relying upon 

them and to the populations they serve. Generating donorship 

and, concomitantly, understanding, at least in part, some of the 

factors underlying that process are essential to many 

organizations. The question of why individuals donate may be 

answered differently by various researchers. · At least one 

researcher believed that the question was of yet largely 

unresolved (Dahl, 1981). 

However attitudes are believed by a number of researchers 

to be the determinants of behavior. Several researchers even 

found that behavior may be changed by changing attitudes. 

Evans' research into the dynamics of attitudes in the context of 

donorship and ·the findings of such investigations by Evans and 

others have implications for those involved with philanthropy as 

practitioners or researchers and for experts in several related 

disciplines. Evans examined the relationship between attitudes 

and behavior relative to the graduates of several historically 

Black academic institutions. I sought to see what role 

attitudes might play in donorship for a historically and 

predominantly White institution. My study takes Black alumni 

attitude research into a new venue as well as another decade. 
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S\,llllllUlry 

Education is a crucial el-ement in the cultural, economic, 

political, and social structure of this nationa The pursuit of 

formal education by African Americans has been difficult during 

much of this nation's history. In most of the slaveholding 

states laws forbade the education of chattel. The force of 

societal expectations barred education to those in servitude in 

states that did not pass such legislation. In the free states, 

Blacks were frequently treated in a less than welcoming manner. 

Sometimes existing schools would not admit them and when Blacks 

founded their own institutions, these were often burned to the 

ground. In 1849, the Supreme Court, in Roberts v. Boston, handed 

down a decision supporting segregated schools. 

African Americans attended educational institutions founded 

by such groups as the Quakers and created their own as well. 

Colleges for Blacks were opened early in the nineteenth century. 

Black colleges ·at one time were responsible for many of the 

professionals who served the African American community, helped 

nurture its leadership, forge its middle class. Nevertheless, 

many of these institutions received little support from their 

alumni. 

Despite popular wisdom to the contrary, middle class 

African Americans have money for discretionary spending and are 

as disposed to charitable pursuits as their White counterparts. 

The question of why Blacks have so miserably failed the 
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educational institutions that nurtured them is one of great 

importance. Several researchers have addressed this question. 

My study was designed to examine Black alumni attitudes toward a 

public, largely White Midwestern research one institution. This 

may well be the first time that a primarily attitudinal study of 

Black alumni donorship has been undertaken relative to the class 

of institution represented by the University of Missouri

Columbia. If attitudes are determinants of behavior as a number 

of researchers believe, and donations are important to many 

educational institutions, then research into the attitudes 

underlying donorship is definitely crucial. Moreover, my 

research contrasts and expands upon that previously done ori Black 

alumni donorship and attitudes. 
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CHAPTER III 

Design of the Study 

Introduction 

The main objective of this research was to examine the 

attitudes of the University of Missouri-coiumbia's Black alumni 

toward the school. Concomitantly, the study attempted to assess 

whether and how donor status was reflected in attitudes. With 

the permission of .its author, Jeanett_e Hawkil_ls Evans, a 

questionnaire designed to researcq Black _alumni dono.rship was 

used. (See Appendix C for the letter of permission.) 

Research Question, Hypothesis, and Statistical Analysis 

The following research question was addressed: Is the donor 

status of the University of Missouri-Columbia's Black alumni 

affected by their attitudes toward their student and alumni 

experiences relevant to the institution? 

In analyzing the data obtained in the study, this 

hypothesis was tested: 

HO: There is no statistically significant difference in 

the Black Alumni Survey's mean item score between donors and 

nondonors, Alpha=.05. 

The ind~pendent var~le was donor status and the dep~ndent 

variable was alumni attitudes. The Black Alumni Survey was 
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structured as a Likert Scale. Rensis Likert wrote that such a 

scale "yielded a distribution resembling a normal distribution" 

(Likert, 1932, p. 21) . ANOVA is a test to determine if the means 

of two or more groups are equal (Ferguson, 1981, p. 244; 

Stockburger, 1996). This study compared the means of donors and 

nondonors obtained through the Black Alumni Survey. Moreover, 

ANOVA is used with normal distributions such as are associated 

with a Likert Scale (Clark-Carter, 1997, pp. 239-249). ANOVA is 

an acceptable test for this study. Additionally, crosstabs with 

chi-square tests were performed on the demographic data for the 

responses to the attitudinal questions in the survey. 

Stockburger (1996) wrote that crosstabs are performed "to decide 

whether or not effects are present." 

Subjects 

The population for the study was 1,934. Of this number, 

335 were randomly selected for the survey. The size of the 

sample was determined using the table developed by Krejcie and 

Morgan. Krejcie and Morgan's table was based on the National 

Education Association Research Division's formula for determining 

sample size for a population (Christensen, 1985, pp. 279-280). 

Although random selection resulted in the inclusion of an African 

alumni in the sample, the individual selected did not respond. 

Consequently, participants in this study are limited to African 

Americans. Forty~ree surveys were returned due to incorrect 

addresses and other problems. In one case a recipient of the 
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questionnaire was removed from the sample after identifying 

herself as being other than Black.· Adjusting for these problems, 

the sample was 291 with ·a.;usable response rate of 141 

questionnaires or approximately 49% of -those actually contacted. 

The Black Alumni Survey was sent to individuals who attended the 

university from 1950 through 1995. 

Instrumentation 

A modified form of Jeanette Hawkins Evans' questionnaire 

was the instrument used to collect data for this study. Her 

survey included a total of 34 questions, five of·which we~e 

designed to gather demographic information. Dr. Evans had 10 

historically Black college alumni evaluate the proposed 

questionnaire for clarity of wording and content validity~ 

Additionally, 16 students enrolled in graduate level classes at 

Morgan State University plus three members of Evans' doctoral 

conunittee-all of whom had had ~oursework in research methodology

were also invited.to review and comment on the instrument. The 

Evans survey is not a generally recognized standardized .test with 

unquestfoned validity and reliability. However, a review of the 

literature did not disclose a standardized instrument to measure 

Black alumni donorship attitudes, the focus of my research, or 

one even specifically concerned with alumni donorship attitudes. 

A number of those who researched alumni donorship developed their 

own instruments, as did Evans (Anderson, 1981; Beeler, 1982; 

Burnett, 1981; House, 1987; Keller, 1982; Korvas, 1984; Roberts, 
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1999; Robinson, 1994; Rosser, 1997; Shorb, 1983; Wetta, 1990). 

No other questionnaire was designed to deal specifically with 

alumni attitudes; only the Evans survey did so. Since alumni 

attitudes as the determinants of donorship were the focus of this 

study, Evans' instrument was the most suitable. Additionally, 

this was an opportunity to test the Evans instrument on another 

sample. Furthermore, Evans' questionnaire while examinill9 a 

range of attitudinal issues was relatively short, considered 

desirable in a survey instrument (De Vaus, 1995, p. 109; Fink & 

Kosecoff, 1998, p. 31), lent itself easily to modification, had 

been used on a similar population to the one in which I was 

interested, and had been efficacious for Dr. Evans. 

Slight modifications were made to the Evans instrument. 

Alumni of six historically Black colleges took part in Evans' 

study. She included a question that asked for the name .of the 

school the respondent attended. This question vas eliminated. 

Since all the respondents to my study were alumni of the 

University of Mi~souri, it was of course not necessary to ask 

which college or university each had attended. In those 

instances in which the questionnaire ref erred to undergraduate 

experiences, the questions were reworded to reflect student 

experience in general. Black alumni of the University of 

Missouri include individuals vho attended the schoO'l as 

undergraduates, graduates, and professional students. The 

section concerned with correspondence from the school was re

titled to reflect various means of contact (e.g., mail, 
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telephone, and face-to-face) . The Black Alumni Survey-the 

designation for the form of the Evans questionnaire used in my 

research-was pre-tested on 10 individuals whose backgrounds 

included coursework in research methodology. 

Because of its practicality, standardization, and relative 

economy in terms of time and expense, the questionnaire is a 

sound research instrument for a study of this sort (Tuckman, 

1978, p. 197). The questionnaire format was a Likert scale. 

Nunnally argued that the Likert scale is notable for its 

reliability, enabling the researcher to order responses ranging 

across polar extremes, yet allowing at the same time for feelings 

of neutrality (1967, p. 531). Babbie (1986) praised the scale 

for "the unambiguous ordinality of its response categories" (p. 

375). Moreover, he found it to have "a greater rigor and 

structure than other question formats" (p. 376). The basic 

structure of the questionnaire used for this study included: 

Section 1 ~ five questions focused on whether giving was 

influenced by perceptions of the manner in which the 

chancellor discharged his duties. 

Section 2 - six questions focused on whether giving was 

influenced by perceptions of institutional image. 

55 



Section 3 - four qUestions focused on whether giving was 

influenced by perceptions of the quality of institutional 

correspondence. 

Section 4 - three questions focused on whether giving was 

influenced by perceptions of alumni association 

performance. 

Section 5 - six questions focused on whether giving was 

influenced by perceptions of student experiences. 

Section 6 - four questions focused on whether giving ·was 

influenced by perceptions of general fund raising 

practices. 

The questionnaire included these twenty-eight questions 

plus five questions used to gather demographic data. This 

instrl,lll\ent was pre-tested and modified accordingly. :(See Appendix 

A for a copy of the instrumentation.) 

Data Collection 

The population for the study was the 1,934 Black alumni who 

attended the University of Missouri-Columbia from 1950 through - . '), \ .~ ,.. • ~- J 

1995 as shown on a printout provided by the Office of Development 
l E- " 

(1996). The questionnaire was mailed to 335 alumni, randomly 

selected from the population of 1,934. 
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Mailing of the survey instrument was based on procedures 

recommended by Dillman (1978), and Salant and Dillman (1994, p. 

148) as described hereafter. A copy of the survey together with 

a cover letter and self-addressed (the researcher's address) 

stamped envelope was sent te- 335 Black alumni. About twelve days 

later a postcard was mailed: thanking those who had already 

returned the survey, reminding those who had not, and offering to 

send a second survey to those who might have misplaced or not 

received the original mailing. Slightly less than a month later, 

another survey, . cover letter, and self-addressed stamped envelope 

was sent to those who had not already returned the survey. A 

little less than two months later, a final survey, cover letter, 

and self-addressed stamped envelope were sent by certified mail 

to those who had not responded to the preceding mailings. (See 

Appendix B for the cover letters and postcard) . 

Demographic Data 

Various demographic data was summarized in tables, serving 

as a descriptive portrayal of the study's sample. These tables 

include: 

Table 1 - Percentage Distribution of the 1,934 

Population by Sex 

Table 2- Percentage Distribution of 335 Selected for Survey 

by Sex 

Table 3 - Percentage Distribution of Sample by Sex and 

Donor Status 
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Table 4 - Percentage Distribution of Donors by Sex and 

Geographic Location 

Table 5 - Percentage Distribution of Nondonors by Sex and 

Geographic Location 

Table 6 - Percentage,-Distribution :by MU Degree and Donor 

Status 

Table 7 - Percentage Distribution by Highest Degree Held 

from Any Institution and Donor Status 

Table 8 - Percentage Distribution by Marital and Donor 

Status 

Table 9 - Percentage Distribution by Age and Donor Status 

Table 10 - Percentage Distribution by Income and Donor 

Status 

Justification for the Study 

An examination of the attitudes, alumni affiliations, and 

institutional giving of African Americans who graduated from the 

university from 1950 through 1995 using the Black Alumni Survey 

is desirable for several reasons: 

Since there has been such a limited amount of research 

specific to the attitudes of Black alumni and how those attitudes 

affect their willingness to donate to their schools, it was good 

that such research relevant to a large predominantly White public 

institution could be conducted. Certain other studies have 

investigated Black alumni attitudes and giving patterns in 

relation, usually, to Black colleges, church schools, and private 
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institutions. Larry T. Smith's 1987 study at Bowling Green State 

University was an exception. Alwnni donorship in general and 

Black alumni donorship in particular should become increasingly 

important subjects for universities. This study may provide some 

insight into the attitudes of Black alumni of a large, important 

research institution. 

The Evans instrument was deemed suitable for this study. A 

number of other tests and questionnaires used to determine alumni 

perceptions were examined. Each instrument had positive and 

negative points. Dr. Evans' instrument seemed best for the 

purposes of this study for several reasons. First, the basic 

instrument was used on a sample similar in many respects to that 

included in my study. Second, while brief, the instrument 

addresses issues critical to the concerns of my study. Third, 

each question is short, clear, and to the point. These of course 

are highly desirable attributes in a survey instrument (Babbie, 

1989, p. 143). Fourth, the instrument was easily modified to make 

it app~opriate to my study. 

Limitations of the Study 

The results of this study represents a sample of Black 

alumni of the University of Missouri-Columbia--also referred to 

as Mizzou, MU, and the University of Missouri--who attended 

between 1950 and 1995, and were willinq to complete and return 

the survey. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Presentation and Analysis of Findings 

Introduction 

This chapter sununarizes the results of analysis of the 

Black Alumni Survey. The questionnaire was composed as a single 

scale which has an associated hypothesis. For this hypothesis, 

the descriptive statistics are presented, disaggregated by the 

two levels of the independent variable (i.e., donor and 

nondonor). The descriptive statistics section is followeo by a 

brief section where the scale's reliability is discussed. 

Following the descriptive statistics, an ANOVA table is 

presented, followed by a short sununary of the results. The 

characteristics of the sample will be shown in the first 10 

tables. 

The total number of living MU graduates in 1995 was 153,320 

of which 1,934 or approximately 1% was Black. About 1% (857) of 

the 87,051 male alumni were Black; 1,077 (2%) of the 66,269 

female alumni were Black. Table 1 shows gender and donorship 

data for the population. 

Table 1 
Percentage Distribution of the 1,934 Population by Sex 

Sex N ( % ) Donors (%) 

Male 857 (44%) 58 (48%) 

Female 1,077 (56%) ' 63 (52%) 

Total 1,934 121 

60 



Of the 1,934 living Black alumni, 335 were contacted to 

participate in the study. Males represented 132 (39%) of this 

group and females 203 (61%). Table 2 shows the percentage 

distribution by sex of the 335 selected for the study. 

Table 2 
Percentage Distribution of .335 Selected for Survey by Sex 

Sex 

Male 

Female 

Total 

132 (39%) 

203 (61%) 

' 335 

One hundred forty~one .(42\) alumni -responded of the 335 

contacted. Of the_se, 50 (35%) were males and 91 (65%) were 

females. Fifty-seven (40%) of the 141 member sample were dqnors 

while 84 (60%) w~_re nondC?nor_s. Table . . 3 s_ho~s t_he _percentage 

distribution of the sample by gender and donor status. 

Table 3 
Percentage Distribution of Sample · b:t Sex & Donor Status 

Sex N (%) Donor (\ .) Nondonor (%) 

Male 50 (35\) 23 (40%) 27 (32%) 

Female 91 (65%) 34 (60%) 57 (68%) 

Total 141 57 84 

Of the total 57 donors, 36 (63%) lived in Missouri, while 

21 (37%) lived outside of the state. Table 4 shows percentage 

distribution of donors by sex and geographic location. 
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Table 4 
Percentage Distribution of Donors by Sex ' Geographic Location 

Sex 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Missouri (%) Outside Missouri (\) 

12 (33\) 11 (52%) 

24 (67\) 10 (48%) 

36 21 

Of the total 84 nondonors, 43 (51•> lived in Missouri while 

41 (49%) lived outside of ' the state. Table 5 shows percentage 

distribution of nondonors by sex and geographic location. 

Table 5 
Percentage Distribution of Nondonors by Sex & Geographic Location 

Sex 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Missouri (%) 

10 (23%) 

33 (77%) 

43 

Outside Missouri (%) 

17 (41%) 

24 (59%) 

41 

Eighty-nin~ (63%) of the respondents obtained their 

bachelors' degrees from the university while 52 (37%) of the 

respondents obtained a graduate degree from the school. Of the 

89 who received a bachelor's degree from the school 33 (37%) were 

donors while 56 (63%) were nondonors. Of the 52 who received a 

graduate degree from the school 24 (46%) donors while 28 (54%) 

were nondonors. Table 6 shows percentage distribution by MU 

degree and donorship. 
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Table 6 
Percentage Distribution b:f: MU Degree & Donor Status 

Degree N (%) Donor (%) Nondonor (%) 

Bachelor 89 (63%) 33 (58%) 56 (67%) 

Graduate 52 {37%) 24 (42%) 28 (33%) 

Total 141 57 84 

Fifteen (11%) of the 141 member sample obtained more than 

one degree from the university with several obtaining three 

degrees. These 15 respondents were of course also counted with 

either the bachelor or graduate respondents, depending on the 

highest level degree awarded by the university in an individual 

instance. For example, several individuals received two 

bachelor's degrees from the school. In those cases, of course, 

these individuals were counted with the bachelor level 

respondents. Those who received two graduate or a bachelor and 

graduate degree from the school were counted with graduate degree 

respondents for th~ purposes of this descriptive analysis. The 

fifteen respondents who hold multiple degrees from the 

institution are almost equally divided between donors and 

nondonors with 7 (47%) donors and 8 {53%) nondonors. 

While 89 of the respondents received a bachelor's degree 

from the school, only 53 {38%) of the 141 respondents indicated 

that a bachelor's degree was the highest level of .education that 

they had attained. - Further, while 52 (37%) of the sample had 

obtained a g·raduate degree from the University of Missouri-

Columbia, 81 (57%) held graduate degrees. Two (1%) of the sample 



were classed as other. Five (4%) did not indicate educational 

level. Of the 53 respondents who reported that a bachelor's 

degree was the highest degree that they held, 17 (32%) were 

donors while 36 (68%) were nondonors. Of the 81 respondents who 

reported that a graduate degree was the highest degree that they 

held, 36 (44%) were donors while 45 (56%) were nondonors. Table 

7 shows percentage distribution by highest degree held from any 

institution and donor status. 

Table 7 
Percentage Distribution by Highest Degree Held from Any 
Institution & Donor Status 

Degree N (%) Donor (%) Nondonors (%) 

Bachelor 53 (38%) 17 (32%) 36 (44%) 

Graduate 81 (57%) 36 (68%) 45 (56%) 

Other 2 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Unknown 5 (4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Total 141 53 81 

Sixty-three (45%) of the respondents were single; 59 (42%) 

of the respondents were married; 7 (5%) were separated; and 12 

(8%) of the sample did not indicate their marital status. Of the 

63 single respondents, 18 (29%) were donors while 45 (71%) were 

nondonors. Of the 59 married respondents, 28 (47%) were donors 

while 31 (53%) were nondonors. Of the 7 separated respondents, 5 

(71%) were donors while 2 (29%) were nondonors. Table 8 shows 

percentage distribution by marital status and donorship. 



Table 8 
Percentage Distribution b;:i Marital Status & Donor Status 

Marital Status N (%) Donor (%) Nondonor ( % ) . 

Single 63 (45%) 18 (35%) 45 (58%) 

Married 59 (42%) 28 (55%) 31 (40%) 

Separated 7 (5%) 5 (10%) 2 (2%) 

Unknown 12 (8%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Total 141 51 78 

Two (1%) of the sample were less than 25 years old; 37 

(26%) were between 25-29 years of age; 27 (19%) were between 30-

34; 23 (16%) were between 35-39; 17 (12%) were between 40-44; 14 

(10%) were between 45-49; 7 (5%) were between 50-54; 9 (6%) .were 

over 55; 5 (4%) of the sample did not respond to the question of 

age. Of the 2 participants less than 25 years old, neither (0%) 

were donors and 2 (100%) were nondonors. Of the 37 participants 

25-29 years old, 7 (19%) were donors and 30 (81%) were nondonors. 

Of the 27 participants 30-34 years old, 11 (41%) were donors and 

16 (59%) were nondonors. Of the 23 participants 35-39 years old, 

10 (43%) were donors and 13 (57%) were nondonors. Of the 17 

participants 40-44 years old, 9 (53\) were donors and 8 (47\) 

were nondonors. Of the 14 participants 45-49 years old, 6 (43%) 

were donors and 8 (57\) were nondonors. Of the 7 participants 

50-54 years old, 3 (43%) were donors and 4 (57\) were nondonors. 

Of the 9 participants 55 or older, 8 (89%) were donors and 1 

(11%) was a nondonor. Table 9 shows percentage distribution by 

age and donor status. 
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Table 9 
Percentage Distribution b~ Age & Donor Status 

Age ~ (%) Donor (%) Nondonors (%) 

<25 2 ( 1%) 0 (0%) 2 (2%) 

25-29 37 (26%) 7 (13%) 30 (37%) 

30-34 27 (19%) 11 (20%) 16 (19%) 

35-39 23 (16%) 10 (18%) 13 (16%) 

40-44 17 (12%) 9 (17%) 8 (10%) 

45-49 14 (10%) 6 (11%) 8 (10%) 

50-54 7 (5%) 3 ( 6%) 4 (5%) 

>55 9 (6%) 8 (15%) 1 (1%) 

Unknown 5 ( 4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Total 141 54 82 

Eight (6%) of the sample earned incomes of less than 

$15,000 per year; 2 (1%) earned incomes between $15,000-$19,999 

per year; 8 (6%) earned incomes between $20,000-$24,999 per year; 

21 (15%) earned incomes between $25,000-$34,999 per year; 33 

(23%) earned incomes· between $35,000-$50,000 per year; 64 (45%) 

earned incomes over $50,000 per year; 5 (4%) did not respond to 

the question to determine income range. Of the 8 participants 

with incomes of less than $15,0000 a year, 1 (12%) was a donor 

and 7 (88%) were nondonors. Of the 2 participants with incomes 

of $15,000-19,999 a year, neither (0%) were donors 2 (100%) were 

nondonors. Of the 8 participants with incomes of $20,0000-24,999 

a year, 1 (12%) was a donor and 7 (88%) were nondonors. Of the 

21 participants with incomes of $25,000-24,999 a year, 4 (19%) 

were donors and 17 (81%) were nondonors. Of the 33 participants 
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with incomes of $35, 00.00-50, 000 a year, 10 · (30%) were donors and 

23 (70%) were nondonors. Of the 64 participants with incomes of 

$50,000 or more a year, 38 (59\) were donors and 26 (41%) were 

nondonors. Table 10 shows percentaqe distribution by income and 

donor status. 

Table 10 
Percentage Distribution b:t Income & Donor Status 

Income !:! (%) Donor (%) Nondonor (%) 

<$15000 8 (6%) -1 (2%) 7 ( 8%) 

$15,000-19,999 2 (1%) 0 (0%) 2 (2%) 

$20,000-24,999 8 (6%) 1 (2%) 7 (8%) 

$25,000-34,999 21 (15%) 4 (7%) 17 (21i) 

$35,000-50,000 33 (23%) 10 (19%) 23 (28%) 

>$50,000 64 (45%) 38 (70%) 26 (32%) 

Unknown 5 (4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Total 141 ·54 82 

Crosstabs with chi-square tests were performed on 

demographic data (i.e., gender and donor status), for the 

responses to the attitudinal questions in the survey to discover 

statistical significance when the demographic categories were 

combined. Only 2 questions showed significance at the .05% level 

of confidence: 15 and 18. Crosstabs were also run for age, 

income, marital status, and educational attainment. However, 

these did not prove significant. Nevertheless, the 56% donorship 

rate for those earning $50,000 per year or more was so striking 

that an additional statistical test was performed. One-way ANOVA 

was performed on income level data for responses to the 
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attitudinal test. Significance was found for questions 12 and 

14. These findings are discussed in Chapter 5. 

Table 11 shows the crosstabs with chi-square test for 

Question 15, a Likert scale providing responses strongly 

disagree, disagree, agree and strongly agree. Question 15 

stated, "The frequency and clarity of the correspondence 

from Mizzou has significant influence on my financial 

giving." The crosstabs showed that this did not matter to 

nondonor females. Fo.rty-one females disagreed with the 

statement while ·only 11 agreed. On the other hand, 14 

males disagreed while 11 agreed. The Pearson chi-square . 

was .031 and less than .05 which indicates that the rows 

and columns of the contingency are dependent. 

Table 11 
Donors and Nondonors, Males and Females, Question 15 

Donor Strong Strong 

status Sex disagree Disagree Agree agree Total 

M 1 9 9 2 21 

Donor F 5 17 8 1 31 

Total 6 26 17 3 52 

M 5 9 11 25 
Non-

F 10 31 8 3 52 
donor 

Total 15 40 19 3 77 

*p < .05 
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Table 12 shows the crosstabs with chi-square test for 

Question 18, a Likert scale providinq responses strongly 

disaqree, disaqree, aqree and stronqly aqree. Question 18 

stated, "The quality of the Alumni Association at Mizzou has 

significant influence on my financial giving." The crosstabs 

showed that this was of concern to donor males while it did not 

concern donor females. Thirteen males agreed with the statement 

while 8 disaqreed. On the other hand, 9 females aqreed while 19 

disagreed. The Pearson chi-square was- .031 and less than .05 

which indicates that the rows and colwans of the continqency are 

dependent. 

Table 12 
Donors and Nondonorsi Males and Females, Question 18 

Donor Strong Strong 

status Sex disagree Disagree Agree agree Total 

M 1 7 12 1 21 

Donor F 5 14 5 4 28 

Total 6 21 17 5 49 

M 2 11 8 21 
Non-

F 8 27 14 3 52 
donor 

Total 10 38 22 3 73 

*p < .05 
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Results of Data for Alumni Attitudes 

The questionnaire asked the alumni to what degree they 

thought that certain factors influenced their attitudes toward 

the University of Missouri-Columbia (see Appendix A). Alumni 

were given the options of responding to the questions as 

"strongly agree," "agree," "disagree," "strongly disagree." (See 

Table 13 for alumni responses). 

The responses of alumni who answered the question by 

checking the response "strongly agree"-or the response "agree" 

were combined and interpreted as "agree." The responses of 

alumni who answered a question by checking the response 

"disagree" or the response "strongly disagree" were combined as 

"disagree." The responses were: 

For question 11, "effectiveness of chancellor," 65 alumni 

agreed that the chancellor was an effective leader while 9 found 

his leadership _lackinq. Sixty-seven alumni did not respond to 

this question. 

For question t2, "connunication skills of the chancellor," 

64 alumni felt that the chancellor was an effective communicator 

and 10 alumni dissented. Sixty-seven alumni again did not answer 

this question. 

For question t3, "organizational skills of the chancellor," 

65 alumni felt that the chancellor was an effective manaqer while 

5 disagreed. Seventy-on& alumni did not answer this question. 

For question 14, "chancellor should continue in role," 61 

alumni agreed that the chancellor should continue as the leader 

70 



of Mizzou while 10 did not. seventy alumni did not anS'Wer this 

question. 

For question ts, "impression of chancellor influences 

giving," 27 alumni aqreed that their impressions o·f the 

chancellor influenced theit giving; 71 did-not agree. Ferty

three alumni did not answer -this question. 

For question f6, "Mizzou is nationally' respected-," 115 

alumni agreed that the university was nationally resp~cted f~r 

its programs and services while 19 did -not _;aqree. ·. Seven alumni 

did not answer th~ question. 

For question t -7, "Mizzou- attract·s highly academic 

students,• 123 alumni agreed while 10 did not agree. Eight 

alumni did not ansWe-r the question. 

For question 18,- "satisfied with Mizzou's fiscal 

management," 93 alWUli agreed that the oniversity~s fiscal 

management was satisfactory ~hile 14 disagreed. Thirty-four 

alumni did not answer thi& question. 

For. question f'9 1 •quality of education at Mizzo\l has always 

been competiti•e," 126 alUlllli agreed that -the quality of , 

education at the university has always been competitive while 8 

alumni disag-reed. Seven alumni did riot answer this question. 

For question 110, "llledia c<>verage ofproqrams and -events at 

Mizzou is posit.ive" lO'T alumni agreed while 16 alwimi" disagreed. 

Eighteen alumni diclr fit>t -~ "tKia ·question. 

-... 
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For question Ill, "the perceived public imaqe of Mizzou has 

a significant influence on my giving," 41 alumni agreed while 96 

disagreed. Four did not answer this question. 

For question 112, "I am kept informed about Mizzou•s 

programs and services," 106 alumni agreed and 33 disagreed. Two 

alumni did not answer this question. 

For question t13, "I receive regular memoranda concerning 

the fiscal needs of Mizzou," 77 almnni aqreed while 59 alumni 

disagreed. Five"'alumni did not answer 'the question. 

For question- 114, •written cOll1ll\uni.cations from Mizzou are 

clear and informative," 118 alumni · aqreed while 20 disagreed. 

Three alumni did not answer this question. 

For question 115, "frequency and clarity of the 

correspondence from Mizzou has significant influence on my 

financial giving," 42 alumni agreed while 97 disagreed. Twelve 

alumni did not answer this question. 

For question t16, "Alumni Association uses various means 

(newslet~er, phonathons, meetings) to keep alumni informed," 119 

alumni agreed while 17 disagreed. Five alumni did not answer 

this question. 

For question 117, "leaders of the Alumni Association are 

effective managers and organizers,• 87 alumni agreed while 17 

disagreed. Thirty-se'Yen .alumni did not answer this question. 

For question 118, c, ""quality of Alumni Association has 

influence on my '9i,ving; "'"·' 47, alumni agreed while 75 disagreed. 

Nineteen alumni did not answer this question. 
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For question 119, "my course work was interesting and 

challenging," 129 alumni agreed while 8 disagreed. Four alumni .. 

did not answer this question. 

For question #20, "my campus experiences included a variety 

of cultural and social activities which enhanced my educational 

experiences," 80 alumni agreed while 60 disagreed. One did not 

answer this question. 

For question i21, "my instructors/professors demonstrated 

genuine interest in my education," lOQ alumni agreed while 36 

disagreed. Five ~lumni did not answer this question. 

For question 122, "my experiences at Mizzou overall are 

positive," 112 alumni agreed while 26 disagreed. Three alumni 

did not answer this question. 

For question #23, "my education adequately prepared me for 

the world of work," 123 alumni agreed while 13 disagreed. Five 

alumni did not answer this question. 
-

For question 124, "quality of my educational experiences 

has a significant influence on my annual giving," 80 alumni 

agreed while 58 disagreed. Three did not answer the question. 

For question 125, "chancellor needs to be more involved in 

alumni solicitation," 51 alumni agreed while 55 disagreed. 

Thirty-five alumni did not answer the question. 

For question 126, "purpose of fund raising should be more 

clearly defined," 102 alumni agreed while 21 disagreed. Eighteen 

alumni did not answer the question. 
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For question #27, "Mizzou needs a better marketing 

program," 100 alumni agreed while 20 disagreed. Twenty-one 

alumni did not answer the question. 

For question t28, "my financial contribution will improve 

Mizzou's curricula," 52 alumni agreed while 62 disagreed. 

Twenty-seven alumni did not answer this question. 
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Table 13 
Alumni Attitudes 

Item Donor Nondonor 

Chancellor effective leader 

SA 1 3 

A 26 35 

D 4 5 

Chancellor effective conununicator 

SA 1 1 

A 26 36 

D 4 6 

Chancellor effective manager 

SA 2 2 

A 25 36 

D 3 2 

Should continue as chancellor 

SA 1 4 

A 25 31 

D 4 6 

Chancellor influences my giving 

SA 4 3 

A 9 11 

D 17 28 

SD 9 17 

MU nationally respected 

SA 9 17 

A 37 52 

D 7 10 

SD 2 

MU attracts good students 

SA 4 11 

A 44 64 

D 3 5 

SD 1 1 
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Table 13 (continued) 

Item 

MU has satisfactory fiscal management 

MU education is competitive 

Media coverage of MU is positive 

MU's image influences my giving 

Kept informed of MU progress 

Kept informed of MU needs 
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SA 

A 

D 

Do not 

1 

35 

3 

SD 1 

SA 

A 

D 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

13 

38 

3 

7 

34 

6 

1 

2 

13 

27 

12 

10 

33 

13 

6 

23 

23 

3 

Noridonor 

2 

55 

10 

17 

58 

5 

8 

58 

8 

1 

6 

20 

38 

19 

12 

51 

15 

5 

6 

42 

26 
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Table 13 (continued) 

Item Donor Nondonor 

MU conununiques are informative 

SA 5 5 

A 42 66 

D 7 12 

SD 1 

MU communiques influence my giving 

SA 3 3 

A 17 19 

D 26 40 

SD 6 15 

Alumni association keeps me informed 

SA 8 6 

A 40 65 

D 5 9 

SD 1 2 

Alumni association leadership effective 

SA 5 2 

A 28 52 

D 6 8 

SD 2 1 

Alumni association influences my giving 

SA 5 3 

A 17 22 

D 21 38 

SD 6 10 
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Table 13 (continued) 

Item Donor Nondonor 

My coursework was challenging 

Campus experience enhanced my education 

Professors interested in my education 

My experiences mainly positive 

Education prep~red me for work 

Quality of education influences my giving 
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SA 16 24 

A 34 55 

D 3 5 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

SA 

A 

D 

12 

21 

16 

7 

9 

30 

11 

3 

14 

31 

9 

1 

15 

36 

2 

SD 1 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

13 

23 

16 

4 

17 

30 

25 

12 

15 

46 

16 

6 

18 

49 

11 

5 

21 

51 

10 

12 

32 

29 
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Table 13 (continued) 

Item 

Chancellor should solicit more 

Fund raising needs clarification 

MU needs better marketing 

My contribution is important 

. .. s~ 3 

A 

D 

SD 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

Statistical Procedures 

Donor 

6 

19 

20 

17 

24 

10 

13 

27 

10 

1 

2 

23 

19 

3 

Nondonor 

4 

22 

33 

2 

14 

47 

10 

1 

18 

42 

8 

1 

5 

22 

35 

5 

Hypothesis 1: Ho1 : There is no statistically significant 

difference in the Black Alumni Survey's mean item score between 

donors and nondonors, alpha=.05. 

This study sought to determine whether attitudes affected 

donorship. The reliability for the items included for analysis 

was a Cronbach's Alpha of .81, which is acceptable for creating 

additive and/or averaged scales. 
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Cronbach' s coefficient alpha - (a) i-s a general form of 
the K-R 20 formula that can be used when items on a 
measure are not scored dichotomously. For example, 
some multiple-choice tests and essay tests include 
items that have several possible answers, each of 
which is given a different weight. Alpha is the 
appropriate method for computing reliability. (Borg & 
Gall, 1983, p. 285) 

Table 14 
Reliability Summary for the Black Alumni Survey by Item 

Scale 

Scale Mean Variance If Corrected Alpha If 

If Item Item Item-Total Item 

Item Deleted Deleted Correlation Deleted 

Ql 76.82 49.56 0.42 0.80 

Q2 76.84 49.65 0.43 0.80 

Q3 76.77 49.62 0.49 0.80 

Q4 76.82 49.56 0.38 0.80 

Q5 77.53 46.47 0.43 0.79 

Q6 76.60 49.17 0.30 0.80 

Q7 76.69 50.60 0.23 0.80 

Q8 76.85 51.54 0.07 0.81 

Q9 76.53 48.92 0.36 0.80 

QlO 76.71 49.53 0.29 0.80 

Qll 77.61 47.72 0.36 0.80 

Q12 76.88 49.90 0.17 0.80 

Q13 77.12 47.98 0.33 0.80 

Q14 76.80 49.47 0.34 0.80 

Q15 77.42 45.57 0.55 0.79 
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Table 15 
Item Descriptive Statistics Sununary for the Black Alumni 
Donor Survey, by Item 

N 

Item Valid Missing Mean SD 

Ql chancellor effectec. 74 67 2. 93 0. 42 

Q2 chancellor communi. 74 67 2. 89 0. 39 

Q3 chancellor organiz. 70 71 2.99 0.36 

Q4 chancellor continu. 71 70 2.93 0.46 

Q5 chancellor influenc. 98 43 2. 08 0. 87 

Q6 Mizzou respected 134 7 3. 04 0. 62 

Q7 good student9 133 8 3. 02 0. 48 

QB satisfactory fiscal 107 34 2. 8~ 0. 42 

Q9 good education 134 7 3.16 0.51 

QlO good media cover. 123 18 2. 98 0. 55 

Qll MU image influences 137 4 2 .13 0. 83 

Q12 kept informed 139 2 2. 88 0. 70 

Q13 know needs 136 5 2. 58 0. 76 

Q14 good communication 138 3 2. 92 0. 48 

Q15 correspon influenc. 134 7 2 .19 O. 77 

Q16 alumni association 136 5 2. 96 O. 54 

Ql 7 good management 104 37 2. 88 0. 55 

Q18 alum. assoct. inf!. 126 15 2. 30 0. 79 

Q19 good coursework 137 4 3. 23 0. 55 

Q20 extra-curricular 140 1 2. 64 0. 96 

Q21 profs concerned 136 5 2. 85 0. 79 

Q22 experience good 138 3 3.00 0.74 
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Table 15 (continued) 

N 

Item Valid Missing Mean SD 

Q23 prepared for work 136 5 3 .16 0. 60 

Q24 experience influen. 138 3 2. 67 0. 88 

Q25 chancellor involv. 106 35 2.56 0.69 

123 18 3.07 0.67 Q26 purpose defig.eQ. . 

Q27 . better mar,,,t~:: { . ~·· 
Q28 improve curricula · 

~..;;:_, 

- i14 
21 '·<~ " : 0. 69 
27 ., i.45 0.72 

The mean for donors was 2.95 while that for nondonors 

was 2.93 as shown in Table 16 and in Figure 1. 

Table 16 

Descriptive Statistics for the Black Ah.mmi Survey, by Donor 
Status 

Donor status 

Donor 

Nondonor 

Total 

N Mean 

57 2.95 

84 2.93 

141 2.94 

SD 

0.30 

0.27 

0.28 
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Figure 17 
Means for the Black Alumni Survey, by Donor Status 
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Table 17 
ANOVA results for the Black Alumni Survey 

SS OF MS F 

Between .008 1 .009 0.108 

Within 10.961 138 .079 

Total 10.969 139 

*P < .05 

Summary 

As indicated in Table 17, there is no statistically 

significant difference in the Black Alumni Survey's mean score 

between donors and nondonors, alpha=.05; the null hypothesis is 

retained. Eta2 for this model is .000 (e.g., this model explains 

0% of the variance in the dependent variable). In Chapter 5 the 
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findings of the study will be discussed and reconunendations will 

be made for future research. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUitllllar~ and Conclusions 

Introduction 

This study SO\lght to determine if the attitudes of Black 

alumni toward the University of Mis~ouri-Columbia infll,lenced 

their willingness to donate to the school. The data obtained 

through the Black Alumni Survey was tested usinq At;iOVA a~4 

crosstabs with chi-square tests. No statistically significant 

difference was found between donors and nondonqrs. 

the null hypothesis was accepted • . 

Overview of Selected Re!pted Research 

Conse_qiiently 

Research on the attitude~ of Blac~ grad1,1ate~ .of 

predominantly..W~ite large public universi.t.ies ~owards their 

schools and whether their donorship is aft:ecteq by these 

attitudes is rare • . Larry ~ith' s 1987 study of Bowl_ing Greeri. 

State University, A Pz::S?,doDU;,nantly White Public 'University's 

Environment and its Relationsbip to , ,G! vin,g f;rom , Black ,and Wh~ te 

Alumni, is an exception. There is no s~stanti4l body of 

research ~n ~he topic of the ,att+tudes of . Black . al~i of larg~ 

predominantly Whit~. put>li_c un.i ~ersi ti.es ~o.ward their schools. as 

reflected in do~o,r~J:ii~l1!;Lt~n ~ ~~~e , as an intellectuc;L! 

touchstone fo~ t:hq~~ ;,nt.l~e~te.d · ~I) t~~tQfiC. O~er re~_ear~l) _on 
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alumni donorship, while certainly helpful in many respects--since 

it is indicative of what was found in studying somewhat similar 

populations in almost comparable situations--may not prove 

definitive when applied to another population in a different 

institution. As Dahl wrote in 1981, much of what causes giving 

may still be unexplained. In an article which examined the 

possible consequences repeal of the estate tax might have on 

gifts to academic institutions, Hebel (2001, p. A23) reported, 

"College officials ... say they are crafting their positions 

largely based on what they describe as gut feelings on what 

motivates people to give." 

Additionally, even though there are some fairly widely 

held beliefs regarding donors, various studies have yielded 

contradictory as well as supportive results when researching the 

same variable with different populations at dissimilar 

institutions. For example, Okunade found that male graduate 

alumni were more likely to donate than were female alumni (1996). 

Orlans (1997) found that women were responsible for only 33% of 

the donations at UCLA and 36% of the donations at the University 

of Wisconsin. From January through December 1998, the University 

of Missouri-Columbia's Development Office reported that 16,143 

male alumni donated compared to 10,446 females (K. Ming, E-mail, 

February 4, 1999). Parsons and Wethington (1996), on the other 

hand, found, "Women are slightly more likely to give, and this 

likelihood increases by income level." In a 1992 article in the 

New York Times titled, ~As .for That Myth About How Much Alumnae 
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Give," Butterfield reported that the Council for Aid to Education 

"ranked Wellesley first in the country in giving as measured by 

the number of students attending a college, with alwnnae gifts of 

$10,373 per enrolled student." The article noted the great 

generosity alumni of women's colleges showed their schools, and 

went on to state that even relative to coeducational 

institutions, women were beginning to give at a rate closer to 

that of their male counterparts. Okunade, Wunnava, · and Walsh 

(1994) found that women were more likely to give to charities 

other than schools, however. Further, Beeler (1982) found that 

alumni who lived at a greater distance from their alma mater were 

more likely to donate while McKee (1975) noted the opposite. 

Oglesby (1991) and Haddad (1986) did not find a significant 

relationship between distance from the school and alumni 

donorship. Cockriel (1983), Enyard (1993), and Beeler (1982) 

found a relationship between receip.t: of financial aid or other 

monetary assis-tance while students and the willingness ()f 

individuals to donate as alumni. Neither Ha<::ldad (1986) nor 

Oglesby (1991) found this to be a significant factor though. 

Ninety-one women participated in this investigation of 

Black alumni attitudes toward the University of Missouri-Columbia 

in contrast to 50 men. This study included alumni of the school 

from 1950 through 1995. By 1995, there were 1,934 Black 

graduates of the university. Of that number 1,077 were females 

while 857 were males •. 1 In· contrast there were 86, 194 males of the 

151,386 non-Black graduates of the university with females 
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comprising 65,192 of that group. Forty-three percent of the non-

Black alumni were female and 57% were male. On the other hand, 

56% of the Black alumni of the university were female and 44% 

were male. 

Of the 335 alumni randomly .chosen to receive the 

questionnaire, 132 (39%) were male and .203 (6ll.).. were female. 

That 50 (35%) of the respondents were male while 91 (65\) of the 

respondents were females did not seem overly remarkable given the 

gender proportions of the instrument's recipients. Caryn 

Shoemaker (1991) found that females were more likely to respond 

to her study. J. H. Evans' (1986) study of Black alumni of 
. 

historically Black colleges had 227 female in comparison to 95 

male respondents. Bennett College, a historically female 

college in North Carolina was represented stronqly in that 

sample. If there is a tendency for females to be a little more 

likely to respond to surveys than their male counterparts, this 

may explain the ~light differential in female respondents beyond 

their representation in the sample for my study. 

That there were 1,077 females in the population for my 

study compared to 857 males may be due, at least in part, to the 

fact that for several decades Black females have been more likely 

to avail themselves of higher education than Black males (Annual 

Status Report, Minorities in Higher Education, 1998, p.89). In 

1995 at the University of Mi-ssouri-Columbia, 6% of the Black male 

alumni were donors and 6% of the Black female alumni were donors. 

The average gift for non-Black donors in 1995 was $506. The 
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average gift for Black donors in that year was $143. The average 

gift from a non-Black male during that year was $639. The average 

gift from a non-Black female was $322. The average gift for a 

Black male during that time was $1~7. The average gift for a 

Black female during that time was $129 (Office of Development, 

1995) . A difference in the level of average gifts is probably 

due to differences in accumulated wealth and income. There is 

just a very slight gender difference in donorship rate for Black 

alumni of the University of Missouri. 

Crosstabs with chi-square tests showed that for questions 

15 and 18 of the Black Alumni Survey there was significance at 

the .05% level of confidence for gender and donorship as 

presented in Tables 11 and 12. Question 15 delv~d into the 

affect quanity and quality of university correspondence had on 

donorship. This mattered to nondonor males. Nondonor females did 

not find this of importance. It would seem then that males might 

be swayed by iRf~rmation sent to them by the university while 

females indicated that this was not of consequence to them·~ For 

question 18, which dealt with the performance of the alumni 

association, there was a difference in the views of donor males 

and females. The crosstabs showed that this was of concern to 

donor males while it did not concern donor females. 

The 56% donorship rate for those earning $50,000 per year 

or more was so stroikin9 that an additional statistical test was 

conducted. One-way ANOVA was performed on income level data for 

responses to the attitudinal test. Significance was found for 
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questions 12 and 14. Question 12 stated "'I alll kept informed about 

Mizzou's proqrams anc:t services." "Written cOlllll\unication from 

Mizzou are clear and informative," was ·"the text of question 14. 

These were Likert scales with responses -stronqly disagree, 

disagree, agree, and stron41Y disagree. One-way ANOVA shewed 

that the responses tended 1:6- go from ··aqree '. 'to disagree with 

increased income. That donorship see~ to increase with.income 

despite the fact that individuals were le'Ss likely to find that 

they were being kept well informed or that written collllftUnication 

was clear and informative, would indicate that these ~fai'linqs" 
. 

were not decisive ortes for them. That alumni who earn higher 

incomes are more likely .to be ctonors is a belief of development 

and supported by a number of researchers' · tBru~gink & Siddiqui, 

1995; Haddad, 1986; Miracle, 1977). 

By 1998, Black donorship overall had risen to 10\ at the 

University of Missouri-Col\lllbia. · In 2000, Blaek donorship · 

doubled over the .1998 level to 20% (I<. Minq, University of 

Missouri-Columbia, Office of Development Office, B-taail·, Mardi · 

28, 2000). This is- attributed to the campaign associated with 

the new Black Culture Center {L. Scott, President, Black Alumni 

organization, personal connunication, March 28, 2000). 

It is interesting that the 15 individuals who each held 

several degrees from the university were all'li<>st evenly divi-ded 

between donors and nondonors-. Seven (47\} ··were donors while 8 

(53\) were nondono-rs. 



The variables that researchers have examined in attempting 

to explain alumni donorship differ. These variables include, for 

example, receiving financial aid (Beeler, 1982; Enyard, 1993; 

Shadoian; 1989), number and age of children (Beeler, 1992; 

Haddad, 1986), and involvement in alumni activities (Haddad, 

1986) . A number of those who have researched alumni donorship 

have, in some ways, investigated the same variables examined in 

this study: the leadership, image, and management of the school 

conjoined with the quality of education, view of the alumni 

association, student experiences, preparation for work, age, 

income, marital status, and residence (Beeler, 1982; J. H. 

Evans, 1986; Haddad, 1986, Oglesby, 1991). 

An examination of Black as contrasted with non-Black 

donorship at the University of Missouri-Columbia by decades 

beginning with the 1950s reveals somewhat surprising patterns. 

The donorship rate for .Black alumni who 9raduated during the 

1950s is 2.4% ~.igher than that for non-Black ' alumni for the same 

decade. The donorship rate for Blacks ·who graduated during the 

1960s is 7.7% higher than for non-Blacks who attended during that 

period. Non-Blacks who graduated during the 1970s, however, have 

a donorship rate that is 11.3% higher than that of Blacks who 

attended the university during that decade. Non-Blacks who 

attended during the 1980s have a donorship rate 10.7% higher than 

that for Blacks who attended durinq that decade. Blacks who 

attended the university during 'the 1990s have a 6.2\ lower 
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donorship rate than that for non-Blacks who attended the 

university during the 1990s. 

There are only 13 Black alumni from the 1950s. The 1960s 

produced 77 Black alumni. It. is possible that these small 

numbers may have caused some form of group cohesiveness or 

identity that translated into what appears to be loyalty to the 

university since it was the focal point of their interactions. 

Researchers have found that for a soliciting organization to be 

successful potential donors must be able to identify with it and 

the purpose for which it is asking gifts (Haggberg, 1992; 

Hartsook, 1998; Mai, 1991; Squires, 1997). Furthermore, these 

were the first Black students to venture into a university that 

had fought for many years to remain segregated. They were 

pioneers. There may be something somewhat unique about these 

individuals as alumni, inherently or due to their experiences. 

To dismiss the high rate of 1950s and 1960s Black donorship as 

reflective of t~e tendency of older graduates to be more likely 

to give to their alma mater (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Haddad, 

1986; Mi~acle, 1977) ignores the fact that the percentage of 

donorship by non-Blacks lags behind that of their Black 

counterparts. Although certainly overall, for both groups, as 

would be predicted, the rate of donorship for 1950s and 1960s 

graduates was higher than for graduates of the other three 

decades. A number of factors could be at play here. Certain 

events or personalities that the Black students of those decades 

encountered may hav~ left a stroftfJ impression on them. Non-Black 
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graduates of the period may have issues that resulted in their 

lower rate of donorship. 

Black alWlU'li of the 1-aat three-, decades_,have donated at a 

lower rate than have -non-Black -graduates >Of those years. 

Hundreds of Blacks graduated in the 1970.s, . 1980s, and 1990s. 

Perhaps these numbers were too large to engender a strong sense 

of camaraderie in Black students. Other factors may have 

influenced these lower rates of donorship as well. Black 

graduates of the 1970s have donated at the rate of 40.9%, those 

of the 1980s a~ 31.7%, and those of the 1990s at 12.7%. The 

Council for Aid to Education reported in 1998 that public 

research/doctoral institutions had an alumni solicitation 

effectiveness of 17.6%. In light of this data, the donorship 

rates for Black Alumni of the 1970s and 1980s are respectable and 

show the expected increase in donorship for those with more 

distant dates_ of graduation (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Haddad, 

1986; Miracle, 1977). Nevertheless that Black graduates of the 

1970s .are 11.3% less likely to be donors than non-Blacks who 

graduated during that period while those of the 1980s are 10.7% 

less likely to be donors than other graduates of that era and 

those of the 1990s are only 6.2% less likely to be donors than 

are their peers is interesting. The generosity of 1990s Black 

graduates compared to Black alumni of the 1970s and 1980s may be 

another manifestation of the tendency for recent graduates to 

donate to their schools (Marcus, 2000, p. 54). Additionally, 

some of the graduates of this time were recipients of the 
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university's largess as it attempted to attract Black Students in 

the early 1990s (J. Craig, Office of Vice-Provost for Minority 

Affairs and Faculty Development, personal communication, April 3, 

2000). Cockriel (1983), Enyard (1993), and Beeler (1982) found 

that those who were recipients of scholarships and other 

financial assistance were more likely to be donors. 
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Table 18 
DonorshiJ2 of Black and Non-Black Alumni, B:f: Decades 

Non Non 

Black Black Non Black Black % % Non 

Black Male Fem. Black Male Fem. Black Black 

Deca. Grad. Don. Don. Grad. Don. Don. Don. Don. 

1950s 13 5 4 12438 6058 2254 69.2% 66.8% 

1960s 77 28 26 20636 8305 4578 70.1% 62.4% 

1970s 301 60 63 38544 11791 8312 40.9% 52.2% 

1980s 603 81 110 39967 8686 8276 31. 7% 42.4% 

1990s 1393 79 98 39767 3599 3901 12.7% 18.9% 

(X. Wei, University of Missouri-Colwnbia, Office of Development, 
E-mail, January 17, 2-001) 

A comparison of Black and non-Black donors by selected 

school or college also showed distinctive patterns. Non-Blacks 

with degrees in business had a donorship rate 16.9% higher than 

Blacks who attended the program. College of Education alumni_ who 

are Black had an 8.1% lower rate of donorship than their non

Black counterparts. Black engineering alumni had an 8% lower 

rate of donorship than non-Black alumni did. Non-Blacks with 

degrees in journalism had a 24.6% higher rate of donorship than 

Blacks who attended that program. Blacks with degrees from the 

School of Law were 28.1% less likely to donate than non-Blacks 

who attended that school. Non-Black School of Medicine graduates 

donated at a rate that was 25.4% higher than that for Black 

graduates of that college. Nursing graduates who are Black have 
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been 6.7% less likely to donate than non-Black-nursing alumni 

have. 

Some of the programs that graduate individuals who, 

normally, may expect relatively high incomes, namely medicine and 

law, had among the highest rates of difference between 

contributions from Black and non-Black alumni. Other programs 

had much smaller, although certainly notable differences, in the 

rate of Black and non-Black alumni donorship. Law, medicine, 

journalism, and nursing had the highest percentages of donorship 

from non-Black alumni while nursing, law, education, and 

engineering had the highest percentages of donorship from Black 

graduates. Comparatively, the schools with the lowest donorship 

rates for non-Black graduates were engineering, education, and 

business. Programs with the lowest rate of Black donorship were 

medicine, journalism and business. 

In 2000, _slightly over 39% of all alumni were contributors 

while a little over 20% of all Black alumni had become donors (K. 

Ming, University of Missouri-Columbia, Office of Development, E

mail, March 28, 2000). Compared to the average number of alumni 

donors for the university as a whole, the rate of donorship for 

White and Black graduates of the schools and colleges selected 

for this analysis is high. In view of these findings, a more 

extensive comparison of various programs, colleges, and schools 

in terms their alumni donorship might be worthwhile. 
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Table 19 ":-." • 

DonorshiE of Black & Non-Black Alumni! B:f: College or School 
: l 

Non Non 

Black Black Non Black Black % % Non 

Black Male Fem. Black Male Fem. Black Black 

Sehl. Grad. Don. Don. Grad. Don. Don. Don. Don 

Bus. 117 22 22 16366 7092 1829 37.6% 54.5% 

Edu. 223 48 45 26111 4122 8889 41. 7% 49.8% 
., 

Engn. 50 15 4 11446 4930 335 38.0% 46.0% 

Jour. 145 18 35 9807 3260 2737 36.6% 61.2% 

Law 65 18 14 3445 2261 403 49.2% 77.3% 

Med. 44 11 5 3416 1764 347 36.4% 61.8% 
·" : ~ ' ' 

Nurs. 35 0 19 2523 47 1492 54.3% 61.0% 
.· , . ~ . 

(X. Wei, University of Missouri-Colwnbia, Office of Development, 
E-mail, January 17, 2ooi> . 1· 

Table 20, excerpted from Table 252, uEarn~ngs by Highest 

Degree Earned: 1999H in the Statistical Abstract of the United 

States: 2000, 2000, p. 158, shows considerable discrepancies in 

income when race and/or gender are factored into the equation. 

It may not be a great surprise that a Black woman with a 

bachelor's degree, on average, earned $1,089 less than a White 

man with some college or $9,159 less than a White man with an 

associate's degree or even $24,668 less than a White man with her 

same level of credential. 

Normally though across the categories advanced degrees 

indicate salary increases for individuals whether White or Black, 



male or female. It should be noted, however, that those holding 

professional degrees are usually better compensated, monetarily, 

than those holding doctorates. Nevertheless, Black men seem to 

be the only group, of those, in this analysis, actually penalized 

for aspiring to a higher level of credential. A Black man with a 

master's degree could have expected to earn $47,951, on average, 

in 1999. A Black man with a Ph.D., on the other hand, could only 

expect to earn $46,743 that year. This is a difference of over 

$1,200. 

Differences can certainly be explained in terms of 

racial/gender concentrations in fields with varying levels of 

compensation and other factors such as length of time in a 

position or career . Nevertheless an analysis of these 

discrepancies still point to inequities, both historical and 

contemporary, ranging from schools and homes that do not 

adequately prepare Blacks or females for higher paying fields to 

discriminatory employment practices. 
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Table 20 
Earnings by Highest Degree Held for Blacks & Whites, by 
Gender 

Some Asst.'s Bach.'s 

Chart. College Degree Degree Masters Profss. Doctor. 

All 
25,686 32,468 43,782 52,794 95,488 74,712 

Persons 

White 26,357 33,212 44,852 53,497 99,858 77,970 

Male 33,041 41, 111 56,620 65,637 112,944 85,837 

Female 19,390 25,679 31,406 40,679 67,998 55,793 

Black 22,148 26,424 36,373 43,054 53,969 46,848 

Male 25,807 29,532 42,539 47,951 68,693 46,743 

Female 19,269 24,187 31,952 39,760 39,109 46,914 

Review of Black Alumni Survey Data 

Questions 1 through 5 of the Black Alumni Survey dealt with 

the chancellor. Questions 1 through 4 asked the participants to 

assess the skills and abilities of the chancellor. On average, 

most of the respondents indicated for each of these questions a 

positive assessment of the chancellor. However, for each of these 

questions, about half of the participants did not provide an 

answer. Additionally, a small number indicated that they felt 

that the chancellor had not performed well. For question five, 

"My impression of the chancellor influences my giving," only 27 

of the 141 participants in the study agreed, 71 dissented, and 43 

failed to respond. The respondents generally did not believe that 
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this official influenced their donorship. Several factors may be 

important to the way in which study participants dealt with these 

questions. 

For many of the participants, there may have been not only 

a lack of knowledge about the chancellor but possibly a lack of 

interest in that university official. Almost half of the sample 

failed to respond to questions concerning the competencies of the 

chancellor. J. H. Evans (1986), Pearson (1996), and other 

researchers probed alumni assessment of the leadership of the 

schools they were researching with meaningful results. Evans 

investigated six small historically Black schools located ~n the 

South. Although Pearson's study involved the University of 

Virginia, it focused on the Curry School of Education of that 

institution. The leadership of the Curry School was what his 

respondents were asked to assess. In the case of Pearson's 

sample, it is reasonable to assume that they would be able to 

evaluate the leadership of the school within the University of 

Virginia that they had attended. Each of the institutions that 

Evans studied was relatively small. Leadership on these campuses 

would likely play a critical role in the life of each institution 

and no doubt students and interested alumni would be quite aware 

of that. It is possible that at a school as large as the 

University of Missouri-Columbia, contact with the head of the 

institution is limited. 

The questions on the public image of the university fared 

quite differently than did those on leadership. Overwhelmingly, 
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alumni indicated that they felt that the school was nationally 

respected, attracted good students, was well managed, 

competitive, and treated positively in the media. This positive 

assessment of the school, however, according to the respondents, 

did not influence their giving. It is interesting that other 

researchers have found that regardless of donor status, alumni 

usually feel positively toward their school in terms of its 

prestige and image (Chewning, 1984; Littrell, 1989; Oglesby, 

1991; Pearson, 1996; L. J. Smith, 1998). Positive views of the 

school's academic prowess despite other feelings toward the 

institution may be due in part to the fact that the school . was 

chosen by the alumni. 

Most alumni felt that the school communicated with them 

frequently, keeping them informed about the campus and the 

activities of the institution. Nevertheless, respondents 

indicated that this did not influence their giving. J. H. Evans 

(1986) found a relationship between donorship and university 

correspondence with alumni. Littrell (1989), on the other hand, 

did not find a significant relationship between correspondence 

and donorship. Relevant to the University of Missouri, it may 

well be that, in general, the Black alumni were not interested in 

the things being communicated to them by the school. 

Overall, alumni felt that the Alumni Association was 

managed well and kept in frequent contact with them. However, 

this did not influence alumni giving according to the 

respondents. Evans (1986) found a significant relationship 
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between alumni perception of alumni association effectiveness and 

their willingness to donate. The schools Evans studied are all 

relatively small. Many of the alumni of such schools would 

probably know or know of practically all of those who attended 

the institution at the same time that they did. Moreover, they 

would have known or been familiar with most of the faculty and 

many of the staff. At the University of Missouri-Columbia, on 

the other hand, numerous articles in the campus newspaper are 

about individuals associated with the school that many of those 

currently on campus probably do not know personally or are even 

really aware of. This problem is compounded for those who are no 

longer associated with the school on a day-to-day basis. The 

sheer size of the university compared with the small schools of 

which Evans wrote, coupled with the fact that the university is 

predominantly a majority race campus, makes for a degree of 

impersonality for the Black alumni that might mitigate against 

the importance of alumni association correspondence. 

One hundred twenty-nine (91%) alumni felt that their 

academic experiences at the university had been sound. Eight 

disagreed and four alumni did not answer the question. Eighty 

alumni felt that the extracurricular activities of the campus 

enhanced their education. Sixty alumni did not agree and one did 

not respond to the question. Sixty of the alumni found campus 

life outside the classroom rewarding. One hundred (71%) alumni 

felt that their teachers had been genuinely interested in their 

education. Thirty-six disagreed and five alumni did not answer 
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the question. Overall, 112 (79%) alumni found their experiences 

at the university positive with only 26 disagreeing and 3 failing 

to respond. Furthermore, these alumni felt that their education 

had prepared them for their careers. Eighty (57%) former 

students felt that their educational experiences did influence 

their willingness to give to the university. Fifty-eight 

disagreed and three people did not answer the question. A 

majority of donors and nondonors believed that their student 

experiences influenced their willingness to donate to the school. 

Both donors and nondonor responses to the questions in this 

section indicate a strong endorsement and approval of their 

overall experiences at the university. 

One hundred and two alumni (72%) agreed that the "purpose 

of fund raising should be more clearly defined." Twenty-one 

disagreed and 18 did not answer the question. The alumni also 

indicated very strongly, 100 or 71%, that they felt that the 

university needed a better marketing program. Black alumni, it 

would seem from these numbers, did not feel that the university 

has demonstrated a need for alumni solicitation or indicated how, 

satisfactorily, it would use the revenues generated. Possibly, 

too, this may indicate that the needs for which monies have been 

solicited were not of particular interest to this sample. 

Tromble (1998) wrote, "the donor wants to know quickly and 

clearly what the problem is, and furthermore what will fix it." 

Currently 20% of Black alumni are donors. This seems to be 

linked to a campaign associated with the university's new Black 
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Culture Center. This may have been a meaningful enough effort 

for Black alumni to double their 1998 donorship rate and almost 

triple the donorship rate for the first five years of the 1990s. 

Fifty-two (37 %) of the respondents believed that their 

contributions would improve the curriculum; 62 (44 %) disagreed 

and 27 (19 %) did not answer the question. The majority of the 

sample felt that their contribution would have little impact on 

the academic performance of the institution. 

It is interesting that with only 6% donorship on the part 

of Black male alumni and 6% donorship on the part of Black female 

alumni when this study was conducted, 40% of the sample we~e 

donors. In several studies, donors have proven more likely to be 

respondents than nondonors have (Burgess-Getts, 1992; Oglesby, 

1991, L. J. Smith, 1998; L. T. Smith, 1987). If respondents are 

somewhat more likely to be donors it may indicate a greater 

tendency on the part of donors to be cooperative. This may also 

show slight reluctance on the part of many nondonors to 

participate in an activity that they may conceivably view as 

somewhat critical of them rather than as an opportunity "to vent 

their spleen." That a large number of the respondents to the 

Black Alumni Survey were donors far in excess of their 

representation in the population may indicate a subset of the 

population that is either actually more kindly disposed toward 

the institution than others or more disposed to be cooperative 

generally . 
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It is interesting to note that 46% of the male respondents 

were donors compared to 37% of the female respondents. Even with 

substantially more female representation in the sample, the 

percentage of male respondents who were donors exceeded the 

number of female respondents who were donors by 9%. Twenty-six 

percent of female donors lived in Missouri; 24% of male donors 

lived within the state. Eleven percent of female donors lived 

outside of Missouri while 22% of male donors resided beyond the 

state's boundaries. Thirty-six percent of female nondonors lived 

in state while 20% of male nondonors were Missourians. Thirty

four percent of male nondonors were not Missouri residents while 

26% of female nondonors lived outside the boundaries of the 

state. Oglesby (1991) and Haddad (1986) did not find a 

relationship between distance of residence from the campus and 

donor status. Beeler (1982), however, did. In the case of MU, 

donors and nondonors seemed about equally in evidence among 

residents of Missouri and those who lived outside of the state. 

These figures do show a slightly greater tendency for Black 

female alumni in this sample to remain within Missouri than their 

male counterparts. 

Thirty-three percent of the respondents who earned a 

bachelor's degree from the university were donors compared to a 

24% donor rate for those who had earned their graduate degree at 

the school. Thirty-two percent of those who held a bachelor's 

degree as their highest degree earned from any institution were 

donors. Forty-four percent of those who held a graduate degree 
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as their highest degree earned from any institution were donors. 

It appears that those who received their bachelor degrees from 

the university were somewhat more likely to donate to the school. 

On the other hand, those who held a graduate degree as their 

highest degree were more likely to donate than were those who 

held a bachelor's as their highest degree. Researchers have 

arrived at contradictory findings in relation to the importance 

of degrees held and where they were earned. Beeler (1982) did 

not find any significant relationship between degree held and 

donorship. Miracle (1977) found that those who earned an 

undergraduate degree at a school were more likely to be donors 

than those who earned a graduate degree at the same institution. 

McKee (1975) found that donors were likely to be those who earned 

several degrees at a school. 

Older, married alumni who earned higher incomes were more 

likely to be donors than younger, single, less affluent ones . 

This seems to be the conventional wisdom of development and 

supported by a number of researchers (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; 

Haddad, 1986; Miracle, 1977). Interestingly, however, recent 

college and university graduates have been unusually generous to 

their schools (Marcus, 2000, p. 54). 

Discussion 

The focus of this research was whether or not attitudes 

affected donorship. There were six categories of questions in 

the Black Alumni Survey. Five of these categories had a final 
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question to determine if the views expressed in the preceding 

questions in that category had any influence on the willingness 

of the respondent to donate to the university. 

In all but one instance, respondents indicated that their 

perception of the institution in relation to the performances 

discussed did not influence their donorship. However, in the 

instance of student experience, 80 (57%) of the respondents 

indicated that their experiences influenced their willingness to 

donate to the institution. Correcting for the 3 participants who 

did not answer the question, 58% of the respondents felt that 

their experiences as students affected their willingness to 

donate. Sixty-four percent of the donors took this position and 

54% of the nondonors agreed. Donors and nondonors were fairly 

united in the view that their educational experience affected 

their donorship. Furthermore, it should be kept in mind that 

because a person had not donated as of the time that they 

participated in the Black Alumni Survey did not mean that they 

had the intention of never donating. No item in the survey 

probed the question of donorship intent. Some of the nondonors 

may very well not have been totally averse to donating in the 

future, perhaps when their finances allowed and some project that 

captured their enthusiasm was presented. 

In her 1986 study, Dr. Evans found a relationship between 

donorship and alumni attitudes toward their institutions in each 

of five categories examined by her questionnaire: 

• Leadership of the school 

108 



• Image of the school 

• Frequency and clarity of correspondence from the school 

• Alumni relations program of the school 

• Student and alumni experiences related to the school 

At first glance, my findings appear startlingly different 

from those of my predecessor in Black alumni attitude research. 

However, even though I used a slightly modified form of Evans' 

questionnaire to research Black alumni attitudes toward their 

alma mater, there are both subtle and obvious differences in our 

research. 

Dr. Evans postulated a null hypothesis for each attitudinal 

category in her survey which stated that there was no 

relationship between it and alumni giving. For example, one null 

hypothesis read: "There is no relationship between the 

experiences of alumni as undergraduate students and alumni 

giving." On the other hand, I sought to discern not just if 

attitudes affected donorship but whether there was a difference 

between donors and nondonors in this respect. My null hypothesis 

was: 

HO: There is no statistically significant difference in 

the Black Alumni Survey's mean item score between donors and 

nondonors, Alpha=.05. 

Dr. Evans sought to determine if attitudes affected giving. 

I wanted to determine if there was a significant difference in 

attitudes toward the school between donors and nondonors. She 
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used the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) one sample test to treat her 

data. A test of the degree of agreement between observed and 

hypothesized probability distribution, K-S is comparable to chi

square (Evans, 1986, p. 28). Evans sought to determine if 

attitudes affected alumni willingness to donate. My research 

sought to discern whether there was a difference between donor 

and nondonor attitudes toward the institution. ANOVA is used to 

compare the mean scores of two or more groups (Stockburger, 

1996). Comparing donors and nondonors attitudes was the focus of 

my study rather than simply determining whether attitudes affect 

donorship. Therefore ANOVA was a suitable statistical test for 

my research. 

My study showed no significant difference attitudinally 

between alumni donors and nondonors toward the university as 

reported using the Black Alumni Survey. Whether or not 

attitudes are strong correlates of behavior is something that 

those who research human behavior have not determined finally. 

Some researchers have not found that attitudes cause behaviors 

(Boldero, 1995; Jaccard, Helbig, Wan, Gutman, & Kritz-

Silverstein, 1990; Manfredo, Yuan, & McGuire, 1992). Other 

researchers have presented studies supporting the view that 

behavior follows attitudes (Bagozzi, 1981; Finlay, Trafimow, & 

Jones, 1997; Fishbein, 1967; Maoi & Olson, 1995; Morrison, 

Gillmore, Simpson, Wells, & Hoppe, 1996). Certain researchers 

have conducted studies that have shown that behavior can be 

changed by changing attitudes (Badovinac, 1994; Beach, 1984; 
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Castle, 1952; Chapman, Ham, Liesen, & Winter, 1995; "Drink Drive 

Campaign," 1997; Flowers, Miller, Smith, & Booraem, 1994; 

Hemsworth, Coleman, & Barnett, 1994; Kempf, 1935). 

The question of how attitudes and behavior relate is still 

unresolved. Nevertheless, it seems that a great deal of human 

conduct, ranging from the social to the economic, hinges on the 

assumption that affecting attitudes, whether it be regarded as 

persuasion of something akin, will result in certain behaviors. 

Science of course has as one of its roles, the testing of these 

cherished social assumptions. Still, it is somewhat 

disconcerting for this study to find no significant difference 

in the attitudes of donors and nondonors, and further, to have 

respondents answer in the negative to all but one of the five 

questions designed to gauge a relationship between attitudes and 

donorship. Evans found a relationship between attitudes and 

donorship in her study. There might be a number of reasons why 

with essentially the same instrument, Dr. Evans' respondents 

indicated that their attitudes influenced their willingness to 

donate where my respondents, in general, with the exception of 

question 24--"The quality of my educational experiences has a 

significant influence on my annual giving"--indicated that their 

attitudes did not influence their donorship. 

One of the reasons why my respondents did not feel that 

their attitudes measured by four of the questions asked 

influenced their giving might be that these questions were on 
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subjects that were not critically important to them. The four 

questions were: 

5. My impression of the chancellor has significant 

influence on my financial giving. 

11. The perceived public image of Mizzou has a significant 

Influence on my financial giving. 

15. The frequency and clarity of the correspondence from 

Mizzou has significant influence on my financial 

giving. 

18. The quality of the Alumni Association of Mizzou has 

significant influence on my financial giving. 

Dr. Evans initially designed her instrument to be used to 

query the alumni of six historically Black colleges and 

universities: Elizabeth City State University, Morgan State 

University, Virginia State University, Bennett College, Saint 

Paul's College, and Shaw University. Small historically Black 

colleges and universities are unique institutions. Many of the 

schools in this category have existed for years in a state of 

ongoing financial exigency. Despite somewhat limited economic 

resources, these schools have had a relationship with their 

students of which Dr. Shirley A. R. Lewis wrote in 1992 (pp. 72-

73): "Students enrolled in HBCU express high enthusiasm for their 

on-campus experiences. They laud their colleges for their family

like atmosphere, inspiring (and demanding) teachers, close-knit 

social structures, strong moral values, solid retention programs, 

touchable role models . . " In institutions such as these, 
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the president or chancellor would be very important. The small 

size of the institution would make this role a more apparent fact 

of campus life. The chancellor of the University of Missouri

Columbia in contrast is not necessarily perceived by individual 

students as being that critical to their campus experience. The 

abilities of the head of a historically Black college or 

university may be paramount to that school's economic health. 

Certainly, the chancellor of the University of Missouri-Columbia 

is important in the economic life of the university. However the 

individual in this position is probably not critical to the 

fiscal viability of the institution. The public image of the 

school, its correspondence with alumni, and its alumni 

association may also be more critical factors in the attitudes 

that alumni of small, more familial, and more fiscally challenged 

institutions have toward their school as compared with a school 

such as the University of Missouri-Columbia. 

To perform well in terms of having a good public image, 

keeping alumni apprised through correspondence, and possessing a 

sound alumni program might well be triumphs for small, struggling 

schools that oftentimes have existed in hostile social climates. 

Being able to accomplish these same tasks well is something that 

could be taken for granted by a large, prestigious, affluent, 

land grand institution. Being perceived to perform these tasks 

well may be the difference for some historically Black schools 

between viability and dissolution. No doubt alumni are well 

aware of this connection for these institutions. A school which 
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is seen as floundering might prove a discouragement to alumni 

donorship. An extremely wealthy benefactor could help. Inspired 

fund raising might also salvage the institution. However, 

average alumni might be reluctant to donate what large sums of 

money that they could afford for fear that it might be to no 

avail. The University of Missouri-Columbia may find that its 

ability to accomplish certain goals may be impended by lack of 

alumni support. However, alumni support through solicitation is 

not central to its existence. Historically Black schools may be 

judged by alumni as worthy of support in terms of their 

leadership, image, correspondence with alumni, alumni programs, 

and treatment of students. Alumni support of a school that does 

not rely on solicitation for critical support may very well 

depend more on how the money will be spent than on general 

evaluations of the school's leadership and functions. The 

individual schools, colleges, or programs from which they 

graduated may be more central to the shaping of alumni attitudes 

at large universities than the role of a central administration 

that may be viewed as almost remote. 

This was a good test of the Black Alumni Survey. It proved 

a strong instrument for Dr. Evans and might perform equally well 

at other small HBCU and, perhaps, at such specialized 

institutions as women's colleges and church schools. Black 

alumni of the University of Missouri-Columbia however as 

indicated by this research may have different issues that form 

their relationship with the institution. To have tested the 
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Black Alumni Survey on this campus is important though. Without 

doing so assumptions about its suitability for use with the 

alumni of a school such as the University of Missouri-Columbia 

would have been conjectural. 

If I were to design an instrument, drawing upon my 

experience with this study and my background as a graduate of 

this institution, some of the questions that I would ask alumni 

might include: 

• What they think of giving to charity in general. 

• Whether they actually donate to other charities. 

• What they think of giving to schools in particular. 

• Whether or not they actually donate to another academic 

institution and why (for example, did they obtain a 

degree from the school to which they donate). 

• If they think that a tax supported institution should 

solicit its alumni. 

• If specific projects such as the Black Culture Center 

would be important to them as potential donors. 

• If requests on behalf of faculty who were critical to 

their development, such as mentors, would spur them to 

donate. 

• If they received financial support from the university 

while in attendance. 

• How satisfied they are with their current 

status/employment and how critical they believe that 
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their attendance at the university was in achieving that 

status/employment. 

• Whether they think that they might ever donate to the 

university. 

• whether they think that their attitudes toward the 

university overall or in particular would influence their 

willingness to donate. 

• Whether they felt that their attitudes toward the 

university were primarily positive or negative. 

• If it would be possible to change their attitude toward 

the university. 

• If they would be willing to donate to the university 

regardless of their attitude toward it. 

Additionally, I would survey the entire Black alumni 

population rather than a sample. Certainly not all of the alumni 

would choose to participate but this should nonetheless provide a 

much larger number of respondents on which to base an analysis. 

Moreover, I would attempt to interview some of those who failed 

to respond to the survey instrument. Furthermore, I would 

incorporate certain elements of qualitative research, such as 

focus groups and interviews into the research in the hope that 

these might provide some insight into the alumni not afforded by 

quantitative efforts. In terms of a research question, I would 

still focus on attitudes and donorship. 
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Limitations 

The findings of this study are specific to the 141 member 

sample of the Black alumni of the University of Missouri-Columbia 

who attended the school from 1950 through 1995; no inferences can 

be made to other populations. 

Recommendations 

There are several recommendations for further study. It is 

recommended that research be conducted to determine if there is a 

pattern of increase in alumni donorship at institutions at which 

research into alumni donorship has been conducted. 

It is recommended that research be conducted to determine 

what type of information Black Alumni would like to see as part 

of fund raising campaigns. 

It is recommended that Black alumni be consulted to 

determine in what ways they would like to see improvement of 

marketing of the University of Missouri-Columbia for fund raising 

purposes. 

It is recommended that the Black Alumni Survey be further 

refined to enhance its utility as an assessment instrument. 

It is recommended that research be conducted to examine if 

alumni have determined if they will or will not ever donate to 

their school and why. 

It is recommended that research be conducted to determine 

why donor patterns differ so considerably among the alumni of the 
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University of Missouri-Columbia's various schools, colleges, and 

programs. 

It is recommended that research be conducted to determine 

why 1950s' and 1960s' Black donors donate at a higher percentage 

rate than do non-Black donors who graduated during these decades . 

It recommended that research be undertaken to assess the 

donorship patterns and attitudes of other groups of minority 

graduates of the University of Missouri-Columbia. 
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APPENDIX A 

Black Alumni Survey 

Directions: This survey is to determine alumni feelings and 

attitudes toward Mizzou. Please check the response that best 

reflects your views on each of the following questions. 

SECTION I: LEADERSHIP OF THE CHANCELLOR 

* The current chancellor is an effective leader. 

* He communicates effectively with all his constituencies, 

including business leaders, politicians, and alumni. 

* His organizational and management skills are effective. 

* I would like to see the chancellor continue as the leader of 

Mizzou. 

* My impression of the chancellor has significant influence on my 

financial giving. 

Note: These Likert-type items have available responses of: 

Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree. The 

response lines are deleted here in the interests of brevity. 

SECTION II: PUBLIC IMAGE OF MIZZOU 

* Mizzou is nationally respected for the quality of its programs 

and services. 
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* Mizzou attracts highly academic students. 

* Mizzou's fiscal management is satisfactory. 

* The quality of education at Mizzou has always been competitive. 

* Media coverage of programs and events at Mizzou is positive. 

* The perceived public image of Mizzou has a significant 

influence on my financial giving. 

SECTION III: FREQUENCY AND CLARITY OF MIZZOU'S CORRESPONDENCE 

ADDRESSED TO ALUMNI 

* I am kept sufficiently informed about Mizzou's programs and 

services. 

* I receive regular memoranda concerning the fiscal needs of 

Mizzou. 

* Written communication from Mizzou is clear and effective. 

* The frequency and clarity of the correspondence from Mizzou has 

significant influence on my financial giving. 

SECTION IV: THE ALUMNI ASSOCIATION 

* The Alumni Association uses various means (newsletters, 

phonathons, meetings) to keep alumni informed about current 

developments relative to alumni affairs. 

* The leaders of the Alumni Association are effective managers 

and organizers. 

* The quality of the Alumni Association at Mizzou has significant 

influence on my financial giving. 
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SECTION V: EDUCATIONAL EXPERIENCES 

* My course work was interesting and challenging. 

* The campus experiences included a variety of cultural and 

social activities which enhanced my educational experiences. 

* My instructors/professors demonstrated genuine interest in my 

education. 

* My experiences at Mizzou were positive. 

* The education adequately prepared me for the world of work. 

* The quality of my educational experiences has a significant 

influence on my annual giving. 

SECTION VI: ANNUAL GIVING 

* The chancellor needs to be more actively involved in the 

solicitation of financial support from alumni. 

* The purpose for fund raising projects should be more clearly 

defined and communicated to alumni. 

* Mizzou needs a better marketing program to promote its 

educational strengths and services. 

* My financial contributions will improve significantly the 

curricula and non-curricula programs at Mizzou. 

SECTION VII: YOU AND YOUR FAMILY (Confidential information for 

statistical analysis of previous data.) 

Are you: MALE FEMALE 
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Are you: SINGLE MARRIED 

SEPARATED/DIVORCED/WIDOWED 

Your age: 

UNDER 25 

25-29 

30-34 

35-39 

40-44 

45-49 

50-54 

55/0VER 

Check the highest level of education you have received. 

COLLEGE GRADUATE POST GRADUATE 

Check your total family income before taxes for 1995. 

UNDER $15,000 

$15,000-19,999 

$20,000-24,999 

$25,000-34,999 

$35,000-49,999 

$50,000/0VER 
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APPENDIX B 

Communications With Respondents 

Initial Contact Letter 

168 Ellis Library 
University of Missouri-Columbia 
Columbia, MO 65201 

November 12, 1997 

Name 
Address 
City, State, Zip 

Dear 

Over the years, alumni financial contributions have become 
essential to the fiscal operations of American universities. 
Furthermore, the willingness of former students to donate to 
their schools is seen by many both within and without academia as 
a profound indicator of graduates' attitudes toward their student 
and alumni experiences. 

You are one of a small number of African American alumni of the 
University of Missouri-Columbia asked to participate in a study 
of how African American graduates' attitudes toward the 
institution are reflected in that most critical indicator: 
giving. You were selected through a random sample of African 
American alumni. Input from everyone comprising the sample is 
essential. So that the results will accurately reflect the 
thinking of the African American alumni, it is critical that you 
complete and return your questionnaire. 

Please be assured of complete confidentiality. The questionnaire 
has an identification number for the purposes of mailing only. 
This enables me to check your name off of the mailing list when 
your questionnaire is returned. Your name will never be placed 
on your questionnaire. 

As an African American alumnus of the University of Missouri
Colurnbia who faces the question of my own attitudes and giving, 
this issue is quite real to me. Alumni attitudes and giving have 
become a focus of ongoing research as well as of my dissertation. 
The findings of this study interests and will be shared with the 
officials of the school. You may receive a summary of results by 
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writing "copy of results requeste~' on the back of the return 
envelope, and printing your name and address below it. Please do 
not place this information on the questionnaire itself. 

I would be happy to answer any questions that you may have. 
Please write or call. My telephone number is (573)882-3326; my 
e-mail address is elspaula@showme.missouri.edu; and my fax is 
[573]882=8044. 

Thank you for your help. 

Yours truly, 

Paula Roper 

Enclosures 

First Follow-up Letter 

November 25, 1997 

Last week a questionnaire designed to determine your attitudes 
toward your student and alumni experiences at the University of 
Missouri-Columbia was mailed to you. Your name was drawn in a 
random sample of African American alumni of the school. 

If you have already completed and returned the instrument, please 
accept my sincere thanks. If you haven't, please do so today. 
Because the questionnaire was sent to only a small, but 
representative sample of the African American alumni of Mizzou, 
it is very important that yours be included in the study if the 
results are to accurately represent the opinions of African 
American alumni. 

If, by chance, you did not receive the questionnaire, or it was 
misplaced, please call me right now, collect (573/882-3326)-if 
I'm not at my desk leave a voice mail message-and I will get you 
another one in the mail immediately. 

Yours truly, 

Paula Roper 
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Second Follow-up Letter 

168 Ellis Library 
University of Missouri-Columbia 
Columbia, MO 65201 

December 23, 1997 

Name 
Address 
City, State, Zip 

Dear 

Several weeks ago, I wrote asking you as an alumni of the 
University of Missouri-Columbia what your attitudes were toward 
that institution and whether those attitudes were reflected in 
your willingness to donate to the school. 

This study was undertaken not only for my dissertation but also 
as ongoing research into a critical issue facing universities in 
light of the demographic changes predicted to transform the 
society in the next few decades. 

I am writing to you again because of the importance of each 
questionnaire to the usefulness of this study. Your name was 
drawn through a scientific sampling process in which every 
African American alumnus of the university had an equal chance of 
being chosen : This means that only approximately one alumnus in 
seven is being asked to complete this questionnaire. In order 
for the results of this study to be truly representative of the 
opinions of all African American alumni, it is essential that 
each person in the sample return his or her questionnaire. 

In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a 
replacement is enclosed. 

Your cooperation is appreciated. 

Yours truly, 

Paula Roper 

P.S. Several people have written asking when the results will be 
available. I hope to have them in a few months. 
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Third Follow-up Letter 

168 Ellis Library 
University of Missouri-Columbia 
Columbia, MO 65201 

February 21, 1988 

Name 
Address 
City, State, Zip 

Dear 

I am writing to you about whether your attitudes toward the 
University of Missouri-Columbia are reflected in your giving. I 
have not yet received your completed questionnaire. 

While the large number of questionnaires returned is encouraging, 
being able to describe accurately how African American alumni 
feel about these critical issues depends on you and others who 
have not responded. Experience has shown that those who have not 
yet sent in their questionnaires may have very different views 
from those who have. 

Studies of alumni giving are rare; those of African American 
alumni giving are even rarer. Certainly for African American 
alumni of the University of Missouri-Columbia this is a unique 
opportunity to express truly crucial opinions that will be shared 
with the decision-makers of the institution. The usefulness of 
the results of this study depends on how accurately it reflects 
the attitudes of African American alumni. 

It is for these reasons this is being sent certified mail to 
insure delivery. In case our other correspondence did not reach 
you, a replacement questionnaire accompanies this letter. I ask 
that you complete and return it as soon as possible. 

If you would like to have them, I'll send you a copy of the 
results. Please put your name, address, and "copy of the 
results" on the back of the return envelope. I expect to send 
them within a month or so. 

I will appreciate your contribution to this study. 

Yours truly, 

Paula Roper 

Enclosures 
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APPENDIX C 

Letter of Permission 

(Letter from Dr. Evans authorizing the use of her instrument.) 

cm· OF BALTIMORE 

KURT L SOIMOKE. Ma)llW 

DEP.\RT\IENT OF EDUCATION 

\\'.\ LTER l ; . .-\MPREY 
Sl:~K'r1n tcn<ic 11 1 of Public · lnst nu:linn 
!OCl ~: . ~nr:h :\m oue 

Uotlti1r.on•. ~lan: l .md 21:!0:! 

May 20, 1993 

Ma. Paula LaJean Roper 
Social Sciences Librarian 
University of Miaaouri-ColUllbia 
Ellis Library 
Roo• 168, South 
Columbia, Miaaouri 65201-5149 

Dear Ma. Roper 

I hereby qrant you permiaaion to uae sy research inatru
-nt and protocols in th• atructurinq of your study on alWlllli 
attitude•. If I can aaaiat in any other way, please do not 
hesitate to call - at (410) 396-8705. 

Beat viaheal 

Sincerely, 

~'rf/~ 
. Jeanette R. Evans 

/ja 
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VITA 

Paula Roper, born in St. Louis, Missouri, attended public 

schools in that city until the third grade when she transferred 

to the parochial system. After high school, she went on to 

attend a community college in her home city and eventually the 

University of Missouri-St. Louis where she earned a B.S. in 

Education with a minor in history. 

Paula worked for a number of years as a teacher and then 

for several federally funded projects before returning to school 

at the University of Missouri-Columbia, where she earned a M.A. 

in Library Science. Later, she pursued a Ph.D. in Educational 

Leadership and Policy Analysis with an emphasis in Higher 

Education. Educational History was her inside support area and 

Information Science, her outside support area. 

Paula was awarded a fellowship while pursuing her master's 

degree and served as a teaching assistant for the library skills 

course taught on the campus. She is a reference librarian at 

Ellis Library, the main library on the campus of the University 

of Missouri-Columbia. Education and Black Studies are her 

subject specialties in librarianship. 
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