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The purpose of this study is to better understand the characteristics that lead to revenue 

generation in K-12 education foundations.  I reviewed higher education and K-12 education 

fundraising research literature to identify factors that might be related to success in private 

revenue generation.  The review revealed three key factors explored throughout this research 

study: the school superintendent, the education foundation’s board of directors, and the education 

foundation’s highest paid executive. The review of the literature provided a means for extracting 

the information that offered a more detailed analysis of the identified factors.  Survey questions 

were developed to elicit information on individual behaviors, beliefs, attitudes, and facts about 

education foundations related to these three key organizational positions. 

This researcher examined individual and organizational characteristics from a sample of 

education foundations in Florida.  The data for the study were drawn from the 2011 

administration of the Education Foundations of Florida Survey, which was created specifically 

for this study.  The sample included 30 education foundations from a field of 55 education 

foundations in Florida. 

The study included t-test comparisons and analysis of variance (ANOVA) to compare 

between-group differences.  Sequential multiple regression analyses were used to explore the 
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effects of the combination of multiple independent variables that best explain revenue 

generation. 

The results of this study indicate a relationship among the education foundation’s revenue, 

the level of the executive director’s behavior in fundraising activities, and the total number of the 

education foundation’s board members.  The results suggest that merely having an executive 

director is not enough to generate revenue for an education foundation. The executive director’s 

active engagement in fundraising activities may impact revenue. Also, by having a large board of 

directors, the education foundation may broaden its influence and ability to attract an increased 

number of donors. A larger board of directors could lead to increased revenue. Furthermore, no 

evidence supported the idea that the age of the foundation, private sector representation on the 

board of directors, employment status of the executive director, years of executive director’s 

fundraising experience, years served as executive director, the board of directors and 

superintendent’s level of involvement in fundraising, or the board of directors and the executive 

director and superintendent’s beliefs about fundraising engagement influenced revenue 

generation. 

The results of this study can support school districts and education foundations that seek to 

engage in fundraising activities, particularly from private sources, such as corporations, 

individuals, and private foundations. The findings suggest that education foundations might 

benefit from employing an executive director who frequently engages in fundraising activities. 

Additionally, increasing the size of the board of directors could also contribute to greater 

amounts of revenue. It is recommended that school districts and education foundations engage 

collaboratively to support an organizational structure for the education foundation that will lead 

to increased fundraising capacity and revenue generation. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction 

Kindergarten through post-secondary educational institutions have received more 

philanthropic dollars in recent history than ever before.  In 2008, giving to K-20 education 

totaled $40.94 billion (Giving USA Foundation, 2009).  In the past eight years, contributions to 

K-20 education have more than doubled.  According to the Giving USA Foundation (2009), the 

education sector was the second largest recipient category for private donations, only behind 

religious-affiliated organizations.  Historically, higher education institutions have traditionally 

received the majority of the donated funds.  However, a shift has occurred whereby corporations 

and foundations are beginning to give K-12 education more attention and a larger amount of 

their philanthropic funding.  The increase in private donations to K-12 education followed 

several significant events in K-12 public education. 

The first event occurred in the 1970s with a major redesign of public education funding 

model. This redesign created a situation in which formerly moderate to wealthy school districts 

received less funding through the implementation of ―equity legislation,‖ which took financial 

resources away from their districts and gave them to under-resourced school districts.  Then in 

1983, the national education report entitled A Nation at Risk was released, drawing public 

attention to the dire state of public education (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 

1983).  More importantly, the report caused many business and community leaders to get 

involved in crafting solutions to the education challenges outlined in the report.  Finally, a 

critical moment in education funding occurred in the 1990s due to the increased commitment to 

school reform and investment in technology infrastructure.  These events created a different 
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funding environment that served as a catalyst for school district administrators to seek alternative 

funding sources to support both new and ongoing educational initiatives for K-12 public school 

districts. 

 Along with these drastic shifts in the economics of education and the historic increases in 

private funding, many educational organizations have created education foundations to collect, 

manage, and distribute the financial largesse.  Compared to their education foundation peers in 

higher education, K-12 education foundations are the least experienced in sustaining and 

managing these revenues (Parry, 1992; Rennebohm, 1981).  While K-12 education foundations 

attempt to play a critical role in the education funding process, there is scant empirical evidence 

that helps researchers, policymakers, and foundation leaders understand how K-12 foundations 

differ from postsecondary foundations, how K-12 foundations are organized, and how they 

function. Toward that end, the purpose of this study is to examine how K-12 education 

foundations cultivate, solicit, and manage the strategic fundraising process to ensure future 

funding.   

Research Question 

While still lagging significantly behind higher education, recent data indicate an increase 

in private funding being invested in K-12 public schools (Giving USA Foundation, 2006).  Since 

K-12 education foundations are relatively new in the education foundation landscape, few 

researchers have examined how these foundations are structured and function.  A majority of the 

extant research literature has focused solely on higher education foundations.  The dearth of 

literature on K-12 education foundations and the importance of how they support public 

education guided the focus of this study.  The following research question directs this study: 

What is the relationship between a K-12 education foundation’s organizational and individual 

characteristics and a K-12 education foundation’s revenues? Moreover, I will examine how the 
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individual characteristics of the school district superintendent, the education foundation’s 

executive director, and the organizational characteristics of the education foundation’s board of 

directors affect K-12 education foundation revenue.   

This research question evolved from an analysis of previous research literature on K-12 

education foundations (Clark, 2002; Hammack, 1984; Hyatt, 1992; Lamm, 2002; Lease, 1988; 

Nesbit, 1985; Pinto, 1996; Tunnison, 1991).  These research studies highlighted the need for 

additional examinations of educational foundations’ structures and operations.  Some researchers 

have examined the elements of successful foundations (Lease, 1988; Nesbit, 1985; Tunnison, 

1991), acquisition of resources (Clark, 2002; Hammack, 1984; Pinto, 1996), and a historical 

analysis of the impact of education foundations (Hyatt, 1992; Lamm, 2002).  The research 

question is connected to previous research, which focused on education foundations in both 

higher education and K-12 education.  This research area has a robust historical background, 

which is important to understanding the significance of private sector funding for K-12 education 

foundations. 

Historical Perspective and Trends 

To fully understand private sector funding to K-12 public education, this review will 

briefly explore the history and trends of giving in a broader context of K-20 education.  In an 

environment of scarce, inflexible financial resources, K-12 public education follows the example 

set by higher education in recruiting greater involvement and donations from the individuals, 

corporations, and private foundations.  Institutional leaders in K-12 public education have come 

to realize they are not alone in their focus to improve academic achievement for all students, but 

they also recognize the limitations of their current funding sources.  Businesses, individuals, and 

private foundations are creating new partnerships to assist K-12 education through donating their 

time, expertise, and financial contributions.   
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Since the 1983 release of A Nation at Risk, businesses have taken a more active role and 

placed greater financial investment in public education.  According to the Boston College Center 

for Corporate Citizenship and the Hitachi Foundation (2009), education is the number one social 

issue supported by private corporations (p. 30).  In 1997, 30% of corporate philanthropic 

contributions went to education, and in 2009 that percentage increased to 46% (Boston College 

Center for Corporate Citizenship, 2009, p. 30).  According to Ferguson (1996), corporations are 

turning to elementary and secondary education funding because they see the connection between 

their future workforce and literate, well-trained job applicants.  These donations provide the 

opportunity for schools to spend their dollars on high priority educational needs, which are not 

supported through the traditional funding of federal and state allocations and local taxes.  Since 

corporations account for approximately $4.5 billion in charitable giving across all sectors, the 

creation of new K-12 education foundations will increase the demand for these dollars across all 

education foundations. 

In 2003, private foundation giving to K-12 education exceeded its giving to higher 

education for the first time (Lewin, 2005).  Private foundations are endowed nonprofit, grant-

making organizations typically funded through individual or corporate contributions.  According 

to the Foundation Center (as cited by Lewin, 2005), which tracks and analyzes foundation 

giving, private foundations, such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, gave $1.23 billion in 

grants to elementary and secondary schools in 2003, while grants to higher education totaled 

$1.12 billion.  In contrast to just 10 years ago, higher education grants significantly outpaced K-

12.  Grants to K-12 represented $620 million, and foundation grants to higher education were 

$1.07 billion (Giving USA Foundation, 1999).   
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The Beginnings of Private Funding in Education  

Fundraising in the name of American education marks its beginnings in the early 1600s.  

In 1641, William Hibbens, Hugh Peter, and Thomas Weld undertook the first organized 

fundraising activities for an American educational institution (Worth, 1993, pp. 18-19).  They 

sought contributions from British citizens for the purpose of helping a struggling Harvard 

College.   

Fundraising was a necessary component of the private college and university beginnings in 

America.  This trend continued to grow throughout higher education, reaching beyond the 

―private‖ school domain to include public universities.  And fundraising moved from a mode of 

providing ―seed money‖ to start an organization to a method of diversifying funding for existing 

institutions.   

Public universities started their development efforts in the late 19th and early 20th 

centuries.  As a response to unreliable tax support and budget cuts, public colleges and 

universities began relying on private sector support (Moore, 2000).  Kansas University was the 

first public university to start an ―institutionally affiliated‖ foundation (Rennebohm, 1981).  

Others soon followed suit because they recognized that they could protect their donations and 

offer increased flexibility to donors (Reilley, 1985).  As more public universities and colleges 

were established, state appropriations for these schools declined, but increasing student 

enrollment created greater need (Kelley, 1999).  Concerned alumni and community citizens 

responded to this crisis by establishing alumni associations.  These associations charged member 

dues to raise money for their institutions.  In a short time, alumni organizations started raising 

money based on an individual’s ability to give instead of a standard amount for everyone 

(O’Steen, 1986).   
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In the late 19th century, the state of Kansas seized the private donations made to Kansas 

University and applied them to that university’s operating budget.  This reapplication reduced the 

amount of money the state allocated to the school by replacing the state dollars with private 

donations.  Outraged donors fought back and established an ―institutionally affiliated‖ 

foundation, which gave an autonomous, private organization control over donations given to 

benefit Kansas University.  The creation of an ―institutionally affiliated foundation‖ gave the 

organization the ability to legally operate apart from the public institution it supported and 

maintain control over their donations without fear that their private funds would become part of 

the public budget (Kelly, 1989). 

Private support for public universities experienced tremendous growth starting in the 1980s 

(Milley, 1991).  Previously, public universities primarily relied on tuition, state and federal taxes, 

fees, and income from auxiliary ventures to generate revenue to cover operating expenses.  

Although income from these sources continued to rise, so did the cost of operating the 

institution.  Moreover, in the 1970s, public universities began to experience a reduction in 

flexibility they had with government funding.  Rather than large sums of undesignated funding, 

universities began receiving their funding in very specific grants that required a certain type of 

work, expenditures, and outcomes.  The universities responded by seeking alternative revenues 

to maintain control of institutional priorities at the local university level (Slaughter & Leslie, 

1997).  According to Slaughter and Leslie, ―Resource dependency theory suggests that as 

unrestricted moneys for higher education constrict, institutions within a national system will 

change their resource-seeking patterns to compete for new, more competitively based funds‖ 

(1997, p. 65).  



 

17 

The use of the term ―development‖ to describe fundraising activities emerged for the first 

time at Northwestern University and the University of Chicago in the 1920s (Miller, 1991; Stuhr, 

1977).  ―Development‖ became known as the inclusive definition for all activities in support of 

raising money for institutions.  These activities include donor research, cultivation, solicitation, 

planned giving, alumni relations, and so forth.  According to Miller (1991), institutional 

advancement in higher education did not become a common function of university business until 

the 1970s.  This additional function came as a result of revenue changes caused by decreasing 

state-funded block grants or undesignated funding available to universities and greater emphasis 

on governmental research grants or designated funding (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997).   

Many university and college foundations were founded for the purpose of improving the 

―margin of excellence‖ for these institutions (Rennebohm, 1981).  Simic (1985) made the case 

that most large donors give to the institution to enhance the basic education requirements funded 

by the state, providing a greater level of excellence.  The emphasis on excellence and 

enhancement was an opportunity for the universities to find external funding that supported the 

internal priorities and unique programming that created higher quality experiences for students 

and faculty beyond what government funding provided. 

From 1971 to 1972, private giving to public universities represented $356 million (Worth, 

1985, pp. 18-19).  According to ―The 2011 Statistical Abstract‖ from the US Census Bureau 

from 1990 to 2009, private support had grown from $9.8 billion to $28 billion. This growing 

trend suggests the importance of the relationship between private funding and postsecondary 

institutions that are focused on specific institutional goals.  

In a similar fashion, K-12 public education also saw a decrease in traditional governmental 

funding sources.  In the late 1970s, state governments began to make changes to how local public 
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schools were funded.  The 1970s were a time of high inflation, a national recession, lower public 

funding due to declining student enrollment, and federal budget cuts (Lake, 1985).  Public school 

finance faced serious changes with the introduction of state equity and adequacy legislation 

(Merz & Frankel, 1995).  In 1976, a watershed was created in California in public education 

funding with the Serrano v. Priest decision.  The California Supreme Court directed the state to 

equalize the amount of school funding across school districts based on equal per-pupil funding 

(Shoemaker, 1983).  This attempt at equity in school funding forced wealthy school districts to 

subsidize poorer school districts with an equal amount being spent on each student, regardless of 

the socio-economic status of the community where the student attended school.   

In 1978, taxpayers voted in favor of Proposition 13, which reduced the school districts’ 

abilities to raise local revenues in support of local schools.  Proposition 13 further limited the 

ability of the wealthier communities to invest more local revenue in their schools, and it 

equalized the funding across districts.  Clay, Hughes, Seely, and Thayer (1985) traced the growth 

of educational foundations to the impact of California passing Proposition 13.  Around the same 

time, many other states faced taxpayer revolts, which created tax-limitation measures, tax 

rollbacks, and spending caps (Mullins & Joyce, 1996).  In several cases, limitations on school 

boards to tax residents to raise revenues for schools caused school districts to look elsewhere for 

funding.  Citizens rallied to save programs being cut or reduced because they were solely 

dependent on tax-based funding sources.  The financial disequilibrium created by budget cuts in 

K-12 education forced many in primary and secondary education to consider alternative sources 

of funding. 

California, the ―birthplace‖ of the education foundation movement, had its beginning as a 

direct result of the difficult economic times faced by many public schools.  The first recorded 
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public school education foundation in modern times was The Laguna Beach Education 

Foundation, and it was incorporated in 1969 (Parry, 1992).  Interest in education foundations 

grew in the post-Proposition 13 environment in California and other states as well.  In response 

to the diminishing condition of public funding for education, schools were faced with the 

prospect of cutting employees, programs, and services.  Many looked for new funding sources to 

help keep pace with state budget cuts.  In California, 13 education foundations existed in 1978-

1979 (Allen & Hughes, 1982).  Nesbit (1985) found that 123 public school foundations were 

started in response to Proposition 13.  Chmelynski (1999) added that the growth of education 

foundations stemmed from shrinking tax revenues, budget cuts, a shift of state funds to poor 

districts, a fear of losing students to private schools, and parents’ rising expectations.  

 School districts, as with their peers in higher education, sought to lessen their dependence 

on taxes as a main funding source by supplementing their revenue with private resources.  Soon 

other states followed the legislative example set in California, and education foundations started 

flourishing as an alternative to supplementing lost programs and revenue (Addonizio, 1999; 

Brunner & Sonstelie, 1997; Merz & Frankel, 1995).  By 1983, the proliferation of K-12 

education foundations became known as the School Foundation Movement (Nesbit, 1985). 

The K-12 public school districts joined the fundraising arena to help fill the gap between 

revenues and expenses, and to provide greater autonomy in their abilities to secure local funding 

for local priorities.  Rather than cutting back on much needed programs, the school districts 

began seeking revenues from private donors.  As school districts across the country felt the 

financial constraints of a conservative economic environment, equity and adequacy legislation, 

and increased demands for greater student achievement, they explored alternative, nontraditional 

funding for public schools.   
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Description and Role of K-12 Education Foundations 

Many schools and school districts responded to the loss of revenue and increased 

educational needs by establishing local education foundations to raise money from the private 

sector.  Education foundations became the conduit for private donations to the public schools.  

Hundreds of schools and school districts in California began education foundations, with 

hundreds of schools districts across the country following suit (Shoemaker, 1983).  According to 

Morgan and White (1992), education foundations offered an opportunity to bypass the 

limitations of the tax base and raise significant sums of money.  In 1982, the number of 

education foundations totaled around 100, but by 1983, that number more than tripled to 350 

(Fiske, 1983).  The number of locally funded and operated education foundations grew since the 

1980s, with the largest growth occurring since 1989 (de Luna, 1998).  The most recent study, 

conducted in 2001, showed more than 4,800 K-12 education foundations in the United States 

(McCormick, Bauer, & Ferguson, 2001).   

Nationally, education foundations vary in size from supporting a single school, a group of 

schools, and/or an entire school district.  They are found in rural, suburban, and urban districts 

alike.  School administrators start most foundations, but the successful foundations include the 

active involvement of private citizens (Frankel & Merz, 1997).  Most education foundations have 

501(c)(3) status and an independent board of directors.  Education foundation fundraising 

revenues vary from a few hundred to many millions of dollars each fiscal year.  Education 

foundations use a variety of fundraising techniques, such as direct solicitations through the mail 

and telephone and special events.  According to de Luna (1998), few education foundations 

advocate replacing tax revenue with private funds.  However, parents and educators often praise 

the efforts of education foundations for providing enrichment support not offered through the 

school board-funded projects. 
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Education foundations typically raise small amounts of money compared to a school 

district’s budget.  When donations are targeted, even small amounts make important 

improvements to school projects.  Most foundations focus their efforts on enhancement programs 

and refrain from supplanting programs funded through tax dollars.  Occasionally, education 

foundations provide funding for typical school board-funded initiatives, such as teacher salaries 

or buildings.   

In 1984, the Florida Legislature enacted legislation allowing for the creation of direct 

support organizations for public school districts.  The state law gave local school boards 

permission to establish education foundations.  School districts in Florida are countywide, and 

the education foundations adopted the same geographical focus.  The first four foundations 

began immediately, and soon the remaining counties followed.  As of 2010, 55 of Florida’s 67 

counties have established education foundations (M. Chance, personal communications, May 15, 

2010).   

The history of giving to K-12 education foundations demonstrates the growing and 

important function of private sector funding.  Researchers have found that education foundations 

play a valuable role in securing resources for K-12 education.  The growing interest in K-12 

education among the philanthropic community also makes a compelling argument to examine the 

factors that affect K-12 education foundation revenue.  Moreover, researchers continue to see 

other benefits to K-12 education through these foundations, such as building community 

commitment to public education, leveraging business leadership expertise, and creating 

important community relationships.  For these reasons, it is important to analyze the relationship 

between K-12 education foundations’ organizational characteristics and K-12 education 

foundation revenues.  Moreover, K-12 education foundations are relatively young and 
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inexperienced compared to their peers in higher education, creating a competitive disadvantage 

for the K-12 education foundations when vying for donors interested in education. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to better understand fundraising in K-12 education 

foundations.  A number of research projects on education foundations were conducted 

throughout the 1980s and into the 2000s (Adams, 1991; Albritton, 1983; Christner, 2006; Clark, 

2002; Culbertson, 2008; Hammack, 1984; Lamm, 2002, Lease, 1988; Mark, 1986; Mummau, 

2004;  Neighbors, 1984; Nesbit, 1985; Newby, 1985; Parry, 1992; Pettit, 1987; Shaffer, 1988; 

Woodworth, 2007).   These studies focused on a general description of the education 

foundations, organizational and governance structures, and, in some instances, a basic 

description of the fundraising process.  An increasing number of public schools and school 

districts have expanded their private fundraising without a research-based guide of what 

characteristics contribute to an education foundation raising private revenue.  With the growth of 

education foundations, more research is needed to help these groups create successful 

foundations. 

I reviewed empirical research focused on fundraising in general, fundraising in higher 

education, and fundraising in K-12 education to determine organizational and individual 

characteristics associated with increased revenues.  The review of the literature revealed how 

organizational and individual characteristics affected fundraising in educational settings.  Some 

researchers focused on board organizational characteristics that influenced fundraising (Boguch, 

1994; Hunter, 1987; Sharron, 1982; Woodbury, 1973).  Other researchers examined the 

contribution that staff members make in raising money (Black, 1984; Clark, 2002; Dillon, 1990; 

Glandon & Keener, 1994; Nesbit, 1987; Willmer, 1980).  The purpose of this study is to 

determine if similar organizational and individual characteristics affect fundraising in Florida’s 
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K-12 education foundations.  In other words, will the superintendent’s involvement in 

fundraising impact the education foundation’s private revenue generation?  Does the board of 

directors’ activities in fundraising impact the education foundation’s generation of revenue?  

Does an education foundation’s executive director impact the education foundation’s generation 

of private revenue? 

Finally, I used quantitative analysis to answer these research questions.  Previous K-12 

foundation researchers did not conduct a statistical analysis of these factors in relationship to 

revenue generation.  Rather, they conducted qualitative studies to determine the factors that 

contributed to success.  In this study, I analyzed the effects of specific organizational and 

individual characteristics on K-12 education foundation revenue. 

Scope of the Study 

The scope of this study is to evaluate the organizational characteristics, as related to the 

revenue of Florida’s 55 education foundations.  Based on the characteristics identified in the 

literature, I developed the Education Foundations of Florida Survey, which addressed such 

factors as: involvement of the superintendent in activities of the education foundation, 

involvement of the education foundation board of directors in activities of the education 

foundation, and the highest paid education foundation executive’s involvement in activities of 

the education foundation.  No empirical research exists on this population of education 

foundations.  The countywide structure of school districts in Florida provided for a limited 

number of possible study participants, which made it important to include all of them in this 

study. 

Contributions of the Study 

This study provides various contributions to K-12 education foundation research.  Higher 

education has optimized its fundraising model, resulting in hundreds of billions of dollars of 
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private sector donations.  These donations have offered great flexibility in higher education to 

delve deeply into academics, provide better scholarship to its students, and allow for the 

institution to develop cutting-edge research that would not be funded through tax dollars.   

The K-12 education foundations still struggle to build their capacity to join higher 

education in securing major gifts and more significant gifts from individuals, the largest donor 

base in philanthropy.  The public schools also face an uphill battle with public pressure to cut 

expenses, work with smaller dollars for the classroom, improve results, and provide a multitude 

of services not directly related to instruction in the classroom.  These reasons and other 

incentives have driven K-12 education to explore outside funding prospects.  As characteristics 

identified in previous research which defined higher revenue generation conducted in higher 

education, I have focused this study on the relationship among a K-12 foundation’s private 

revenue generation and superintendent, board of directors, and highest paid staff member 

activities in fundraising.  These factors are specifically identified in higher education and more 

broadly in nonprofit literature as important components of fundraising success. 

This research is the first quantitative study of Florida's local education foundations.  

Similar studies were conducted in other states (Hammack, 1984; Hyatt, 1992; Lease, 1988; 

Tunnison, 1991).  County-based school districts in Florida provide a unique atmosphere for 

fundraising when compared to a small-town school district. 

The nonprofit sector will also benefit from this research.  Fundraising in a public school 

setting is going through a major transition, for example, from car washes and spaghetti dinners to 

strategic fundraising development.  Many schools are adopting a development process and seek 

to develop a favorable climate to attract support from a wide range of potential donors (Muro, 

1995).  The growing impact of giving to K-12 education foundations has the potential to change 
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the trends of fundraising, especially within the area of giving to K-12 public education.  Signs of 

change are already evident.  Giving to education has remained steady, with a slight decrease in 

2009, which followed the trends of giving to health, arts, culture, and humanities (Giving USA 

Foundation, 2009).  Another important consideration is the potential impact on individual giving 

with the creation of education foundations.  Individuals account for 75% of charitable giving 

(Giving USA Foundation, 2009).  As education foundations begin diversifying their funding 

bases and cultivating stronger connections with public school alumni, more individual 

contributions may return to the schools and districts where alumni graduated.  This shift could 

impact the overall giving rate to other charities. 

Summary of Chapter 1 

Increasingly, education foundations are becoming a part of the fabric of K-12 and higher 

education institutions. However, the individual and organizational characteristics needed to 

optimize revenue generation are not widely understood or intentionally utilized.  Researchers are 

examining characteristics of education foundations that contribute to increased revenue 

generation; however, there is scarce research on K-12 education foundations.  Chapter 2 will 

provide a review of the extant research literature on higher education and K-12 education 

foundations as they relate to revenue generation.
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

To understand the contributions of this study, I begin this chapter with the definitions of 

―nonprofit sector,‖ including ―fundraising‖ and ―education foundations.‖  Next, I talk about the 

literature that distinguishes the characteristics associated with acquisition of private resources in 

higher education and K-12 public education foundations. I discuss common findings among 

research studies on successful fundraising in higher education and K-12 public education 

foundations. I then underscore the deficiencies in the current research into the generation of 

private resources in K-12 public education.  I will provide a theoretical framework to help guide 

this study and present a conceptual model that describes the relationship between the major 

constructs.  The research literature includes few theories and findings related to private resource 

acquisition in higher education foundations.  Even less is known about the private resource 

acquisition in K-12 education foundations. 

The review of the literature has a twofold purpose:  1) to examine higher education 

fundraising research and, when available, public K-12 education foundation research; and 2) to 

identify the constructs that play a significant role in achieving greater success in dollars raised by 

these education foundations.  Moreover, the literature review helps define the relationship of the 

board of directors, superintendent, executive director, and the acquisition of private resources for 

K-12 education foundations.  The extensive research in higher education private resource 

acquisition and the dearth of research in K-12 education private resource acquisition suggest that 

additional research in K-12 is needed. 

As mentioned earlier, the following research question guides this study: What is the 

relationship between a K-12 education foundation’s organizational and individual characteristics 
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and a K-12 education foundation’s revenues?  In particular, I will examine how the involvement 

of the school district superintendent, the board of directors, and education foundation’s highest 

paid executive affect a K-12 education foundation’s revenue generation.  To understand this 

research question accurately, I will first discuss the definitions of key terms and the research 

literature related to these questions. 

Key Operational Definitions in the Research Literature  

Philanthropy, ―the love of humankind,‖ is the overarching umbrella for the sector of 

charity explored in this research study.  According to Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary 

(2010), philanthropy is to dispense aid from funds set aside to promote human welfare.  

Therefore, it is important to understand how K-12 education foundations rely on philanthropy to 

advance the multitude of initiatives to impact education in their communities, such as academic 

support for students, teacher support, retention activities, and the promotion of excellence in 

public education. 

Charitable organizations usually receive philanthropy through fundraising.  The act of 

philanthropy is a process that involves: a meaningful case for a donation; donors committed to 

that case; resources to be given away; a request for funds; and a recipient organization, usually a 

nonprofit to receive those contributions.  A donation, according to the Association of 

Fundraising Professionals Fundraising Dictionary Online (n.d.) is  

The act of donating; the amount or thing donated; a transfer of cash or other assets to an 

entity or a cancellation of the entity’s liabilities in a voluntary, nonreciprocal transfer by 

another entity, also known as a contribution; gift.  

 

 The association also defines two types of donations: financial contributions and in-kind 

contributions.  Financial contributions are the donation of money or property with a financial 

value.  In-kind contributions are limited to the donation of goods and services, such as 

equipment, space, or staff time.  Both types of donations may be tax deductible. 
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 Typically, the recipient of charitable donations is a nonprofit organization, which is 

classified by the Internal Revenue Service as a 501(c)(3) organization.  These 501(c)(3) 

organizations provide benefit or services to the public without financial incentive for the 

organization (Association of Fundraising Professionals Fundraising Dictionary Online, n.d.).  

Many types of nonprofit organizations exist, including public charities, endowed foundations, 

corporate foundations, and so forth (www.foundationcenter.org).  For the purpose of this study, I 

define K-12 education foundations as public foundations, which are sometimes referred to as 

―public charities.‖ 

Since some confusion may arise regarding the operational definition and application 

foundation in the research literature, I provide an in-depth examination of the term.  This 

confusion may lead to a misunderstanding among researchers who wish to accurately understand 

the relationship between a foundation and the community.  According to the Foundation Center 

of New York, the two types of foundations are private and public (www.foundationcenter.org).  

Private and public foundations are similar in the way they are managed by an independent board 

of directors, function as nongovernmental and nonprofit organizations, and serve to aid the 

community through grant-making activities, which provide program support or activities.  The 

main difference between these two types of organizations is the way they are funded.  Private 

foundations receive their funding through a single, primary fund or endowment designated to 

support the foundation’s efforts.  For example, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation is a 

private foundation that awards grants from its endowment.  

In contrast, a public foundation, often referred to as a ―public charity,‖ relies on multiple 

revenue streams received from the general public, including various individuals or organizational 

donors.  Sometimes public charities partake in grant-making activities, but more often, they use 
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the publicly solicited donations to bolster their own activities in support of their mission 

(www.foundationcenter.org).  Big Brothers Big Sisters of America is an example of a public 

charity.  It raises money from various constituents to support mentoring programs.   

An education foundation (e.g., K-12 or postsecondary) uses the term ―foundation‖ to 

describe its organization, but operates as a public foundation/public charity versus a private 

foundation.  These organizations actively fundraise each year to develop a pool of funds they use 

to support different education initiatives in the schools or school district they support.  The 

education foundation may have an endowment as a part of its asset portfolio, but to maintain 

annual program support, the education foundation must raise money from additional sources 

each year. 

The previously mentioned definitions provide the context for this study and the terms used 

across the higher education and K-12 research literature that examined the nonprofit education 

foundation’s characteristics and function.  These terms provide clarity and consistency in 

describing the key elements that guide this research study.  Next, I will present the germane 

higher education research literature that shapes the variables and constructs used in this research 

study.  Finally, I will discuss the K-12 foundation education research literature to help guide this 

study.   

Higher Education Research Literature 

Higher education institutions of all types have established education foundations to drive 

their private fundraising efforts.  Most educational fundraising research is focused on 

independent schools and institutions of higher education.  For the purpose of this study, the 

characteristics of successful higher education fundraising organizations were used as the main 

source to help guide the development of this study.  To that end, I will provide a comprehensive 

examination of the higher education literature that explores the factors that influence the private 
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revenue generation in institutions of higher education.  In particular, I begin the review of the 

higher education research literature in three broad themes: 1) the role of the institutional 

president in foundation activities, 2) the role of the chief development officer in foundation 

activities, and 3) understanding the role of the institutionally related foundation board of 

directors.  

Role of President in College/University Fundraising 

Researchers have reported that institutional advancement has evolved as an essential 

responsibility for college and university presidents.  Due to significant cutbacks in government 

funding for higher education, university presidents have taken a lead role in fundraising and 

resource development (Bornstein, 2003; Cook & Lasher, 1994; Fisher & Quehl, 1996; Overley, 

2006). According to Duronio and Loessin (1991), ―For all institutions, competing successfully 

for private support provides the means to ensure institutional success and growth‖ (p. 1).   

Sturgis (2005) stated: 

With the fluctuation in state and federal monies and the increase in expenditure per 

student, combined with pressure not to increase tuition, fundraising is at the forefront of 

institutional governance.  This has caused private and public institutions to compete for the 

same private funding. (p. 23) 

 

The acquisition of significant financial resources helps elevate a college or university in 

professional standing among its peer institutions, furthers scholarship for students, and increases 

a school’s ability to achieve its mission.  Fisher (1985) believed that understanding the role of 

the college president in university fundraising is essential to understanding effective leadership 

in American higher education. Fisher’s (1985) study strongly suggested that the traditional roles 

of presidents must now also include all facets of institutional fundraising in conjunction with the 

respective foundation organizations. 
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Based on a survey of 28 university presidents, Slinker (1988) suggested that the president 

should establish institutional advancement as a top priority to ensure successful university 

advancement initiatives.   The institutions represented members from two categories of the 

Council for the Advancement and Support of Education (CASE) award-winning institutions 

from 1985 to 1987.  His findings detailed the importance of the university president properly 

positioning the institution to reach its mission and facilitate support from constituents.  

According to Slinker, the president must set the vision for the direction that the institution is 

headed and help lead the organization to meet its goals.  Recent studies also suggest that the 

president’s vision and the ability to articulate the vision for the university contribute to the 

success of any fundraising campaign (Bornstein, 2003; Cook & Lasher, 1994; Overley, 2006; 

Patton, 2002; Rhodes, 1997; Slinker, 1988; Tumminia & Marshall, 1997). 

The importance of the leadership of the college president appeared in the research 

literature as a prevailing factor related to the success of private revenue generation at various 

institutions of higher education (Duronio & Loessin, 1991; Fisher, 1989; Glennon, 1985; Miller, 

1991).  The research indicated that wealthy individuals willing to make major donations want to 

interact and have a relationship with the individual responsible for ultimately leading the 

institution.  While staff may initially and continue to play an important role in cultivating the 

relationship, it is the college or university president who will have to participate in the 

solicitation of the actual gift (Overley, 2006).  Bornstein (2003) found that donors make gifts to 

presidents who engage donors to co-own the vision for the institution and invest in ventures 

viewed as truly transformative. Furthermore, he stated that presidents no longer have the option 

to be involved in fundraising activities.  



 

32 

Research clearly indicates that institutional leaders establish the tone for fundraising within 

the institution.  Researchers argue that it is their direct involvement that sets the example that 

staff and trustees follow to achieve their financial goals.  If a president demonstrates enthusiasm 

and commitment to the effort, others will follow (Patton, 2002).  On the other hand, Patton 

stated: ―If the president is indifferent to development concerns or distant from fundraising 

activities, board members and volunteers are likely to place a lower value on their own 

participation‖ (p. 53).  Patton’s research may suggest that the president’s involvement in 

fundraising may influence how institutions meet their revenue goals. 

Moreover, Cook and Lasher (1994) conducted a study to identify the president’s role in 

fundraising.  They found that the institution’s president provides leadership to drive fundraising 

activities.  Without the president’s involvement, resources might not be available to support the 

development process or the vision to drive the fundraising efforts.  They concluded that the 

president plays a vital leadership role in the institution’s advancement program.   

The college or university president must be an involved, committed leader of any 

successful fundraising program.  This theme recurs in the higher education literature pertaining 

to the president’s role in advancement.  This research underscores the importance of the 

president’s role in fundraising.  However, the research suggests that without the institution’s 

leader’s direct involvement and accountability, the development process will be less successful.  

Analogous to the higher education organizational structure, less is known about the leadership 

role of the school district superintendent and the success of fundraising. In addition to the 

leadership of the school district superintendent, the research also provides support of the 

importance of a foundation’s primary leader.  
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Role of the Chief Development Officer in Higher Education Fundraising 

The Chief Development Officer (CDO), sometimes referred to as the ―Vice President for 

Advancement/Development,‖ is the key staff person responsible for institutional advancement 

under the supervision of the president and direction of the board of trustees.  The CDO is a 

critical advisor to the president and board of trustees on the strategy and development of goals 

related to fundraising (Black, 1984).  More researchers are in agreement that CDOs are 

responsible for aligning the fundraising activities with the strategic goals of the institution 

(Duronio & Loessin, 1991; Kinnison & Ferrin, 1989; Leslie, 1969; Miles & Miller, 2000).   

Chief development officers have played a critical role in successful management of higher 

education foundations; however, their exact role and responsibilities have varied among 

institutions.  In a survey of 140 CDOs from the 1984 to 1985 Council for Financial Aid to 

Education’s doctoral institution listing, Marcus (1988) collected information on the work duties 

of these individuals.  The CDOs reported they spent 50% of their time on management activities.  

The CDO plays a critical role in orchestrating the development process with the president, 

college officers, and governing board through the interpretation and articulation of the college’s 

priorities and linkages to external audiences (Kelly, 1991; Leslie, 1969).  This role involved the 

direct solicitation of donors, engaging the president and/or board of directors in cultivation and 

solicitation activities, and the collection and communication of relevant data to inform the 

fundraising process.  Research has shown that CDOs who possessed executive-level positions 

and participated in the institution’s strategic planning were more successful (Bornstein, 1989; 

Duronio & Loessin, 1991; Fisher, 1989).  In other words, if the CDO lacked authority to 

influence policy and make decisions, the advancement efforts would be hindered.  The research 

clearly identified that the CDO should serve as a key executive team member in the institutional 
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central administration leadership (Bornstein, 1989; Duronio & Loessin, 1989; Fisher, 1989; 

Marcus, 1988; Sturgis, 2005).   

A study of 61 California four-year colleges and universities examined some of the 

characteristics of effective institutional advancement programs (Hornbaker, 1986).  His research 

highlighted the importance of the CDO in successful organizations.  He found that the CDO of 

effective fundraising institutions always served in the president’s cabinet.  This important 

linkage between advancement and the president supports the assertion of other researchers that 

the strong connection between the CDO and the president helps elevate and advance the 

fundraising goals of the institution. Finally, in a 1992 survey of community college foundations, 

Glandon and Keener (1994) found that foundations with a million dollars or more had a 

designated administrative head with the direct responsibility for raising money.   

Other studies highlight the importance of CDO leadership in successful education 

foundations. For example, Black (1984) found that colleges which were successful at fundraising 

reported having professional staff almost twice the size of staffs at unsuccessful colleges. The 

ability of a CDO to lead and organize a development staff, which could support an institution’s 

acquisition of private revenue, was determined as essential to the success of revenue generation.  

Effective CDOs played a key role in 1) managing the volunteers and staff involved in 

fundraising, 2) identifying and cultivating prospects, 3) articulating the fundraising goals, and 4) 

implementing the strategic direction of the board and president.  The research clearly supports 

the importance of an active and engaged CDO to lead the fundraising efforts; however, there is 

less empirical evidence about K-12 education foundation staff leadership and revenue 

generation. In addition to CDO leadership, what follows is a discussion of the relationship 

between an institution’s board of trustees and the foundation’s board of directors.   
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Understanding the Complementary Roles of the University Board of Trustees and the 

Institutionally Related Foundation Board of Directors 

A review of the literature indicates that many higher education institutions relied on two 

administrative boards to guide and lead the acquisition of private resources.  The first board was 

referred to as the ―board of trustees,‖ which had the ultimate responsibility of governance, 

oversight, and accountability for the higher education institution.  Some of these overarching 

duties included some private fundraising activities, but this particular duty was not the trustees’ 

primary purpose.  Often the composition of the institution’s board of trustees consisted of 

political appointees, who could have impacted the board’s overall ability and interest in 

conducting fundraising activities.  Nonetheless, the research indicates that the board of trustees 

has an important role in supporting fundraising activities.  Sader (1986) identified a board of 

trustees’ essential activities that assist its foundation board with fundraising activities.  Trustees 

provided guidance on fundraising priorities, but allowed the foundation board to be independent 

and have the authority to make decisions in support of the institution.  Sader found that an 

institution’s board of trustees built trust with the funding community by providing accountability 

for private donations and playing a supportive role in fundraising activities. 

Similar to the institution’s leadership of a board of trustees, the institution’s separate 

education foundation’s board of directors is the second board of leaders that guides fundraising 

initiatives.  This foundation leadership has no governance responsibilities related to the higher 

education institution, but leads an independent nonprofit organization with a main purpose to 

support and raise money for the college or university.  For the purposes of this study, the 

appropriate board for research is the institutionally related foundation board of directors.  While 

sometimes college or university trustees may serve on the foundation’s board of directors, it is 

only in their capacity of foundation board members that this research applies. 
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Researchers have found that for organizations to be successful at fundraising, foundation 

board members were involved in the development process (Boguch, 1994).  Foundation board 

members were at the top of the volunteer hierarchy.  The education foundation board of directors 

was ultimately responsible for the fiscal strength and sustainability of the foundation.  A study of 

a postsecondary foundation board found that involved board members contributed to overall 

effectiveness of a community college foundation (Hunter, 1987; Sharron, 1982).  Researchers 

found in similar higher education foundations in community colleges that an institutional 

foundation’s board of directors broadened a school’s base of support (Woodbury, 1973).   

 Given the increased importance of fundraising, researchers argue that selecting the right 

people to serve on the board was probably the most important decision for the organization.  

Foundation boards, unlike boards of trustees, had the ability to self-select their own members 

(Fraser, 2006).  A critical concept to understand when choosing members for the board was 

explained by McGoldrick (1993): ―People give to people.  And people make extraordinary gifts 

to leaders who convey great vision, aspirations, conviction, and the ability to succeed‖ (p. 154).  

The research suggests that the involvement of foundation board volunteers in the development 

process helped widen the outreach efforts of the institutions through the valuable connections 

and leverage gained through the involvement of more committed ambassadors for the school. 

Hedgepeth (2003) conducted a study of 59 foundation leaders from four-year colleges and 

universities and two-year community colleges to identify primary recommendations for 

improving a foundation’s board of directors’ ability to private revenue generation.  He found that 

successful foundations select board members with fundraising capacity, establish clear 

expectations, involve board members effectively, and clearly articulate the vision and mission of 

the organization.  Fraser (2006) conducted a similar qualitative research study to identify the 
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characteristics that contributed to a foundation board’s ability to raise private revenues.  Fraser 

investigated two four-year comprehensive university institutionally related foundations. He 

found that the board recruitment criteria that emulated the top qualities contributing to successful 

fundraising included: a member’s explicit commitment to the university, a willingness to work 

for the board, having the requisite skills to contribute to the board’s work, a desire and 

willingness to share personal resources with the university, and knowledge of the community.  In 

addition, the study also identified several other board characteristics that contributed to these 

institutions’ success at fundraising.  These factors included: a diverse board composition, strong 

board leadership, a board with clear, realistic goals in concert with the priorities of the board of 

trustees, and opportunities for meaningful engagement of board members in board activities. 

 The board of directors for the higher education institutionally related foundation plays a 

critical role in the acquisition of private resources.  Through this literature review, themes 

emerged as essential to the creation and ongoing success of a foundation’s board of directors in 

support of fundraising activities.  These factors included: board composition, knowledge of and 

ability to articulate the mission and priorities of the organization, capacity and willingness to 

give resources and work for the acquisition of private resources, and critical leadership skills to 

contribute to the attainment of the overall goals. The research highlights that these factors 

illustrate the implicit and explicit relationships between a foundation’s board and the institution’s 

board of trustees that must exist to achieve mutual fundraising goals. 

Summary of Higher Education Research Literature 

The higher education research literature highlights several themes that relate to successful 

foundation operations. First, the president helps to define and articulate the institutional mission 

and priorities (Kinnison & Ferrin, 1989).  The chief development officer carefully blends the 

institutional mission and priorities to the actions of the board of directors to set up the operations 
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of the education foundation (Pocock, 1989). Finally, the research also highlights that whoever 

was sitting around the board table made the difference between a highly successful fundraising 

campaign and a lackluster campaign. This means that the board of directors of the institutionally 

related foundation had the responsibility for the acquisition of private revenue to support the 

mission of the school.  In other words, the board of directors was involved in all aspects of the 

planning, delivery, and evaluation of the development process (Fraser, 2006).   While each of 

these previously mentioned participants plays a distinct role, it is only through the coordination 

and collaboration of all three that an effective development program can emerge. A brief review 

of the corresponding K-12 foundation research literature is presented next.  

K-12 Education Foundation Research Literature 

In contrast to the higher education research literature, this body of research offers some 

limited insight into the factors that contribute to successful K-12 fundraising programs.  In 

particular, some key challenges are noted across the research studies that raise concerns about 

the validity and reliability of the findings.  First, few, if any, of the reviewed research studies 

provided a theoretical framework to help describe this social science phenomenon.  Not relying 

on a theoretical framework is problematic because researchers are limited in their ability to 

provide a context in which to place research findings.  Next, few studies relied on quantitative 

research methods to investigate these issues.  While qualitative research provides a deeper 

understanding of the social phenomenon, less is known about the relationships that exist among 

key variables and constructs and foundation outcome variables (e.g., revenue generation).  

Finally, the existing K-12 education foundation research literature relied less on the higher 

education literature to understand the commonalities and differences between similar 

organization types.  Therefore, additional information is needed to help understand how the 

current research relates to the broader research base.  To that end, I will provide a brief overview 
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of the K-12 research literature to help guide this study.  Specifically, I identified two key 

constructs that the K-12 researchers suggest contribute to increased education foundation 

revenue generation: 1) the K-12 foundation board of directors and 2) the school district’s 

superintendent leadership.  No previous studies existed to look at the role of the K-12 education 

foundation executive director and private revenue generation. A review of the literature that 

examines these key components is presented next 

Role of a K-12 Foundation’s Board of Directors 

According to research on foundations, a nonprofit corporation’s foundation’s volunteer 

board of directors has the ultimate responsibility for the governance of the organization.  

According to Ingram (2003) from BoardSource, effective boards are responsible for the strategic 

direction, legal oversight, and financial sustainability of the organization.  The combination of 

the successful implementation of these responsibilities leads to more successful nonprofit 

organizations.  Accomplishing the organization’s mission necessitates the board’s assistance and 

participation in the attainment of financial resources.  The acquisition of these resources is 

typically a major focus of a board of directors.  Research indicates that the board’s ability, skills, 

and expertise in fundraising play a pivotal role in the fundraising success of a foundation board. 

 Nesbit (1987) conducted the first known research study on the characteristics of successful 

education foundations.  He found that the single most important task for the establishment of an 

education foundation was the selection of the board of directors.  The selection of these 

individuals played a direct role in the success of an education foundation.  Moreover, he also 

found the three most important characteristics of board members: 1) time to work with the 

foundation, 2) credibility of the board members in the community, and 3) loyalty to the 

foundation’s overall cause. 
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In a study to determine the growth, purposes, problems, and impact of public school 

foundations in South Carolina, Hyatt (1992) also found that the foundation board’s leadership 

ability was a key factor in the success of an education foundation’s board of directors.  She 

argued that boards of directors needed to be prominent members of the community and 

representative of a cross-section of the community.  Board members needed to be able to 

influence the access of private revenue, and also a willingness to devote time to the activities that 

contribute to increased revenue.  They must be knowledgeable about the facts of the foundation 

and needs of the school district.  Moreover, the board members must be able to articulate those 

needs and the ability of the foundation to provide solutions to those issues.  This study provides 

critical insight regarding the essential characteristics that define successful education 

foundations.  

In a similar study, Tunnison’s (1991) research on Nebraska’s top five district education 

foundations yielded additional characteristics that contribute to an education foundation’s board 

of directors’ influence on private revenue generation.  He found that board members needed to 

become active solicitors of funds for the education foundation and possess essential fundraising 

skills.  In addition to these key elements, Tunnison (1991) argued that foundations need to pay 

particular attention to foundation composition.  He realized that it was important that school 

administrators should not be the primary members of the foundation’s board because the board is 

about external access, not internal access (1991).  Prominent community board members had the 

ability to open the doors to other influential people in the community who had the ability to give 

donations.  Other researchers have argued that the selection of quality members of the board and 

maintenance of a strong and diverse board of directors were critical to the organization’s 

fundraising success (Calvin & Keen, 1982; Neill, 1983; Nesbit, 1985). These studies point to a 
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consistent pattern of characteristics for education foundations’ boards of directors to be effective 

at fundraising.  The education foundations, which were more successful at fundraising, had the 

following characteristics: 1) prominent members of the community, most from the private sector 

with the ability to make connections with other influential community members; 2) a common 

understanding of the organization’s vision and mission and ability to articulate them to 

constituents; and 3) skills, experience, willingness, and commitment to spend time working on 

the activities of the organization, including fundraising.  The research suggests that the more 

successful education foundations demonstrated stronger alignment to these board characteristics.  

Another leader essential to the success of an education foundation is the school district 

superintendent or principal, depending on whether the fundraising is district-based or school-

based. 

Role of School Leadership 

 The role of district or school leadership in K-12 education foundation revenue generation 

has been addressed in a limited number of research studies.  These studies examined the role of 

school district leadership in developing education foundations and the school district leadership’s 

participation in foundation operations. It might be noted that the lack of or dated research on K-

12 education foundations highlights a limited understanding of these organizations.  

In 1984, Hammack conducted a research study to examine the fundraising practices of 

Nebraska’s public school districts and the subsequent use of those funds.  In this study, he 

investigated the magnitude of private revenue acquisition, school participation and interest in 

school foundations or community foundations, and existing and needed board of education 

policies related to school foundations.  Hammack also examined the attitudes of some existing 

superintendents toward the acquisition and utilization of private revenues. As a sign of the 

limited adoption of school foundations in the 1980s, he found that of the 309 participating 
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schools only 19 reported that their school districts had an established education foundation.  He 

reported that many superintendents expressed an interest in the development of a school 

foundation, but also stated a need for more advice on how to be successful in private revenue 

acquisition.  Hammack concluded that research and development of the components of 

successful participation in revenue generation are important for elementary and secondary 

education to undertake.  

 In a more recent study, Clark (2002) surveyed all of California’s secondary charter 

schools, specialized secondary school programs, and secondary school magnet programs in Los 

Angeles, Long Beach, and San Diego to determine their success in accessing private sector 

funding.  In particular, she examined the role of school organization and leadership in 

fundraising activities.  She found that schools that received a high level of private funding 

identified that a long-term school plan and effective, consistent school leadership were essential 

components for accessing private funds.  The long-term school plan was a school leader’s 

roadmap to mobilize staff and volunteers around common goals and activities.  This study also 

demonstrated that school leaders played a significant and clear role in communicating to 

potential and existing donors that their gifts and school priorities were aligned. 

 It might also be noted, that many of the recommendations in studies of K-12 education 

foundations advocated for a defined boundary between the activities of the education foundation 

and the school district. In particular, other studies highlighted concerns around school 

administrators being too involved in decision-making and recommendations included limiting 

school leadership involvement on the board of directors. However, it was not disputed that 

school/school district administration must be involved to provide insight and organizational 

assistance for the education foundation to be successful (Clark, 2002; Hammack, 1984; Hyatt, 
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1992; Nesbit, 1985). Even with sparse research focused on the relationship between K-12 

leadership and education foundations, this proposed study offers an opportunity to learn more 

about this important relationship.  

Summary of Higher Education and K-12 Education Foundation Research 

The purpose of this literature review was to examine the research focused on higher 

education foundations, and, when available, public K-12 education foundation research, to 

enlighten our understanding of the relationship between a foundation’s organizational 

characteristics and revenue generation.  This literature review highlighted the relationship among 

boards of directors, school leadership, and the foundation’s chief development officer, as well as 

the factors of each that led to the successful acquisition of private resources for foundations.  The 

previous research revealed that each of these factors played a significant role in the ability of the 

organization to raise private revenues.  The literature review showed extensive research in higher 

education private resource development, but little research existed in K-12 education, which 

framed a need for additional research in K-12 resource acquisition.    

As a public charity, these foundations rely on fundraising as a key component to conduct 

the activities in support of their institutionally-related organizations, that is, universities, 

colleges, or K-12 schools and districts.  The success of a foundation to acquire the necessary 

funding depends on many components, including the acquisition of funds from other 

organizations.  Unlike most research on education foundations, I rely on organizational 

psychology theories to help understand how education foundations function.  The next section 

will provide a theoretical framework for this study. 

Resource Dependency Theory 

Revenue generation, as a measurement of the success of an education foundation, and the 

organizational factors that contribute to revenue generation are the focus of this study.  
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Fundraising in most education foundations therefore often drives a K-12 foundation’s board’s 

mission. While the ability to raise funds should not be the only measurement of a foundation’s 

success, it must occur before program implementation.  The resource dependency theory (RDT) 

offers one way to understand how K-12 organizations conduct fundraising activities.  Of the 

various models that may explain the behavior of organizations, the theory of resource 

dependency provides a theoretical framework for the acquisition of private resources for K-12 

education.  

According to Pfeffer and Salancik (1978, 2003), organizations need resources to survive, 

and typically those resources come from other organizations, which create resource dependency 

between the organization that needs the resources and the organization that has the resources.  

Ultimately, organizations strive for independence by removing dependence upon the resource 

providers (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978, 2003).  The resource dependency theory holds that the 

internal behaviors of organizational members are understood clearly only by reference to the 

actions of external agents (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997).  Even more specifically in higher 

education, those who provide resources to organizations, such as universities, may have the 

capability of exercising great power over those institutions.   

An essential contribution to the behavior of organizations is the management of resources.  

Sustainability of the organization depends on the ability of the organization to acquire and 

maintain resources from other organizations.  Pfeffer and Salancik (1978, 2003) defined the 

impact of the resource provider on the receiving organization by two dimensions: 1) the relative 

magnitude of the exchange and 2) the criticality of the resource to the recipient.  The relative 

magnitude is measured by the amount of resources provided.  In essence, the more an 

organization is dependent on one source of funding, the greater power the funding source could 
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exercise over the funded organization.  ―Criticality‖ can be defined as the dependence the 

organization has upon that resource to operate.  If a resource is removed from an organization 

and an organization can no longer function, then the dependence on that resource is high, which 

makes the criticality factor high as well. 

As financial policies in higher education began to shift, which reduced the amount of 

undesignated funds, decision-makers at universities found themselves with less control over 

resource allocation. These institutions responded by looking for new revenue sources (Slaughter 

& Leslie, 1997).  According to Slaughter and Leslie, ―Resource dependency theory suggests that 

as unrestricted moneys for higher education constrict, institutions within a national system will 

change their resource-seeking patterns to compete for new, more competitively based funds‖ (p. 

65).  By removing dependence on one resource, the organization can continue greater 

independence.  In financial terms, organizational dependence is a function of the relative 

importance of the resources, degree of discretion of the use of the resource, and the availability 

of the resource to the organization (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978, 2003). 

By expanding the number of funding sources and diversifying the amount each contributes 

to a particular program, institutions of higher education are able to decrease their dependence on 

the organization providing the resource, giving them greater discretion over how the resources 

are used.  For example, as policy adjustments caused changes in higher education financial 

support by governments—specifically, as undesignated funding decreased—colleges and 

universities responded by looking for alternative sources of funding (Moore, 2000).  In the past, 

block grants presented public universities with the greatest source of unconditional funding, 

which led to greater independence (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997).  As those funds began to be 

eliminated and restrictive funding became the basis for more governmental funding, universities 
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sought alternative sources of funding (Moore, 2000).  Some alternative funding sources provided 

greater autonomy, such as tuition increases, leaving flexibility in decision-making.   

 It is important to note that in some instances other funding sources, such as research grants 

and private funds, created new conditions in academic life where faculty became more and more 

responsible for generating private funding through grants and donations.  As faculty began to 

focus additional efforts on proposal writing and developing and maintaining relationships with 

external, private funders, a shift occurred in academic efforts (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997).  

Barnett and Middlehurst (1993) described the new paradigm for academics, which includes 

finding balance in a myriad of new expectations and commitments created by the conditions of 

these private revenue streams.  Even the faculty reward system followed the emphasis on 

research, patents, and revenue generation.  Slaughter and Leslie (1997) suggested that faculty 

might not engage in as much research if more resources available for teaching students.  

Application of Resource Dependency Theory to Education Foundation Research 

Researchers confirm that resource dependency causes changes in the organizational 

behavior.  Organizations need resources to survive, and the providers of resources can apply 

immense power on the direction of the funded organization.  ―The key to organizational survival 

is the ability to acquire and maintain resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978, 2003).  Organizations 

are continually seeking greater independence and stability. They do this by increasing the 

diversity of funding sources, which dispels the relative magnitude of the resource exchange from 

a single funder and the criticality through which the organization functions are completely 

dependent on that resource.   

Higher education studies in resource dependency theory emphasize two major points: 1) 

changing university organizational behavior; and 2) changing faculty academic roles, as a result 

of external funding streams.  However, no research explains the impact of private resources in K-
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12 education.  Additional research is needed to determine how K-12 school districts and 

education foundations change their organizational structure and behavior to procure additional 

private funding resources.  

The resource dependency theory presents a theoretical framework for how internal 

organizational factors of limited resources and lack of sufficient resource may influence an 

organization’s acquisition of alternative funding sources.  Throughout the literature on higher 

education and K-12 fundraising, the need for new, diversified sources of revenues to replace 

diminishing revenues from traditional sources of funding, that is, taxes and tuition and/or 

categorical funding, is consistently mentioned as a reason why these institutions began private 

fundraising.  Private funding provides a new source of revenues and also greater flexibility in the 

ways these dollars could be spent.  Rather than the government dictating funding categories, the 

higher education foundation or K-12 foundation works with the donor to identify the local school 

priorities.  Resource dependency theory provides a theoretical framework in which to analyze the 

acquisition of private resources in public education. 

Conceptual Model 

 The previous research on education foundations relied on various methodologies to 

examine the factors that contributed to the acquisition of private resources within higher 

education and K-12 education settings.  Most studies relied on qualitative methods to investigate 

the variables that affect private revenue generation.  This current study advances past research by 

developing a conceptual model, which is based on previously identified variables related to 

private revenue generation. 

 In this study, three factors are used to examine private revenue generation, as 

conceptualized in Figure 2-1.  This conceptual model was developed from the variables 

identified in the higher education and K-12 education foundation research, and it illustrates the 
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relationships that will be examined in this study.  The model depicts the relationship among the 

following independent variables, as they relate to the dependent variable, private revenue 

generation: the school or district’s superintendent, the education foundation’s board of directors, 

and the education foundation’s highest paid executive. 

Figure 2-1 illustrates the relationship between each independent variable and private 

revenue generation, the dependent variable.  At the bottom of the model, private revenue 

generation, a primary part of the K-12 education foundations’ mission, is identified as the 

outcome/dependent variable. 

Moving from left to right, the far left box illustrates the relationship between the individual 

characteristics of the district superintendent and private revenue generation.  The superintendent 

plays a vital role in communicating the vision and goals of the school district as they relate to the 

education foundation’s fundraising activities.  In their research of higher education fundraising, 

Kinnison and Ferrin (1989) identified the role that the president was to define and articulate the 

institutional mission and priorities.  Much as with their counterparts who serve as college and 

university presidents, superintendents are expanding their roles to include advancement 

activities.  The role of the presidents was to identify the needs, set the priorities, and provide the 

goals that helped drive the fundraising efforts (McLaughlin, 1984).   

The middle box illustrates the relationship between the characteristics of the education 

foundation’s board of directors and private revenue generation.  Board members were the 

connection to the community and helped drive the strategic direction (Hyatt, 1992).  Effective 

board members brought the capacity to give and get donations. They also brought strong 

connections to the community to broaden relationships between the school and the community, 

as well as a commitment to the mission.  As a representative of the external community, which is 
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so vital to private fundraising efforts, the board of directors serves as the essential, credible 

bridge between the district and the community. 

The far right box illustrates the relationship between the characteristics of the education 

foundation’s highest paid executive and private revenue generation.  The education foundation’s 

highest paid executive fuses the needs and mission of the school district with the purpose, goals, 

and fundraising efforts of the education foundation.  The importance of the chief development 

officer, that is, the highest paid executive in a K-12 education foundation, in fundraising could be 

overlooked.  Black (1984), Dillon, 1990, Miller (1991), and Miltner (1990) all found that the 

overall success of a development office is predicted by an effective chief development officer. 

The arrows that connect each independent variable (superintendent, board of directors, and 

highest paid executive) to the dependent variable (revenue generation) represent the relationship 

to successful fundraising.  The stronger the involvement of these factors in fundraising, the 

greater likelihood of increased revenues. 

This study attempts to predict the likelihood that these factors influence an education 

foundation’s success in generating private revenue.  This study advances previous research by 

introducing advanced statistical analysis to understand the relationship between the identified 

constructs (i.e., the independent variables) and the outcome/dependent variable. 

Summary of the Conceptual Model 

 Based on the existing literature review, this conceptual model presents a multifactor 

approach to examine the generation of private revenue for education foundations.  The 

conceptual model attempts to better understand the independent variables of district 

superintendents, education foundations’ boards of directors, and education foundations’ highest 

paid executives, as well as their relationship to private revenue generation, the dependent 

variable.  Previous research of K-12 education foundations failed to analyze how these factors 
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influence private revenue generation.  The specific constructs and methods used to develop the 

conceptual model are described in Chapter 3. 

Summary of Chapter 2 

 This chapter began with some key definitions of commonly used terminology in the 

education and non-profit sector. I then presented a review of the literature that identified the 

characteristics associated with the acquisition of private resources in higher education and K-12 

public education foundations. Lastly, I introduced the theoretical framework and conceptual 

model for this research study. 

A few common factors emerged in the literature review. These factors included:  an 

education foundation’s board of directors; chief development officer or executive director; and 

leadership of the school, as represented by the university president or the superintendent. 

However, it became clear that some deficiencies exist in the current research regarding the 

generation of resources in K-12 public education foundations.   

I presented the theoretical framework. Resource dependency theory (RDT) will help guide 

this study. The RDT explains that as education institutions become more constrained by 

diminishing revenue, they will begin to change their organizational behavior and structure to 

attract new revenue sources.  

It is important to assess the relationship of the board of directors, school district 

superintendent, education foundation’s highest paid executive director, and the acquisition of 

private resources for K-12 education foundations.  Education foundations are being called upon 

more frequently to help school districts attract private resources to address their increasing needs. 

To maximize fundraising capabilities of education foundations, it is important to better 

understand the factors that influence revenue generation. 
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Chapter 3 will describe the methodology utilized in this study of K-12 education 

foundations. It will present the data source, sample, methodology, as well as the measures and 

analytic method of the study of the characteristics of an education foundation on revenue 

generation. 

 

Figure 2-1. Conceptual model of an education foundation’s revenue generation (Carlson, 2009). 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methods used to conduct this research study.  

Thus far, the review of the literature provided a summary of the K-12 and higher education 

research, explaining how education foundations function.  Based on the extant research 

literature, little evidence supports understanding the relationship between revenue and 

organizational characteristics of K-12 education foundations.  In this chapter, I will review 

research questions and the hypotheses that guide this study. I also will include a brief discussion 

of the following sections: 1) survey instrument, 2) data source and sample,  3) bivariate 

descriptive statistics of the sample, 4) research design, 5) measures (i.e., dependent variables and 

independent variables, 6) analytic methods, and 7) study limitations.  

The primary aim of this study is to understand the relationships between selected key 

individual and organizational factors and total revenue of Florida’s K-12 education foundations.  

The following primary research question guides this study: What is the relationship between a K-

12 education foundation’s organizational and individual characteristics and a K-12 education 

foundation’s revenues?   Specifically, I will examine how the characteristics of the education 

foundation’s board of directors, the education foundation’s highest paid executive, and the 

school district superintendent relate to K-12 education foundation revenue.  The research 

question improves understanding of the role these variables play in affecting education 

foundation revenue.  Based on the research question, the three hypotheses for this study include: 

1) Boards of directors that play an active role in fundraising are more likely than non-

involved boards of directors to contribute to increased revenue generation for the 

education foundation (Hyatt, 1992; Nesbit, 1987; Tunnison, 1991). 
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2) A full-time executive director is more likely to contribute increased revenue generation 

for an education foundation than foundations without an executive director (Glandon & 

Keener, 1992; Hornbaker, 1986; Sturgis, 2005). 

3) Superintendents who demonstrate a commitment to the education foundation through 

assisting in the planning and implementation of the education foundation’s fundraising 

plan are more likely than superintendents who are uninvolved to contribute to 

increased revenue generation for the education foundation (Clark, 2002; Hammack, 

1984; Hyatt, 1992; Nesbit, 1985). 

Survey Instrument Development 

Survey Development Rationale 

 While many research studies existed to analyze private fund development in higher 

education, research of K-12 education foundations has been limited.  In particular, the 

development of this survey instrument was predicated on three key issues: 1) earlier a-theoretical 

studies, 2) selection of analytic methodology, and 3) limited empirical research on K-12 

education foundation revenue generation.  Few, if any, of the existing K-12 education foundation 

research studies relied on a theoretical framework to explore how these foundations operated 

(Clark, 2002; Hammack, 1984; Hyatt, 1992; Lamm, 2002; Lease, 1988; Nesbit, 1985; Pinto, 

1996; Tunnison, 1991).  The lack of a theoretical framework limits the ability of researchers to 

understand and explain how K-12 educational foundations function.  For example, an economic 

theoretical perspective would highlight how the theory of supply and demand may predict K-12 

revenue generation.  In this study, I relied on a resource dependency theory to describe 

organizational performance (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978, 2003; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997).   Also, 

unlike earlier studies that relied on qualitative methods or descriptive statistics, in this study I 

examined key relationships between selected variables, using quantitative research methodology.  
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Finally, few researchers looked at the characteristics of successful education foundations (Lease, 

1988; Nesbit, 1985; Tunnison, 1991).  Therefore, I specifically focused on selected key 

organizational characteristics to critically evaluate how K-12 education foundations function.  

Due to these limitations from earlier studies, I created a survey instrument to collect self-reported 

data on K-12 education foundations in Florida.   

Survey Construction 

Initially, I reviewed higher education and K-12 education fundraising research literature to 

identify factors that might be related to success in an education foundation’s revenue generation.  

The review of the literature provided a means for extracting the information that offered a more 

detailed analysis of the identified factors.  The review revealed three key factors worth additional 

scrutiny: 1) the role of the school superintendent, 2) the composition of the education 

foundation’s board of directors, and 3) the role of the education foundation’s highest paid 

executive.  Survey questions were developed to elicit information on individual behaviors, 

beliefs, attitudes, and facts about education foundations related to these three key organizational 

positions. 

 The survey is divided into four primary sections that asked key survey questions related 

to revenue generation activities: 1) an education foundation’s board of directors; 2) an education 

foundation’s highest paid executive; 3) superintendent of the school district; and 4) descriptive 

information about the individual factors of the executive director and superintendent, as well as 

the organizational factors of the education foundation.   

In the first section, survey respondents rated the frequency of participation of board 

members in fundraising, strategic planning, community awareness, and organizational 

management in relationship to revenue generation.  Then survey respondents also rated their 
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beliefs and attitudes about the relationship between fundraising, strategic planning, community 

awareness, organizational management, and the education foundation’s board of directors. 

In the second section, survey respondents identified the employment status of the executive 

director.  The options had considerable range: full-time paid by the education foundation or 

school board with work time completely dedicated to education foundation work; school district 

employee assigned to the education foundation in which the majority of the employee’s time is 

spent on the foundation; school district or other nonprofit employee assigned to the education 

foundation where the education foundation is his or her secondary job responsibility; no staff 

member.  Next, the survey respondent rated the frequency of participation of the highest paid 

executive in activities such as fundraising, strategic planning, community awareness, and 

organizational management.  The last part of this section included attitude and belief questions 

about the executive director’s role in fundraising, strategic planning, community awareness, and 

organizational management, as these factors relate to increased revenue generation. 

It is worth noting that in the design of the survey, the phrases ―highest paid executive‖ and 

―executive director‖ were used instead of ―chief development officer.‖  In previous research, 

which lacked specific attention to K-12 education foundations, the phrase ―chief development 

officer‖ represented the primary person responsible for the education foundation’s fundraising 

activities (Brumbach, 1994).  In K-12 education foundations, the most common title for the paid 

staff member with ultimate fundraising responsibility is ―executive director‖; occasionally, an 

alternate title, such as president, is used.  As a result, I felt it was important to use a term that 

reflected the professional titles used in the K-12 education foundation community. The third 

section focused on the roles and responsibilities of the school district’s superintendent.  

Respondents rate the frequency of participation of the superintendent in activities concerning 
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fundraising, strategic planning, community awareness, and organizational management.  The 

final part of this section includes attitude and belief questions about the superintendent’s role in 

fundraising, management, strategic planning, and community awareness as these factors relate to 

revenue generation. 

The final section collects information on the dependent variable, organizational 

characteristics, individual characteristics, and contact information.  The primary outcome 

variable is the total amount of revenue generated by an education foundation. The organization 

characteristics include: the year the organization was founded, fiscal year, and amount spent in 

designated categories of expenditures.  The organizational and individual characteristics include: 

demographic composition of the board membership by industry sector, years of employment as 

the executive director by the education foundation, hours spent by the executive director on 

education foundation work each week, number of years of experience in fundraising, appointed 

or elected superintendent, number of years superintendent has served in the position, and 

whether the superintendent has served as an ex-officio member or voting member of the board of 

directors.  Lastly, the survey collects contact information from survey respondents. 

Previous researchers hypothesized that the activities outlined in each of these sections 

impact the effectiveness of the factors that affect revenue generation (Clark, 2002; Fisher 1985; 

Fraser, 2006; Nesbit, 1985).  For the purpose of this study, I narrowed the focus to the 

superintendent, the board of directors and executive director’s involvement in fundraising and 

the impact on total education foundation revenue. It is beyond the scope of this study to examine 

other potential individual and organizational factors that may affect revenue generation (e.g., 

parental involvement, school district characteristics). 
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Survey Reliability 

The Education Foundations of Florida Survey was constructed specifically for this study. I 

established internal consistency reliability by estimating how well the same items reflected the 

primary constructs for this survey instrument.  I used Cronbach’s alpha to test for inter-item 

reliability as a method for determining internal consistency reliability for several survey items. 

As a result, I was able to reliably parse out survey items that were not thematically related to the 

overall survey constructs.  The related survey items have been assigned to two broad themes: 1) 

the respondent’s beliefs about the importance of the role of the executive director, the board of 

directors, and the school superintendent in fundraising activities and 2) the respondent’s 

assessment of the fundraising activities of the executive director, board of directors, and school 

superintendent. I will discuss the additional details of these two factor constructs in the measures 

section of Chapter 4.    

Survey Validity  

To adequately address the validity of the survey instrument, the questionnaire was juried 

by three education foundation professionals, who were not part of the study population, to test 

and improve the face validity of the instrument.  These three individuals were selected because 

of their expertise in the education foundation field and their familiarity with the factors of the 

survey instrument.  Their experience consisted of serving as the executive director of an 

education foundation, which included involvement with the school district superintendent and a 

volunteer board of directors.   

The questionnaire was provided via e-mail to the education foundation professionals.  

They were asked to complete the survey as if they were a part of the research study.  

Additionally, they were requested to note any questions or parts they found confusing.  My 

advisor and I discussed and analyzed the responses.  Then I conducted telephone interviews with 
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the three jurors to better understand the nature of their confusion or questions pertaining to the 

survey.  I worked with the jurors to develop alternative ways to use words or frame questions to 

address the issues they raised.  Based on their feedback and minor adjustments, my advisor and I 

made final changes to the survey and submitted the last version to my dissertation committee and 

the Institutional Review Board. 

Distribution of the Survey  

The survey instrument was uploaded to SurveyMonkey®, an online tool to deliver and 

compile survey information.  In the summer of 2010, the executive director of the Consortium of 

Florida Education Foundations sent an introductory e-mail to the identified leader of the 55 

education foundations in Florida.  The identified leader is typically the paid staff president, 

executive director, assigned school district employee, or volunteer board member.  The e-mail 

provided an introduction to the study of education foundations, and set the expectation for the 

members to receive an e-mail directly from me.  I followed up with an e-mail and link to 

SurveyMonkey®, and a request for the survey recipients to participate in the study. E-mail 

recipients were also given the opportunity to request a paper copy of the survey by contacting the 

researcher.  

The request for survey completion extended over seven months with three distinct waves 

of requests for participation. The final request occurred in January 2011. The request for survey 

submission resulted in a total of 30 completed surveys. A discussion of the data and survey 

sample follows.  

Data Source 

Data for this study were collected as a part of the Education Foundations of Florida 

Survey.  Data were collected from the Consortium of Florida Education Foundations 

membership list and other known education foundations, which included the 55 education 
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foundation contact names and information.  The provided list reflected the highest paid 

executive, or, in the case of no staff, the designated board contact of the education foundation.  

The consortium is the statewide membership organization for Florida’s district-wide education 

foundations.  In the summer of 2010, according to the executive director of the consortium of 

Florida Education Foundations, 55 out of 67 school districts have education foundations (M. 

Chance, personal communication, May 15, 2010).  The consortium’s executive director provided 

the contact information for all known education foundations in Florida.   

Data Sample 

The survey was administered as a census survey to 55 education foundations in Florida in 

the summer of 2010. The sample consisted of 30 survey respondents, which is a 55% return rate. 

Participants were informed that their participation was strictly voluntary and that they could skip 

any question. The survey included information that explained the purpose and use of the survey, 

the confidentiality guidelines, and the potential benefits and anticipated risks of survey 

participation. The descriptive statistics of the independent variables included: the population 

classification by size of the counties, that is, rural versus urban; board member sector 

distribution; age of the organization; employment status of executive director, including years as 

executive director and fundraising experience; and superintendent elected status, including years 

in the position and years on the education foundation’s board of directors.  

Education Foundation Organizational Information 

The sample represented 30 education foundations, compared to 55 total education 

foundations in Florida. The mean age of an education foundation was 20 years old. Fewer than 

7% of the education foundations were less than 10 years old.  

The sample population has a lower percentage, 20%, of rural counties represented, as 

compared to 49%, the state’s overall percentage of rural counties according to the 2000 National 
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Census Data. According to the National Census, ―rural‖ is defined as an area with a population 

density of fewer than 100 individuals per square mile or an area defined by the most recent U.S. 

Census as rural (United States Census Bureau, 2011). The education foundation study sample 

has 6 rural counties and 24 urban counties (see Table 3-1). 

Board of directors  

The sample includes 674 total education foundation board members. The largest board had 

45 members and the smallest had 7 board members. Corporate and individual representation 

outpaced representation from governmental/non-profit organizations, the school district, or other 

more than 3 to 1 (see Table 3-2).  

Executive Director 

 The respondents were instructed to identify whether the education foundation had a full-

time executive director dedicated exclusively to the work of the foundation; a full-time school 

district staff person with more than part-time responsibility for the foundation; a full-time school 

district employee with part-time or more responsibility for another job besides the foundation; or 

no executive director. The sample includes 22 full-time executive directors exclusively focused 

on the work of the education foundation; 4 respondents reported an executive director with other 

job responsibilities besides the education foundation; and 4 respondents had no executive 

director.  

 The longest amount of time a respondent was employed as the executive director of the 

foundation was 17 years and the least amount of time was six months. The mean years serving as 

executive director was 5.6 years and the median was 5 years. I recoded the years as executive 

director response to reduce the 27 response options to three response options, for dummy coding 

the variables for data analysis. Three to six years as executive director had the highest frequency 
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of responses at eleven (40.8%). The other two categories, three years or less or more than six 

years, each had 8 respondents (29.6%) (see Table 3-3). 

Respondents were asked to report their total number of years of fundraising experience. 

The highest number of years of fundraising experience is 25 years and the lowest number of 

years of fundraising experience is 0. I recoded the years of fundraising experience response to 

reduce the 28 response options to two response options, for dummy coding the variables for data 

analysis. The mean years of fundraising experience among the 28 respondents is 11.3 years and 

the median is 10 years of fundraising experience (see Table 3-4).  

School District Superintendent 

More than half the sample includes superintendents who were appointed to their positions 

by their local school boards versus elected. The sample population has a higher percentage of 

appointed superintendents than the Florida superintendent population. The sample has 19 

appointed superintendents (63.3%) and 11 elected superintendents (37.7%), compared to 25 

appointed superintendents (37.3%) and 42 elected superintendents (63.7%) in the superintendent 

population in Florida (Florida Department of Education, 2011). The sample includes 17 

superintendents who have held that position for four or less years and 13 superintendents who 

have held that position for more than four years. 

Respondents were asked to provide the total number of years the superintendent has served 

as a member of the board of directors, either ex-officio or as a voting member. Six education 

foundations (20%) indicated that the superintendent was not a board member and 24 education 

foundations (80%) had the superintendent as a board member. 

Bivariate Descriptive Statistics 

The following section provides a description of the independent variables: board of 

directors, executive director, and superintendent by the foundation location (e.g., rural and 
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urban). The bivariate descriptive statistics will illustrate particular characteristics among the 

education foundations, while considering other independent variables. 

As mentioned earlier, the majority of survey respondents represent urban communities 

with full-time executive directors. In this sample, education foundations in urban areas are more 

likely to have a full-time executive director than their rural counterparts. In fact, only one 

responding education foundation was located in a rural county that had a full-time education 

foundation executive director. 

In this sample, it was 75% more likely to find a less experienced fundraising professional 

in a rural setting than an experienced fundraiser in a rural setting. However, the mix of 

experience was evenly spread among urban education foundations. Also in this sample, 

superintendents were equally elected to their superintendent position in rural settings and in 

urban settings. However, no rural superintendent was appointed to the position, which is in line 

for the entire state of Florida.  

Measures 

 The following section discusses the dependent and independent variables used in this 

study. The variables are based on the research question and hypothesis of the study. The scales 

described in this study are derived from the specifically designed survey items. The items in the 

survey provide the constructs of actual activities, beliefs, and attitudes surrounding education 

foundation fundraising and management capacity. 

Factor analysis is defined as ―reducing [a large number of] variables to a few factors by 

combining variables that are moderately or highly correlated with each other. Each set of 

variables that is combined forms a factor‖ (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007, pp. 368-369). Factor 

analysis is used to identify latent factors or unobservable variables (Crocker & Algina, 2006). In 

this study, I used factor analysis to identify latent factors or scales among survey items and 
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determine whether or not respondents to one item were likely to respond a certain way on 

another item. 

 These factor scales were developed by the factor analysis module found in SPSS 17.0. In 

particular, I used the Principal Axis Factoring method to extract the primary survey items. This 

extraction method is a more conservative approach in identifying potential factors. In addition, I 

used a varimax orthogonal rotated solution to develop the final constructs, which excluded 

missing cases and yielded factors that are uncorrelated with each other. To simplify 

interpretations of the final factor scales, I suppressed factor loading coefficients that were smaller 

than .35.  To test internal scale reliability, Cronbach’s alpha was used with a minimum threshold 

of alpha reliability of .70. Based on the minimum threshold, some items were removed from the 

scale and not used in the final construction of the factor scales.  

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable for the Education Foundations of Florida Survey was the total 

education foundation revenue for 2007 to 2008 (see Appendix A, Survey Question 10).  Total 

revenue was selected as the dependent variable because it is an objective, quantifiable measure 

of an education foundation’s ability to raise revenue.  Many researchers have conducted studies 

about higher education and K-12 institutional private fundraising.  Sturgis (2005) found that 

higher education institutions are responding to fluctuating state and federal revenue by increasing 

their private revenue generation.  In K-12 education, the education foundations often serve as the 

liaison between the school district and potential outside funders.  A K-12 education foundation 

works to assist a school, schools, or a district looking for a way to fundraise (Havens, 2000; 

Nesbit, 1987).  Consequently, revenue generation provides an objective measurement of 

fundraising activities. 
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The dependent variable for the Education Foundations of Florida Survey was obtained by 

directing the respondents to report the revenue figure found on line 12 of the 2007 IRS Form 

990, the annual tax return filed by 501(c)(3) organizations.  The amount is self-reported by the 

education foundation and is often verified by an independent audit.   

Of the 55 respondents to the Education Foundations of Florida Survey, the range of 2007 

revenue was $0.00 to $7,685,103, and the mean was $1,236,923.  The sources of the revenue 

included: corporations, individuals, private foundations, and government.  The total revenue 

reported by participating education foundations totaled $35,870,774. 

Independent Variables 

The independent variables identified for this study were drawn from extensive past 

research, which pointed to a relationship between specific independent variables and education 

foundation revenue.  Selected independent variables represented two primary areas: individual 

and organizational characteristics (see Table 3-7).  The organizational-level variables included 

the characteristics of the education foundation and the board of directors. The individual-level 

independent variables included information based on the education foundation’s executive 

director and the school district superintendent.   

The individual characteristics for the executive director included: beliefs about an 

executive director’s involvement in education foundation fundraising, frequency of behaviors in 

education foundation fundraising activities, years as executive director with the education 

foundation, and years of fundraising experience (see Appendix A, Survey Questions 4, 5, 13, and 

15).  Research has shown that the chief development officer, often referred to as the executive 

director of the education foundation, who is responsible for raising money in the organization, is 

critical to orchestrating the fundraising process.  By having a chief development officer 

responsible for fundraising, the education foundations were more effective at attracting private 
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donations (Black, 1984; Glandon & Keener, 1994; Hornbaker, 1986).  The chief development 

officer plays a critical role in aligning the institution’s mission and priorities with the available 

resources in the community (Kinnison & Ferrin, 1989; Miles & Miller, 2000; White, 1989). 

The individual characteristics for the school district superintendent included: frequency of 

behaviors in education foundation fundraising activities, respondent’s beliefs toward a 

superintendent’s involvement in an education foundation’s fundraising activities, and the number 

of years serving on the education foundation’s board of directors (see Appendix A, Survey 

Questions 6, 7, and 18).  Institutional/school leadership involvement in fundraising has proven an 

effective element in successfully raising private revenue.  University presidents and school 

superintendents establish a vision for where the institution is headed with a corresponding 

direction for private investment in the institution (Slinker, 1988).  Without the school 

leadership’s involvement in fundraising, the fundraising activity level from volunteers and staff 

will likely wane, leaving private revenue generation without direction (Patton, 2002). 

The individual characteristics for the education foundation’s board of directors included: 

the frequency of their behaviors in education foundation fundraising activities, and attitudes 

toward a board of directors’ involvement in education foundation fundraising (see Appendix A, 

Survey Questions 1, and 12). As described in previous studies, the board of directors serves as 

the volunteer leader of any fundraising effort.  Boards of directors, which possess the skills to 

raise money, demonstrate a commitment to the institution, and work at fundraising, increase the 

ability of an institution to raise private funds (Boguch, 1994; McGoldrick, 1993; Sharron, 1982; 

Woodbury, 1973).  Board members, who have made linkages in the community and opened the 

doors to other potential donors, have broadened the capacity of the institution to raise private 

revenue (Calvin & Keen, 1982; Neill, 1983; Nesbit, 1985; Tunnison, 1991).  Further research, 
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which has focused on the relationship between revenue generation and the board of directors, has 

identified previous board experience, an understanding and ability to articulate the organization’s 

mission, and an active board engagement all contributed to higher private revenue generation 

(Fraser, 2006; Hedgepeth, 2003). 

Additional survey questions collected organizational characteristics. These included: 

employment status of the education foundation’s executive director, number of years the 

foundation has been in existence, total number of board members and sector designation for 

individual board of directors (see Appendix A, Survey Questions 3, 8, and 10).  Lastly, contact 

information of the respondents was collected. 

As mentioned earlier, I utilized two primary factor constructs to examine key 

characteristics of education foundations that influence revenue generation. The first factor 

construct examined involvement in fundraising activities across three characteristics: At what 

level did the respondent report that the executive director, board of directors, and school 

superintendent are involved in certain fundraising activities?  

The selected survey items represented the independent variables’ activity level in 

fundraising activities: examining how executive directors, superintendents, and board of 

directors define their fundraising activities. I conducted a Cronbach’s alpha test to determine 

which items were the most consistently indicative of the factor that described activities that 

asked for donations. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability was .79 for the executive director, .95 for 

board of directors, and .93 for the superintendent (see Table 3.7).   

In the second factor construct, I asked the survey respondents to indicate their beliefs about 

fundraising activities for the executive director, board of directors, school superintendent, and 

the relationship to revenue generation. I conducted a Cronbach’s alpha test to determine which 
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items were the most consistently indicative of the factor that described beliefs about fundraising 

activities and revenue generation. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability was .91 for the executive 

director, .89 for board of directors, and .82 for the superintendent (see Table 3.8).   

The two groups of independent variables were based on whether they were at the 

organizational or individual level. At the organizational level, the variable groups included: 

board of directors size, employment status of the executive director, age of the organization, and 

sector representation on the board of directors. At the individual level, the variable groups 

included: activity level and beliefs about the executive director, board of directors, and 

superintendent in fundraising activities; years served as the executive director; and years of 

fundraising experience (see Table 3-9).   

For use in a multiple regression analysis, several of the independent variables have been 

changed into dummy variables. Dummy variables offer a numerical value, 0 or 1, for variables 

that are not based in number values, which is necessary for multiple regression analysis (Hair, 

Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). The number of dummy variables used to represent the 

categories is one less than the total number of variables.  

Analytic Method  

 I used a quantitative analytic method to answer the research question regarding education 

foundation revenue generation.  I divided the data analysis for this study into two sections: 

preliminary analysis and advanced data analysis.  The preliminary analysis included t-test 

comparisons and ANOVA between key independent variables and the dependent variable. The 

multiple regression analyses will determine which combinations of the independent variables 

best explain the dependent variable (Gall et al., 2007).   

 In the preliminary analytic methods section, I conducted a t-test analysis on identified key 

independent variables and the dependent variable.  The t-test analysis is meant to demonstrate 
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whether or not a statistically significant relationship exists between the means of two groups 

defined by an independent variable and the dependent variable.  The groups include executive 

director’s fundraising experience; executive director’s tenure in the position; and 

superintendent’s years on the foundation board. For example, the t-test analysis will examine the 

superintendent’s years on the board of directors and education foundation’s revenue. An 

additional analysis was completed on the executive director’s activity level in fundraising and 

management, as well as the number of years of experience in fundraising.  I also conducted a 

one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to identify whether a statistically significant relationship 

exists between three or more groups and the dependent variable.  I analyzed the relationship of 

the private sector representation on the board of directors and revenue generation. 

The advanced data analysis includes multivariate regression analysis. The purpose of 

multivariate regression is to determine the effects of the combination of independent variables 

which described the independent variables activities and beliefs related to fundraising. I used 

blocked entry sequential multivariate regression for explanatory purposes. This type of 

regression analysis allows researchers to examine the influence of the block of variables by the 

order in which the variables are entered into the equation. Blocked entry sequential multivariate 

regression provides an estimate of the total effects, rather than a direct effect, of individual or 

groups of variables (Keith, 2006). This analytical methodology approach allowed me to group 

related independent variables using a theoretical rationale (e.g., beliefs, behaviors). This 

approach provides an examination of the relative impact of each regression block on the overall 

variance explained. Hence, I can examine the relative change in the overall variance explained 

with each newly entered regression block of variables. I used the following formula to describe 

multivariate regression model in this study: 
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ŷi =  β0 +  β1X + β2 + β3 + β4 + β5 +….. βn + e 

where ŷ is the estimated predicted score on y (i.e., the predicted total revenue generated) 

and β0 is the intercept, reflecting the reference group’s reported dependent variable score. For 

example, β0 is the average amount of revenue for the education foundation, if the reference 

group variables are equal to zero.  

Regression Models 

The independent variables were entered in the following blocks: organizational 

characteristics, beliefs about fundraising by position, and fundraising activities by position. 

Organizational characteristics were entered first since they are variables unique to each education 

foundation. Organizational characteristics included: board size, board make-up by sector, 

employment status of the executive director, and years in operation.  The next conceptual block 

of independent variables is belief statements centered on fundraising for the board of directors, 

executive director, and superintendent, respectively.  The final block measured fundraising 

activities by position in relationship to the education foundation. Fundraising include the 

solicitation of donations from individuals, corporations, and private foundations. 

Regression Diagnostics 

 Regression diagnostics were employed to identify issues with the regression models used 

in this study. For example, I used the F tests to reveal the efficacy of the regression model. Each 

model resulted in statistically significant F values. 

 Moreover, regression diagnostics were used to identify problems with the dependent and 

independent variables in the models. In assessing the normal distribution of the errors in 

prediction of the dependent variables, I examined the residuals plots. When the dependent 

variable is not normally distributed, it cannot be predicted or explained, given the independent 

variables. The histograms approximate a normal curve.  



 

70 

 To detect any potential impact of multicollinearity, collinearity statistics were examined. 

Multicollinearity signals that independent variables are too highly correlated with each other 

(Hair et.al, 2010; Keith, 2006). I conducted a Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) to determine if the 

regression models violated multicollinearity parameters. In this study, the VIF results indicated 

no violations of multicollinearity.  

Limitations of the Study 

Four limitations in this study deserve detailed discussion: geographically limited 

population, self-reported data, bias effect, and period effect. The Education Foundations of 

Florida Survey was crafted to gain information about the education foundations in Florida.  

Therefore, the results of the study cannot be generalized to other education foundations in the 

country without validating the survey against a broader population.  The identified factors in this 

study may or may not serve an important role in affecting revenue generation in situations 

outside of Florida. 

The data obtained through the survey were self-reported data from education foundation 

officials.  The data may therefore be subject to bias and reporting errors.  Respondents might 

have been influenced by their perception that there was a correct answer, or they might have 

misunderstood the question altogether. 

I previously served as the executive director of the Consortium of Florida Education 

Foundations.  I have a relationship with several of the respondents.  This relationship may have 

caused the respondents to reply in what they perceived as a favorable manner that would assist 

the researcher. 

Since the study was cross-sectional, the responses capture only one time period, restricted 

to the respondents who had available data.  Therefore, it is not possible to assume that the 

findings indicate any casual relationships or any future education foundations’ revenue 
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generation performance based on these findings. Although the study is limited for these reasons, 

as previously stated, the lack of research available on K-12 education foundations outweighs the 

concerns raised through an analysis of these limitations. 

Summary of Chapter 3 

The purpose of this chapter was to describe the methods used to conduct this research 

study.  In this chapter, I presented one research question and three hypotheses that guided this 

study. I discussed the survey instrument, and presented a summary of the survey data source. I 

described the study population and the dependent variables and independent variables. I then 

gave a summary of the analytic method and the limitations of the research study.   

I chose individual and organizational factors that may affect revenue generation at 

Florida’s K-12 education foundations.  The following primary research question guided this 

study: What is the relationship between a K-12 education foundation’s organizational and 

individual characteristics and a K-12 education foundation’s revenue? Moreover, I examined 

how the individual characteristics of the school district superintendent, the highest paid 

education foundation’s executive director, the board of directors, and the organizational 

characteristics affected K-12 education foundation revenue.  This research question improved the 

understanding of the role these factors play in affecting education foundation revenue.   

Table 3-1.  Education foundation by population density (n = 30) 

Type Frequency Percent 

Urban 24 80.0 

Rural   6 20.0 
Note. n reflects the number of respondents who completed this question. 
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Table 3-2.  Education foundation’s board of directors by sector (n = 674) 

Sector Frequency  Percent* 

Corporate 397 58.9 

Individual 127 18.8 

School District   88 13.1 

Non-Profit Organization   30   4.5 

Governmental 29   4.4 

Other   3     .1 
Note. n reflects the number of respondents who completed this question. *Does not total 100% due to rounding. 

 

Table 3-3. Years as executive director of the foundation (n = 27) 

Years Frequency  Percent 

Three years or less   8 29.6 

Three to six years 11 40.8 

More than six years   8 29.6 
Note. n reflects the number of respondents who completed this question. 

 

Table 3-4.  Years of fundraising experience (n = 28) 

Years Frequency Percent 

10 years or less 15 53.6 

More than 10 years  13 46.4 
Note. n reflects the number of respondents who completed this question. 

 

Table 3-5. Frequency of employment status by foundation location (n = 30) 

Status Rural Urban 

Full-time executive director   1 21 

Part-time executive director   2   3 

No executive director   3   0 
Note. n reflects the number of respondents who completed this question. 

 

Table 3-6. Years of executive director’s fundraising experience by location (n = 28) 

Years Rural Urban 

10 or less years experience   3 12 

More than 10 years experience   1 12 
Note. n reflects the number of respondents who completed this question. 
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Table 3-7. Factor scale and survey items for level of fundraising activity 

Fundraising activity items Factor loading Alpha 

Executive director asks for donations from:    .79 

  Individuals .978    

  Corporations .848   

  Foundations .763  

Board of directors asks for donations from:  .95 

  Individuals .959  

  Corporations .952  

  Foundations .939  

Superintendent asks for donations from:  .93 

  Individuals .956  

  Corporations .946  

  Foundations .920  

 

Table 3-8. Factor scale and survey items for fundraising belief statements and revenue generation 

Fundraising belief items Factor loading Alpha 

Executive director increases revenue by:    .91 

 Asking individuals for donations .924    

 Asking corporations for donations .967   

  Asking foundations for donation .963  

  Fundraising events .716  

Board of directors increase revenue by:  .89 

  Asking individuals .882  

  Asking corporations .930  

  Asking foundations .810  

  Fundraising through special events .768  

  Proven experience in fundraising .809  

Superintendent increases revenue by:  .82 

  Solicits donations .866  

  Cultivates donor relationships .866  

  Stewards donors .809  

  Participation with fundraising activities .720  
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Table 3-9.  Summary of independent variables and indices 

Items 
Variable 

Type 
Scale  

Board size Continuous 0 - 47 Total board members 

Executive director’s 

employment status   

Dichotomous 

dummy 

Part-time or no executive director; full-

time, (reference group) 

 

Years as executive director Dichotomous 

dummy 

 

Less than 6 years; 6 or more years, 

(reference group) 

 

Executive director’s years 

fundraising experience 

Dichotomous 

dummy 

10 or less years of fundraising 

experience; more than 10 years of 

fundraising experience, (reference 

group) 

 

Organization’s age Continuous  1 – 27 years 

 

Board’s sector representation Categorical 

dummy 

Recoded: 3=high private representation 

(75% or greater) (reference group); 

2=moderate private representation 

(50%-74%); 1=low private 

representation (49% or less) 

 

Beliefs about executive 

director’s involvement in 

fundraising  

 

Factor scale 1 = Do not agree, 2 = Somewhat agree,  

3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree  

Beliefs about 

superintendent’s involvement 

in fundraising 

 

Factor scale 1 = Do not agree, 2 = Somewhat agree,  

3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree  

Beliefs about board of 

directors’ involvement in 

fundraising 

 

Factor scale 1 = Do not agree, 2 = Somewhat agree,  

3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly agree  

Executive director’s 

behaviors in fundraising  

Factor scale 1 = Never, 2 = Seldomly,  

3 = Frequently, 4 = Always  

 

Foundation board of 

directors’ behaviors in 

fundraising  

Factor scale 1 = Never, 2 = Seldomly,  

3 = Frequently, 4 = Always  

 

Superintendent’s behavior in 

fundraising 

Factor scale 1 = Never, 2 = Seldomly,  

3 = Frequently, 4 = Always 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the results of the statistical analysis of the data. The initial analysis 

includes the results of the t-tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA). This chapter concludes 

with the results of the multivariate regression analysis for the dependent variable. 

Independent Sample t-Tests 

 I conducted group comparisons for the number of years of an executive director’s 

fundraising experience and the number of years served as executive director. I performed t-tests 

to determine if the mean difference on particular group characteristics (e.g., executive director’s 

years of experience in fundraising) was statistically significant for the dependent variable (e.g., 

education foundation revenue).  Additionally, I conducted a group comparison for the number of 

years of a superintendent serving on the board and responses to fundraising and management 

activity questions. Assumptions of independence, normal distribution, and equal variances were 

made for each t-test. The Levene’s Test of Equality of Variance yielded a significant p value (p < 

.05) for some of the group comparisons. As a consequence, the results of the t-tests were 

interpreted with the assumption that some of these groups do not have equal variances. The 

following section presents the results of the independent sample t-tests by each independent 

variable analyzed. 

Executive Director’s Fundraising Experience 

 I found no significant mean differences on responses to fundraising behavior questions 

based on the executive director’s years of fundraising experience (see Table 4-1). In this sample 

of education foundations, respondents showed no significant difference between the responses to 

the fundraising behavior questions of executive directors with 10 years or less of fundraising 
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experience and executive directors with greater than 10 years of fundraising experience. Thus, 

fundraising experience did not affect responses to fundraising behavior questions. 

 In addition, I found no significant mean difference for responses to fundraising behavior 

questions based on the years the executive director has served in that position (see Table 4-1).  

Respondents showed no significant difference between responses to fundraising behavior 

questions of executive directors in the position for less than six years in that position and 

executive directors in that position for six years or more. Hence, the amount of time the 

executive director held that position did not influence their responses to the fundraising behavior 

questions. 

In additional t-test analyses, I found a significant mean difference for revenue generation, 

based on the number of years of the executive director’s fundraising experience (see Table 4-2). 

In this sample of education foundations, respondents showed a significant difference between the 

revenue generation of executive directors with 10 years or less of fundraising experience and 

executive directors with greater than 10 years of fundraising experience (p <  .10). Education 

foundations with executive directors who had greater than 10 years fundraising experience had a 

statistically significant greater levels of revenue. 

 I also found a significant mean difference for revenue generation, based on the years the 

executive director has served in that position (see Table 4-2).  Respondents showed a significant 

difference between revenue generation of the executive directors in the position for less than six 

years in that position and executive directors with six or more years in that position (p <  .05). 

Education foundations with executive directors serving in that position for six or more years had 

statistically significant greater levels of revenue. 
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Superintendent Experience 

I found no significant mean differences on responses to fundraising questions, based on the 

superintendent’s years on the education foundation board of directors (see Table 4-3). In this 

sample of education foundations, respondents showed no significant difference between the 

responses to fundraising questions of superintendents who have served on the education 

foundation board for three years or less or greater than three years. The tenure of the 

superintendent on the education foundation board did not account for a statistically significant 

difference in the responses to the fundraising questions. 

Summary of the t-Test Analysis 

 Each of the independent variables (executive director’s years of fundraising experience, 

executive director’s years in the position, and superintendent’s time on the board) yielded no 

significant differences between group means for behaviors in fundraising. Likewise, the 

superintendent’s time on the board of directors did not make a significant difference in how he 

responded to questions about fundraising behavior. However, the executive director’s years of 

fundraising experience and years as executive director were found statistically significant related 

to revenue generation. The following section will explore how the board of directors’ sector 

representation differs across revenue generation. 

Analysis of Variance 

 I conducted a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine if between-group 

differences existed for the private sector representation on the board of directors’ (e.g., less than 

50% private sector; 50% - 75% private sector representation, greater than 75% private sector 

representation) across the dependent variable, total amount of revenue generation. Assumptions 

of independence, normal distribution, and equal variances were made for the ANOVA. The 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Variance yielded a significant p value (p < .05). In the following 
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section, I will discuss an ANOVA model to examine the relationship between a board of 

directors’ private sector representation and the dependent variable. 

Private Sector Representation on the Board of Directors 

 Based on the ANOVA results, no statistically significantly difference existed for revenue 

generation for board of directors with 50% or less private sector representation, more than 50% 

to 75%, or greater than 75%. For revenue generation, no significant difference existed between 

all the boards of directors’ private sector representation groups (see Table 4.4). However when 

looking at the within group comparison, a statistically significant increase existed in revenue 

generation for boards of directors with 50% or less private sector representation, as compared to 

boards of directors with more than 75% representation of private sector board members (p < .05) 

(see Table 4.5). No statistically significant difference existed when comparing boards of 

directors with 50% or less private sector representation, as compared to boards of directors with 

more than 50% to 75% private sector representation. Likewise, no statistically significant 

difference existed for boards of directors with more than 50% to 75% private sector 

representation and 75% or greater private sector representation. 

Multivariate Regression Analysis 

 To analyze the effects of the combination of multiple independent variables on the 

dependent variable, total education foundation revenue, I conducted a hierarchical multivariate 

regression analyses. As described earlier, the independent variables were entered in the following 

blocks: organizational characteristics, individual beliefs, and activities by position within the 

education foundation. In the following section, I will discuss the results of the multivariate 

regression model. 
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Revenue Generation Regression Results  

 The revenue outcome variable measured the revenue raised by the education foundation. 

The regression model used in this study explained 87% of the total variance in the revenue 

generation scale (df = 21; F = 4.21; p < .05, and the three block entries yielded a significant 

change in the model (see Table 4-6). The relative effect size for each block, based on the 

introduction of each block of variables that controls for all the variables in the model, is 

described below. 

While controlling for all the covariates, certain organizational characteristics and 

individual fundraising behaviors resulted in a statistically significant increase in the explained 

variance in the dependent variable, revenue generation. In the organization characteristics block, 

only the total number of board members yielded a significant difference on revenue generation. 

Additionally, the total number of board members remained significant across all three block 

entries in the model. This result indicated that the larger board of directors, regardless of sector 

representation, will have a statistically significant influence on revenue generation for the 

education foundation. 

Within the same organizational characteristics block, an executive director’s employment 

status (e.g., full-time, part-time, or no time) did not prove a significant factor in revenue 

generation for the education foundation. Likewise, revenue generation was not significantly 

impacted by the age of the foundation. Also, the actual amount of private sector representation 

on the board of directors was not significantly related to revenue generation. This means that 

education foundations with less than 50% private sector representation and 50% to 75% private 

sector representation, compared to education foundations with greater than 75% private sector 

representation, were not significantly different in revenue generation.   
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 In the respondent’s belief statements in the fundraising variable block of the model, none 

of the belief factors proved to be a significant explanation for revenue generation across the 

model. The belief responses are indicative of the survey respondent provided either by the 

highest paid staff member of the education foundation or the key board contact. Beliefs about the 

role of the executive director’s role in fundraising from individuals, corporations, foundations, 

and special events did not translate into increased revenue generation. Likewise, the respondent’s 

beliefs regarding the board of directors’ role in fundraising from individuals, corporations, 

foundations, and special events, as well as the board member’s prior proven fundraising 

experience, did not contribute to revenue generation. Lastly, revenue generation was not related 

to the respondent’s beliefs about the superintendent’s role in fundraising through solicitation, 

cultivation, and stewardship of donors. In sum, the respondent’s beliefs about the executive 

director, superintendent, or board of directors’ fundraising involvement are not strong 

explanatory variables for education foundation revenue. 

Behaviors in fundraising activities, defined as the board of directors’ executive director 

and superintendent participation level accounted for 14% of the variance explained in the model. 

In the individual fundraising behaviors block of the model, only the executive director’s activity 

level in fundraising showed a significant difference in education foundation revenue. As the 

frequency of the executive director’s activities in fundraising increases, the level of education 

foundation revenue increases. The frequency of the board of directors’ engagement in 

fundraising activities did not impact revenue generation. It made no difference how often the 

board of directors asked individuals, foundations, or corporations for donations. Likewise, the 

superintendent’s involvement level of activity in fundraising made no difference in revenue 
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generation. As the frequency of the superintendent’s activities in fundraising increased, the level 

of education foundation revenue did not increase. 

 Summary of Chapter 4  

The focus of this chapter was to present the preliminary analysis of data, including the 

results of t-tests, between group characteristics and analysis of variance (ANOVA) for the 

dependent variable of revenue. This chapter also included the results of the multivariate 

regression model. Results indicate that the total number of boards of directors impacted revenue 

generation for the education foundations. Additionally, the higher the fundraising activity level 

of the executive director also made a significant difference on education foundation revenue. 

After controlling for organizational characteristics, individual beliefs in fundraising, and 

individual fundraising behaviors, no single block was found to have a significant influence on 

revenue generation. However, the total number of board members and the fundraising activity 

level of the executive director were positively associated with revenue generation. In Chapter 5, I 

will discuss the results in the context of the research literature. 

Table 4-1.  Analysis of mean for executive director fundraising behavior 
 Comparisons Levene’s test of 

equal variance 

df t Mean 

difference  

Std. Error 

Difference 

p 

  F Sig      

1 10 or less years 

fundraising 

experience vs. 

more than 10 years 

fundraising 

experience 

.916 .349 20.289 .82 .6667 0.8162 .422 

 

2 

 

4 years or less as 

executive director 

vs. more than 4 

years as executive 

director 

 

.784 

 

.385 

  

22.158 

  

-.151 

  

.12179 

 

0.80913 

 

.882 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Table 4-2.  Analysis of mean of education foundation revenue 
 Comparisons Levene’s test of 

equal variance 

df t Mean 

difference  

Std. Error 

Difference 

p 

  F Sig      

1 10 or less years 

fundraising experience 

vs. more than 10 years 

fundraising experience 

7.298 .012 12.198 -2.058 -1393230.476 677116.589 .062
+
 

 

2 

 

Less than 6 years as 

executive director vs. 6 

or more years as 

executive director 

 

9.078 

 

.006 

  

9.809 

  

-.2.295 

  

.1732155.071 

 

45799.098 

 

.045
*
 

+
 p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

Table 4-3.  Analysis of mean for superintendent fundraising behavior 
 Comparisons Levene’s test of 

equal variance 

df t Mean 

difference  

Std. Error 

Difference 

p 

  F Sig      

1 Superintendent on the 

board for 3 years or 

less vs. greater than 

3 years 

.357 .555 28 -1.038 -1.63801 1.62007 .322 

         

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

Table 4-4.  Revenue generation one-way ANOVA by board of directors’ private sector 

representation 

Dependent variable  Sum of 

squares 

df Mean 

square 

F p 

Intrapersonal civic-related 

capacities 

Between 

Groups 

1.158E13 2 5.788E12 2.166 .137 

 Within Groups 6.414E13 24 2.672E12   

 Total 7.571E13 26    

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

Table 4-5.  Scheffe’s post-hoc tests of mean differences for total revenue by private sector 

representation on board of directors 

(I) Organizational Type 

(group mean in revenue 

thousands) 

(J) Organizational 

type 

Mean difference 

(I - J) 

Std. error 

Less than 50% ($470) Greater than 50% to 

75% ($808) 

-$337 $321 

Less than 50% ($470) Greater than 75% 

(1.967) 

-$1,497* $684 

Greater than 75% ($1,967) Greater than 50% to 

75% ($808 

 -$1,159 $716 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Table 4-6.  Standardized beta coefficients for blocked entry regression on revenue (n = 22) 

Variable name Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

Organizational Characteristics     

Total number of boards of directors .611
**

 .594
 **

 .485
*
 

Years in operation .261 .262 .247 

Part-time/no time executive director (full time 

director) 

-.179 -.182 -.152 

Less than 50% private sector board representation -.175 -.137 -.087 

More than 50% to 75% private sector board 

representation 

-.114 -.109 -.030 

    

Individual beliefs    

Beliefs about the executive directors 
 

-.093 -.114 

Beliefs about superintendents  .060 .150 

Beliefs about board of directors  .790 .043 

    

Individual fundraising behaviors    

6 years or more as executive director   .243 

More than 10 years fundraising experience of 

executive director 

  -.069 

Executive directors’ fundraising behavior   -.306
+
 

Superintendents’ fundraising behavior   .115 

Board of directors’ fundraising behavior   .249 

R
2 

.072 .729 .872 

Change in R
2
 .072 .008 .143 

F 8.28***
 

4.38
**

 4.21
*
 

(
+
p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001) 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

Institutions of learning, including primary, secondary, and postsecondary, have turned to 

raising private revenue to meet their expanding needs. In response to shrinking governmental 

revenues, these institutions are trying to fill the increased requirements of students and 

institutions, as well as the growing focus on improving the educational experience (Chmelynski, 

1999; Kelley, 1999; Moore, 2000). Education foundations play a critical role in securing those 

funds from the nongovernmental sources, including individuals, corporations, and private 

foundations. Despite the increasing role of education foundations in K-12 schools, little research 

has been focused on the how these foundations are structured and function.  To that end, this 

study has enhanced the understanding of the characteristics of K-12 education foundations and 

funds raised to help the institutions they support.  

During the past decade, a significant shift in giving to education has occurred. 

Increasingly, K-12 education is successfully competing for donations that traditionally went to 

higher education (Ferguson, 1996; Lewin, 2005). However, fundraising in higher education 

looks very different than in K-12 education. Some of those differences include such 

characteristics as significant organizational resource investment in fundraising activity, that is, 

staff, an educational institution’s president’s involvement in fundraising, and private sector 

representatives on the board of directors (Kinnison & Ferrin, 1989; Patton, 2002; Popcock, 

1989). 

While K-12 education foundation fundraising is an under-researched area of educational 

fundraising, higher education fundraising has had extant research for decades. The overall 

increasing amount of private revenue being allocated to K-12 education has intensified an 
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interest in understanding the characteristics that contribute to private revenue generation. This 

research study on K-12 education fundraising contributes to an evolving understanding of this 

important topic. 

Summary of Study Contributions 

This study provides a preliminary introduction into how a K-12 education foundation can 

be structured for generating revenues. I examined how the factors of the board of directors, 

executive director, and superintendent vary in influence on revenue generation. Furthermore, this 

study contributes to a modest amount of existing research on K-12 education foundations by 

providing a theoretical framework as the basis for guiding this research. This study also adds to 

previous research by including advanced quantitative analysis of the relationships among the 

fundraising behaviors and beliefs of the board of directors, executive director, and superintendent 

on revenue generation. Moreover, individual and organizational characteristics were analyzed, 

such as years of operation, the size of the education foundation’s board of directors, private 

sector representation, executive director employment status, executive director fundraising 

experience and years as executive director. This research connects organizational characteristics 

and individual behaviors and beliefs with revenue generation. 

Theoretical Framework 

The resource dependency theory hypothesizes that as organizations become more 

dependent on resources, the organizations will change their behavior (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978, 

2003). The K-12 education foundations are seeking to attract more donations from outside 

governmental sources, and, as such, they are beginning to adjust the way they conduct the 

business of resource development.  

As a result of external funding, higher education studies in resource dependency theory 

stress two significant changes: organizational structure and changes in faculty.  Further research 
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is needed to determine how K-12 school districts and education foundations build their 

organizational capacity and change their behavior to acquire and to diversify additional private 

funding resources (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997).  

This research study points to the beginning of some organizational changes occurring 

within K-12 education, possibly leading to increased revenue generation. For example, school 

districts have started education foundations, hired fundraising staff, and recruited influential 

community members to serve on their education foundation’s board of directors. The resource 

dependency theory provides a theoretical framework in which to analyze how these foundations 

function and how their organizational characteristics related to the acquisition of private 

resources in public education. 

Summary of Research Findings 

 This empirical study examined the relationship between organizational and individual 

characteristics and revenue generation in K-12 educational settings. Specifically, this study 

analyzed if organizational and individual characteristics, individual beliefs on fundraising 

behaviors, and individual fundraising behaviors played a role in revenue generation. The 

following research question guides this study: What is the relationship between a K-12 education 

foundation’s organizational and individual characteristics and a K-12 education foundation’s 

revenues? In particular, I proposed the following three hypotheses: 

1. Boards of directors that play an active role in fundraising are more likely than non-

involved boards of directors to contribute to increased revenue generation for the 

education foundation (Hyatt, 1992; Nesbit, 1987; Tunnison, 1991). 

 

2. A full-time executive director is more likely to contribute increased revenue generation 

for an education foundation than foundations without an executive director (Glandon & 

Keener, 1994; Hornbaker, 1986; Sturgis, 2005). 

 

3. Superintendents who demonstrate a commitment to the education foundation through 

assisting in the planning and implementation of the education foundation’s fundraising 

plan are more likely than superintendents who are uninvolved to contribute to increased 
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revenue generation for the education foundation (Clark, 2002; Hammack, 1984; Hyatt, 

1992; Nesbit, 1985). 

 

Overall, I found none of these hypotheses to be true. However, when examined more 

closely, some characteristics of the board of directors and the executive director were found to be 

statistically significant in affecting education foundation revenue generation. 

The discussion of the research question and the sub-questions are presented in the 

following sections. In the first section, I will discuss the dependent variable. In the second 

section, I will discuss the results found to be statistically significant. In the third section, I will 

discuss the results that were not significant. 

Revenue Generation 

 In this study, the K-12 education foundation revenue dependent variable measured the 

amount of annual funds contributed to the education foundation. Components of revenue 

primarily include corporate, individual, private foundation, and governmental donations. This 

construct is similar to earlier research (Calvin & Keen, 1982; Hammack, 1984; Neill, 1983; 

Nesbit, 1985) that examined characteristics that contributed to revenue generation within 

education foundations at higher educational institutions and within K-12 education foundations.  

Factors Contributing to Revenue Generation 

 Two factors emerged as having a statistically significant influence on revenue generation: 

1) the total number of board members and 2) fundraising behavior of the executive director. The 

total number of education foundation board members appears to play a role in an education 

foundation’s revenue generation, while controlling for employment status; age of the foundation; 

board size and composition; fundraising beliefs of the board of directors, executive director, and 

superintendent; and the fundraising behaviors of the board of directors and superintendent. The 

total number of board members was not specifically examined in previous research as a factor 
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contributing to revenue generation. Other factors shown in previous research to contribute to the 

attainment of the overall fundraising goals include: board composition, knowledge of and ability 

to articulate the mission and priorities of the organization, and the capacity and willingness to 

give resources and work for the acquisition of private resources and critical leadership skills 

(Boguch, 1994; Hunter, 1987; Sharron, 1982; Woodbury, 1973). This research study showed that 

as respondents reported larger total numbers of board members, the education foundation may 

have higher amounts of revenue. By sheer numbers, larger education foundation boards may 

have a wider sphere of influence, a broader scope of community knowledge, and a more diverse 

skill set contributing to the education foundation’s ability to raise revenue. Perhaps a greater 

number of board members make it more likely that the education foundation will have an 

influence over more individuals with the ability to make additional contributions. 

The fundraising activities of the executive director appear to play a significant role in 

revenue generation; however the actual impact was slightly negative. Upon deeper analysis, 

respondents with high amounts of revenue selected ―always‖ or ―frequent‖ in response to 

fundraising behavior questions and some respondents with low amounts of revenue responded 

―always‖ in response to the same fundraising behavior questions. Thus, some executive directors 

who either ―always‖ or ―frequently‖ engage in certain fundraising behaviors raise larger revenue 

amounts for the foundation and sometimes those who reported ―always‖ participating in 

fundraising activities are not successful at generating revenue. This finding does not completely 

support earlier research which found that education foundations with executive directors or chief 

development officers, who are involved in asking for donations, are more likely to raise private 

revenue (Black, 1984; Glandon & Keener, 1992; Kelly, 1991; Leslie, 1969). Interestingly, in this 

current study, it was not determined that having an executive director either full-time, part-time, 
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or no time played a role in revenue generation. This finding may suggest that having an 

education foundation with an executive director engaged in fundraising activities in an 

environment where a greater number of fundraising sources and the higher prospect’s donation 

capacity may impact the amount of time an executive director actually needs to spend raising 

money from those sources.  

Applying resource dependency theory (RDT) to understand these results, I determined 

three key facts. First, school districts are dealing with uncertainty concerning revenue sources. 

The use of this theoretical framework is an appropriate lens to examine the work of education 

foundations. The creation of these foundations was in response to school district’s shrinking 

revenues and an increased diversity of needs. Because of these uncertain financial times, the 

theory suggests that organizations are going to be structured differently to capitalize on 

generating revenue. Second, this study found a diversity of organizational composition, 

behaviors, and beliefs toward revenue generation. According to RDT, education foundations 

were created differently in an attempt to be more successful, which is exactly what this study 

highlights. Third, it is now known that education foundations were going to approach revenue 

generation differently. This study identified some characteristics that were more related to 

successful revenue generation.  

Factors Not Related to Revenue Generation 

 Unlike in previous studies, the superintendent and board of directors’ behaviors in 

fundraising were not significantly related to an education foundation’s revenue generation. The 

importance of the leadership of the college president appeared in the research literature as a 

prevailing factor related to the success of private revenue generation at various institutions of 

higher education (Duronio & Loessin, 1991; Fisher, 1989; Glennon, 1985; Miller, 1991). 

Moreover, prior K-12 education foundation research supported the notion that school district 
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administration must be involved to provide insight and organizational assistance for the 

education foundation to be successful (Clark, 2002; Hammack, 1984; Hyatt, 1992; Nesbit, 1985). 

Even though I found no difference in the activity level of superintendents’ on revenue 

generation, this finding may suggest that superintendents differ from their higher education 

counterparts, presidents, due to an expectation in the hiring process that fundraising experience is 

not an expected job skill or expertise required from superintendents. These findings suggest that 

additional research is needed to determine how school superintendents are best engaged to raise 

additional revenue. 

 Likewise, in this study, the board of directors’ activity level in fundraising activities did 

not influence revenue generation. Unlike previous studies (Boguch, 1994; Fraser, 2006; 

Hedgepeth, 2003; Tunnison, 1991), boards of directors that were active solicitors of funds 

contributed to increased education foundation revenue. Researchers in both higher education and 

K-12 education foundations established a relationship between involving boards of directors in 

fundraising activities and increased revenue generation. This result suggests that perhaps 

Florida’s K-12 education foundations’ boards of directors’ engagement is low, but higher 

engagement might result in increased revenue. Additionally, the study findings determined that 

the larger the board of directors, the greater the education foundation revenue generation. These 

findings suggest that additional research is needed to explore how education foundations are 

recruiting and utilizing their boards of directors to encourage a higher level of consistent 

engagement in fundraising activities. 

 Additionally, the number of private sector board members was not significant in 

impacting education foundation revenues. This finding also did not support previous research in 

K-12 or higher education. Tunnison (1991) found it was important that school administrators 
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should not be the primary members of the foundation’s board because the board needs to have 

external connections to bring in private revenue. Education foundations with a majority of 

members from the private sector who spent time fundraising were more successful in bringing in 

private revenue (Calvin & Keen, 1982; Neill, 1983; Nesbit, 1985). These findings suggest that 

additional research is needed to explore in more depth the combination of the private sector 

representation on a board of directors that will result in revenue generation. 

Finally, none of the beliefs constructs about the executive director, superintendent, or 

board of directors’ role in fundraising was found to be significant in impacting education 

foundation revenue.  In other words, what the respondents believed was important was found to 

be actually unimportant for raising money. The belief constructs, which focused on involvement 

in fundraising for the executive director, superintendent, or board of directors, were not studied 

previously. It may be an area for future research, particularly around analyzing how beliefs 

translate into actual fundraising activities. 

 Two other organizational factors that also did not make a difference in education 

foundation revenue included: years in operation and employment status of an executive director. 

Well-established education foundations were not found to be any different in their ability to raise 

money. This finding may suggest that how an organization is structured is more important than 

how long the education foundation has been in existence. The research study findings suggest 

that simply having a full-time or part-time executive director, prior fundraising experience or 

more years on the job did not affect revenue generation. The statistically significant factor, as 

discussed previously, was having an executive director with a high level of engagement in 

fundraising activities. It is not enough to have an education foundation executive director either 
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part-time or full-time. If someone is not thoroughly engaged in fundraising, no significant 

difference will be apparent in revenue generation.  

Overall Findings 

 The Education Foundations of Florida Survey, as discussed in this research study, 

provided an initial model to better understand an education foundation’s revenue generation 

across the organizational and individual characteristics of the education foundation’s executive 

director, superintendent, and board of directors. The results of this study support the use of this 

theoretical framework for examining revenue generation. For example, the results suggest that 

the total number of board members affects revenue generation for the education foundation. 

Foundations with a greater number of board members generate more revenue.  

 Organizational theorists have recognized the connection between the scarcity of resource 

and the changes that organizations will undergo to better position themselves for increasing 

resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978, 2003; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). These theorists contend 

that as organizations find themselves in the position for needing funding from new sources, the 

organizations will undergo necessary adjustments to make it more likely that they will be 

successful in gathering new resources. This finding suggests that an organization that adjusts its 

business activities, including the role of its executive director, superintendent, and board 

members, will be more successful at resource development. 

 As has been proposed in the resource dependency theory, this study supports the assertion 

that, in response to changing financial dynamics, organizational behavior will change. For 

example, as demonstrated in higher education research, the institution’s president’s role in 

fundraising has increased over time to a point where private revenue generation is often an 

articulated job requirement. As school districts become more and more reliant on sources outside 
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the traditional funding stream of governmental sources, the organization, including the 

superintendent, will need to respond with a change in belief and activities toward fundraising. 

Summary of Chapter 5 

 This chapter provided a discussion of the results of the study, including the relationship 

among the factors of the board of directors, executive director, superintendent, and other 

organizational factors and revenue generation at a K-12 education foundation. The results were 

described for the dependent variable, K-12 education foundation revenue. In looking at the 

results through the framework provided by the resource dependency theory, the study revealed 

the beginning adaptation for school districts and education foundations to be better prepared for 

increased revenue generation from nontraditional sources.  

 However, in analyzing these results, it is important to note the limitations to the data: 1) 

the data were self-reported and may not accurately reflect the situation; 2) the study represented 

only Florida’s education foundations and therefore it did not necessarily reflect the 

characteristics that would be significant regarding other education foundations outside of 

Florida; 3) the survey did not collect information on all the other potential confounding variables 

(e.g., size of the school district, tax base of the school district, and state laws that govern 

foundations). In recognition of these limitations, Chapter 6 will provide a discussion of future 

research directions and recommendations.  
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CHAPTER 6 

FUTURE RESEARCH AND HIGHER EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

Introduction 

This study has provided the first quantitative analysis of self-reported factors of Florida’s 

K-12 education foundations. Researchers and practitioners are studying and documenting factors 

that contribute to increased revenue to understand the effects of a board of directors, executive 

director, and superintendent’s beliefs and behaviors, as well as the K-12 education foundation’s 

organizational factors on revenue generation outcome. This study can assist K-12 education 

foundations by understanding how their activities and organizational characteristics relate to 

revenue generation. This chapter includes recommendations for future research and 

recommendations for school districts, as well as K-12 education foundations’ boards of directors 

and staff. 

Future Research 

For K-12 education foundations to generate revenue, more research is needed to better 

understand the factors that increase the efficacy of those efforts. The substantial amount of 

research at the higher education level points to the influence of the specific factors explored in 

this particular study. This study has gained greater knowledge by examining those factors more 

closely in a K-12 setting, which can extend the capacities of K-12 foundations raising money. In 

particular, I see four key opportunities for future research: 1) expand the study populations to 

include education foundations from across the country; 2) study the role of the executive director 

in fundraising, including influence of personal characteristics; 3) research additional 

organizational characteristics, such as school district size; and 4) study alternative organizational 

development theoretical frameworks, such as mimetic isomorphism. 
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A limitation of this research was the small scale of the study. The size was not a 

representative sample of the national education foundation population. Additional research could 

include a nationally representative sample. As mentioned previously, the literature has been 

limited regarding K-12 education foundation revenue generation, which inhibits researchers and 

practitioners in understanding the factors that influence revenue generation (Calvin & Keen, 

1982; Neill, 1983; Nesbit, 1985; Tunnison, 1991). If a larger national sample were used, national 

norms of education foundation fundraising practices could be shared. 

The influence of the board of directors, executive director, and superintendent on revenue 

generation was the primary research question guiding this study. As stated previously, this study 

examined how K-12 education foundation revenue was affected by the fundraising activity level 

and fundraising beliefs. Other organizational factors included total number of board members 

and private sector representation, employment status, executive director’s fundraising 

experience, executive director’s years in the position, and an education foundation’s years in 

operation. While this study showed limited support for an executive director’s fundraising 

behaviors and the size of the education foundation board, the additional existing research on K-

12 education foundations found that having a staff level executive director, an influential board 

of directors with high private sector representation, and a greater level of fundraising activities 

had an impact on revenue generation. For example, previous research found that boards of 

directors that play an active role in fundraising are more likely than non-involved boards of 

directors to contribute to increased revenue generation for the education foundation (Hyatt, 1992; 

Nesbit, 1987; Tunnison, 1991). Additionally, other board characteristics found to be important 

included:  prominent members, a majority being from the private sector; a common 

understanding of the organization’s vision and mission; an ability to articulate that mission and 
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vision to constituents; and skills and time to work on fundraising activities (Boguch, 1994; 

Fraser, 2006; Hedgepeth, 2003; Tunnison, 1991). Researchers need to examine the influence 

from other factors of education foundations, in particular, the role of the executive director and 

how cultural perspectives, gender or ethnicity affects revenue generation. Little to no research 

has been done on those variables. 

Other questions also guide future research. For example, what additional organizational 

factors, such as school district size, which could correspond to a larger and more diverse source 

of donors, can provide a more thorough understanding of resource development? How can 

researchers study the organizational components associated with K-12 education foundation 

revenue? Researchers can delve further into other theories of organizational development, such 

as mimetic isomorphism, to examine how K-12 education foundations are mimicking their 

counterparts in higher education focusing on private revenue generation. 

Recommendations for K-12 Education Foundations 

In this section, I will briefly make some recommendations for the field of K-12 education 

foundations. This section is grouped into two sections of recommendations: the school district 

and the education foundation.  The examination of educational fundraising in earlier studies has 

focused on organizational and individual behaviors shaped by a variety of influences not limited 

to staffing, volunteer leadership, and school leadership. Within the school district, these 

recommendations are captured in three areas: superintendent’s role, internal positioning of the 

education foundation within the school district, and resource allocation. 

The relationship between the school district and the K-12 education foundation is crucial. 

Some have argued for an independent relationship between the school district and education 

foundation. In higher education, the relationship is much more interdependent. In most instances, 

the president of the university serves on the higher education foundation board. Because of the 
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increasing role of private revenue in supporting higher education, institutional advancement has 

evolved into an essential job for college and university presidents (Bornstein, 2003; Cook & 

Lasher, 1994; Fisher & Quehl, 1996; Overley, 2006).  Patton (2002) also showed that when 

institutional leaders are removed from the fundraising process, board members and volunteers 

are likely to place less emphasis on raising money.   

Beyond the specific fundraising activities, including the solicitation of gifts, the president 

plays an important role of setting the institutional vision and priorities that demonstrate to 

external constituents an alignment between the foundation and the educational goals of the 

institution it supports.  Donors want to know that they are giving to initiatives that play into the 

vision of the institution, as well as having the potential to create transformative change for the 

institution (Bornstein, 2003). Since foundations are not the provider of the educational services, 

they must rely on the school to set those priorities, thereby creating an interdependent 

relationship. The school leader sets the funding priorities, and the education foundation links 

those priorities to specific donors (Kelly, 1991; Leslie, 1969).   

Another way a school district can demonstrate its support for an education foundation is 

through a reporting structure, which illustrates that fundraising is a priority for the 

superintendent. An example could be providing the executive director a position within the 

senior cabinet of the school district. This direct reporting relationship between the superintendent 

and the foundation is critical. Hornbaker (1986) found that effective fundraising institutions 

always had the chief development officer in the president’s cabinet. 

Also, school districts can provide resources for infrastructure and staffing to manage 

institutional fundraising. The chief development officer plays an essential role in organizing the 

development process with the school district and external audiences (Kelly, 1991; Leslie, 1969).  
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Additional support provided through an employee has been documented to include opportunities 

such as: involved the direct solicitation of donors, engaging the president and/or board of 

directors in cultivation and solicitation activities, and collecting and communicating relevant data 

to inform the fundraising process.  Several research studies have found that staff plays a critical 

role in generating revenue for education foundations (Black, 1984; Glandon & Keener, 1992). 

The key recommendations for education foundations are captured in three areas: 1) board 

recruitment, involvement and retention; 2) superintendent engagement; and 3) employing an 

executive director. The education foundation serves as the driver for private revenue generation 

for its institutional partner. Key to its success is the ability to recruit talented, dedicated, and 

involved board members. Board members must be prominent members of the community, 

willing to fundraise, and dedicated to the mission of the organization. With these characteristics, 

they can contribute to organizational fundraising success (Hedgepeth, 2003; Tunnison, 1991). 

The following recommendations are meant for school district leaders, education foundation 

professionals, and board volunteers to consider in an effort to enhance the development of K-12 

education foundations’ fundraising capabilities. First, school superintendents should create a 

relationship with the education foundation and the external community of potential and existing 

donors. The superintendent helps set the stage for the fundraising success of an education 

foundation. In the beginning, the role may be to use the superintendent’s high level community 

leadership position to bring together other private sector community leaders. This effort would 

set a vision for the creation of an education foundation. But soon the superintendent should step 

into a new role of co-creating the educational priorities with the insight and assistance of the 

external community leaders. The superintendent should also transition into being a more 

prominent supporter and fundraiser for the education foundation. The superintendent should also 
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position fund development as a key organizational priority. As research has shown, the 

fundraising activities need to be directed by a chief development officer. Organizational 

prioritization of the education foundation can be shown through the district investing resources 

in the education foundation, which could start with infrastructure and staffing support. It is 

critical for success to have an executive director employed either by the district or the education 

foundation and to allow for the education foundation’s executive director to be positioned as a 

part of the district’s senior leadership structure. 

Second, at the education foundation level, the board of directors must be intentional about 

the recruitment of board members. It is essential to the education foundation’s success in 

fundraising to bring a large number of volunteers to the table. These volunteers would have the 

appropriate commitment, fundraising experience, as well as representing appropriate community 

influence to bring forward private resources. Board volunteers must be willing to commit to a co-

developed educational vision and goals for the district and then invest themselves. Additionally, 

they should use their sphere of influence to recruit other donors to join the education foundation 

in addressing the educational opportunities that make the most sense for private sector 

investment. 

Third, it is essential to have an executive director who serves as the liaison between the 

school district and the external community via the education foundation. The education 

foundation leader becomes the bridge between the educational needs of a district and community 

and private resources. The executive director helps to coordinate the efforts of both entities, 

leading to a unified fundraising strategy. Without an executive director, the coordination between 

the private resources and public schools will never meet its full potential, resulting in fewer 

opportunities for teachers, students, and the community. 
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Summary of Chapter 6 

Public school districts are under mounting pressure to make up for lost revenue and 

provide a higher level of educational outcome for students. By engaging the private sector to 

produce strategic partnerships, education foundations can demonstrate their value for cultivating 

and stewarding those donor relationships.  This study highlights the importance of the board of 

directors, executive director, and superintendent to expand the capabilities of the education 

foundation to generate revenue. Yet much more information is needed to clarify the types of 

activities and organizational characteristics that will influence revenue.  Research on K-12 

education foundations can be used to inform policymakers and practitioners. Researchers can 

provide evidence of the value and impact of private revenue in public education.  With focused, 

strategic interaction with the community, K-12 education foundations can effectively 

demonstrate their leadership role in linking K-12 education with significant private resources, 

leading to a higher quality of education for all students. 

 



 

101 

 

APPENDIX A 

EDUCATION FOUNDATIONS OF FLORIDA SURVEY 

 



 

102 

 



 

103 

 



 

104 

 



 

105 

 



 

106 

 



 

107 

 



 

108 

LIST OF REFERENCES 

501(c)(3). (n.d.). In AFP Fundraising Dictionary. Retrieved from http://www.afpnet.org/ 

ResourceCenter/ArticleDetail.cfm?ItemNumber=3380 

 

Adams, J. A. (1991). The effect of local education foundations upon fiscal and program equity in 

selected districts in the state of California (Doctoral dissertation). Available from 

Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 9128873) 

Addonizio, M. F. (1999). New revenues for public schools: Alternatives to broad-based taxes. In 

W. J. Fowler (Ed.), Selected papers in school finance, 1997-99 (pp. 89-110). Washington, 

DC: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement. 

Albritton, M. S. (1983). A comparative study of school site fund raising activities and guidelines 

in big-city and non-urban public elementary schools (Doctoral dissertation). Available 

from Dissertations & Theses. (Publication No. AAT 8409374) 

Allen, T., & Hughes, S. (1982). Fund raising in California school districts: A discussion paper. 

Sacramento, CA: Peat, Marwick, Mitchell. 

American Psychological Association (2010). Publication manual of the American Psychological 

Association (6
th

 ed.). Washington, DC: Author. 

Barnett, R., & Middlehurst, R. (1993). The lost profession. Higher Education in Europe, 18, 

110-128. 

Black, D. R. (1984). The relationship of selected factors to success in private-sector fund raising 

at selected developing institutions (Doctoral dissertation). Available from Dissertations & 

Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 8424773) 

Boguch, J. (1994). Organizational readiness for successful fund development: A systematic and 

holistic approach. In R. E. Fogal & D. F. Burlingame (Series Eds.) & R. C. Hedgepeth 

(Vol. Ed.), New directions for philanthropic fundraising: No. 5. Nonprofit culture: What 

fundraisers need to know (pp. 67-80). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Bornstein, R. (1989). The capital campaign: Benefits and hazards. In J. L. Fisher & G. H. Quehl 

(Eds.), The president and fund raising (pp. 202-211). New York: American Council on 

Education & Macmillan. 

Bornstein, R. (2003). Legitimacy in the academic presidency: From entrance to exit. Westport,  

CT: Praeger Publishing. 

 

Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship & The Hitachi Foundation. (2009). Weathering 

the storm: The state of corporate citizenship in the United States 2009. Boston: Author. 

Brumbach, M. A. (1994, December). The chief development officer: A job analysis. Washington, 

DC: National Council for Resource Development. 



 

109 

Brunner, E., & Sonstelie, J. (1997, October). Coping with Serrano: Voluntary contributions to 

California’s local public schools. Paper presented at the 89th Annual Conference on 

Taxation of the National Taxation Association. Boston. 

Calvin, A. D., & Keen, P. (1982). Community foundations for public schools. Phi Delta Kappan, 

64, 126-127. 

Chmelynski, C. (1999, February 23). Nonprofit foundations raise millions for schools. School 

Board News, 6-7. 

 

Christner, M. (2006). An exploratory study of board governance structures and practices of 

education foundations or funds (Doctoral dissertation). Available from Dissertations & 

Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 3252690) 

Clark K. S. (2002). A public secondary school model to access private-sector funding 

dissertation. Dissertation Abstracts International, 63(07), 2421. (UMI No. 3059858) 

Clay, K., Hughes, K. S., Seely, J. G., & Thayer, A. N. (1985). Public school foundations: Their 

organization and operation. Arlington, VA: Education Research Service. 

Cook, W., & Lasher, W. (1994, October). Toward a theory of fund raising in higher education. 

Paper presented at the annual conference of the Association for Research on Nonprofit 

Organizations and Voluntary Action, Berkeley, CA. Published in The Review of Higher 

Education, 20(1), 33-51. 

Crocker, L., & Algina, J. (2006). Introduction to classical & modern test theory. Mason, OH: 

Wadsworth Thomson Learning. 

Culbertson, B. (2008). Supplementing annual school district budgets: Partnerships, fundraisers, 

foundations, and local support venues (Doctoral dissertation). Available from Dissertations 

& Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 3326791) 

de Luna, P. (1998). Local education foundations: Right for many schools. Phi Delta Kappan, 

79(5), 385-389. 

Dillon, R. M. (1990). Advancing advancement: A study of fundraising effectiveness among 

protestant seminaries in the U.S. (Doctoral dissertation). Available from Dissertations & 

Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 9102146). 

Donation. (n.d.). In AFP Fundraising Dictionary. Retrieved from 

http://www.afpnet.org/ResourceCenter/ArticleDetail.cfm?ItemNumber=3380 

Duronio, M. A., & Loessin, B. A. (1991). Effective fund raising in higher education: 

Ten success stories. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

 

Ferguson, J. (1996). The nature of private-sector funding. School Business Affairs, 62(7), 11-24. 

 

http://www.afpnet.org/ResourceCenter/ArticleDetail.cfm?ItemNumber=3380


 

110 

Fisher, J. L. (1985). Role of public college or university president in fundraising. In M. J. Worth 

(Ed.), Public college and university development (pp. 49-56). Washington, DC: Council 

for Advancement and Support of Education. 

Fisher, J. L. (1989). Establishing a successful fund-raising program. In J. L. Fisher & G. H. 

Quehl (Eds.), The president and fund raising (pp. 3-17). New York, NY: American 

Council on Education & Macmillian. 

Fisher, J. L., & Quehl, G. H. (Eds.). (1996). The president and fund raising. New York: 

American Council on Education & Macmillan. 

 

Fiske, E. B. (1983, November 15). Private foundations helping schools replace lost funds.  The 

New York Times, pp. 1A, 7C. 

 

Florida Department of Education. (2011, March 28). Retrieved from 

http://www.fldoe.org/eias/flmove/supers.asp 

 

Frankel, S. S., & Merz, C. (1997). School foundations: Local control or equity circumvented?   

School Administrator, 54(1), 28-31. 

 

Fraser, G. (2006). Institutionally-related foundation boards: Processes and Perceptions of 

Performance. (Doctoral dissertation). Available from Dissertations & Theses database. 

(Publication No. AAT 3209994) 

 

Gall, M. D., Gall, J. P., & Borg, W. R. (2007). Educational research (8
th

 ed.). Boston: Pearson 

Education, Inc. 

 

Giving USA Foundation. (1999). The annual report on philanthropy for the year 1998. 

Glenview, IL: Giving Institute. 

 

Giving USA Foundation. (2006). The annual report on philanthropy for the year 2005. 

Glenview, IL: Giving Institute. 

 

Giving USA Foundation. (2009). The annual report on philanthropy for the year 2008. 

Glenview, IL: Giving Institute. 

 

Glandon, B., & Keener, B. J. (1994, December). Going public with private fund raising: 

Profiles, patterns and perceptions of community college foundation performance. 

Washington, DC: National Council on Resource Development. 

 

Glennon, M. (1985). Fund raising in small colleges: Strategies for success. Dissertation 

Abstracts International, 46(01), 81A. (UMI No. AAG85-06762) 

 

Hair, Jr, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data analysis 

(7
th

 Ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.  

http://www.fldoe.org/eias/flmove/supers.asp


 

111 

Hammack, G. N. (1984). Practices of Nebraska public school districts in the acquisition and 

utilization of private revenue (Doctoral dissertation). Available from Dissertations & 

Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 8428213) 

 

Havens, M. M. (2000). Dream big: Creating and growing your school foundation. Rockville, 

MD: National School Public Relations Association. 

 

Hedgepeth, R. C. (2003). How public college and university foundation boards contribute to 

campaign success. Washington, DC: Association of Governing Boards of Universities and 

Colleges. 

 

Hornbaker, L. D. (1986). Effectiveness of institutional advancement programs in representative 

California public and private colleges and universities (fund-raising) (Doctoral 

dissertation). Available from Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 

8623654) 

 

Hunter, C. B. (1987). Fund-raising from private sources in public community colleges using not-

for-profit foundation boards. Dissertation Abstracts International, 48(10), 2499A. (UMI 

No. AAG887-29205) 

 

Hyatt, J. D. M. (1992). The growth, purposes, problems and impact of public school foundations 

in South Carolina. Available from Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 

9239049) 

 

Ingram, R. T. (2003). Ten basic responsibilities of nonprofit boards (2
nd

 ed., Vol. 1).  

Washington, DC: BoardSource. 

 

Keith, T. Z. (2006). Multiple regression and beyond. Boston: Pearson Education, Inc. 

 

Kelley, M. N. (1999). Institutionally related foundations at public colleges and 

universities. Available from Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 

9962273). 

  

Kelly, K. S. (1989). Shifting the public relations paradigm: A theory of donor relations 

developed through a critical analysis of fund raising and its effect on organizational 

autonomy. Dissertation Abstracts International, 61(03), 0669A. (UMI No. 9021524) 

 

Kelly, K. S. (1991). Fund raising and public relations: A critical analysis. Hillsdale, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum. 

 

Kinnison, W. A., & Ferrin, M. J. (1989). The three-party relationship. In J. W. Pocock (Ed.), 

Fundraising leadership: A guide for college and university boards (pp. 57-61). 

Washington, DC: Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges. 

 

Lake, S. (1985). Private financial support for public education, K-12 (Administrative Report). 

Redwood City, CA: San Mateo County Office of Education. 

http://www.boardsource.org/Bookstore.asp?category_id=55&Item=112


 

112 

 

Lamm, S. E. (2002). In search of supplemental school funding: The history and impact of local 

education foundations in Texas (Report 2002 L1888). University of Texas at Austin.  

 

Lease, S. A. (1988). A study to investigate the nature of selected educational foundations in 

Oklahoma public school districts. Dissertation Abstracts International, 49(12), 3572. 

(UMI No. 8904368) 

 

Leslie, J. W. (1969). Focus on understanding and support: A study in college management. 

Washington, DC: American College Public Relations Association. 

 

Lewin, T. (2005, August 21). Young students are new focus for big donors. The New York Times. 

Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/2005/08/21/education/21giving.html  

 

Marcus, S. E. (1988). Career and position profile of chief development officers at doctoral 

universities (Doctoral dissertation). Available from Dissertations & Theses database. 

(Publication No. AAT 8823821) 

 

Mark, P. A. (1986). Supplemental methods of funding public school districts in California 

(Doctoral dissertation). Available from Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. 

AAT 0558602) 

 

McCormick, D. H., Bauer, D. G., & Ferguson, D. E. (2001). Creating foundations for American 

schools. Gaithersburg, MD: Aspen.  

 

McGoldrick, W. P. (1993). Campaigning in the nineties. In M. J. Worth (Ed.), Educational fund 

raising (pp. 143-158). Phoenix, AZ: Oryx Press. 

 

McLaughlin, D. (1984, January). The president’s role in the capital campaign. CASE Currents, 

10, 6-7. 

 

Merz, C., & Frankel, S. S. (1995). Private funds for public schools: A study of school 

foundations. Tacoma, WA: University of Pugent Sound. 

 

Miles, A. S., & Miller, M. T. (2000). Application of preventative legal considerations to the 

alumni affairs administrator. Opinion Papers, ED445606. 

 

Miller, S. D. (1991). The relationship of selected factors with success in private sector resource 

acquisition at Appalachian higher education institutions. Dissertation Abstracts 

International, 52(09), 3198A. (UMI No. AAG92-011077) 

 

Milley, J. (1991). Women are used to asking. In J. A. Sturnick, J. Milley, & C. A. Tisinger 

(Eds.), Women at the helm: Path finding presidents at state colleges and universities (pp. 

30-35). Washington, DC: American Association of State Colleges and Universities. 

 

http://www.nytimes.com/2005/08/21/education/21giving.html


 

113 

Miltner, J. R. (1990). A study of the characteristics of successful chief development officers in 

selected public colleges and universities (Doctoral dissertation). Available from 

Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 9100895) 

 

Moore, A. H. (2000, January). Public-policy influences on public college and university 

foundations (Occasional Paper No. 40). Washington, DC: Association of Governing 

Boards of Universities and Colleges. 

 

Morgan, N., & White, G. (1992). A coordinated development program for K-12 Schools. Phi 

Delta Kappan, 74(3), 260-262. 

 

Mullins, D., & Joyce, P. (1996). Tax expenditure limitations and state and local fiscal structure: 

An empirical assessment. Public Budgeting and Finance (pp. 75-101). 

 

Mummau, C. M. (2004). Private money in public schools: A study of local education foundations 

in Virginia public school divisions (Doctoral dissertation). Available from Dissertations & 

Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 3149169) 

 

Muro, J. (1995). Creating and funding educational foundations. Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 

 

National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983, April). A nation at risk: The 

imperative for educational reform. Retrieved from 

http://www2.ed.gov/pubs/NatAtRisk/index.html  

 

Neighbors, B. G. (1984). A study of supplementary funding in elementary and secondary public 

schools in Alabama (finance, fund raising) (Doctoral dissertation). Available from 

Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 8410874) 

 

Neill, G. (1983). The local education foundation: A new way to raise money for schools. Reston, 

VA: National Association of Secondary School Principals. 

 

Nesbit, W. B. (1985). A study to identify the characteristics of successful education foundations 

which serve public schools in America (fundraising) (Doctoral dissertation). Available 

from Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 8518045) 

 

Nesbit, W. B. (1987). The local education foundation: What is it and how is it established?  

NASSP Bulletin, 71(496) 85-89.  

 

Newby, P. E. (1985). Three local educational foundations: collaborative inter-organizational 

relationships that support public education. Dissertation Abstracts International, 

(University Microfilms No. 8614262) 

 

O’Steen, N. (1986). Tennessee partners: The University of Tennessee and its alumni association. 

Knoxville, TN: University of Tennessee National Alumni Association. 

 

http://www2.ed.gov/pubs/NatAtRisk/index.html


 

114 

Overley, K. S. (2006). Public university leaders as fundraisers (Doctoral dissertation). Available 

from Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 3242129) 

 

Parry, M. O. (1992). The state of private financial support for public education: A national 

survey. Dissertation Abstracts International, 53(12), 4204A. (UMI No. 9312326) 

 

Patton, S. L. (2002). The roles of key individuals. In M. J. Worth (Ed.), New strategies for 

educational fundraising (pp. 65-74). Westport, CT: Praeger. 

 

Pettit, K. J. (1987). The status of private fund raising in the Virginia public schools (Doctoral 

dissertation). Available from Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 

8707549) 

 

Pfeffer,  J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978). The external control of organizations: A resource 

dependence perspective. New York: Harper & Row. 

 

Pfeffer,  J., & Salancik, G. R. (2003). The external control of organizations: A resource 

dependence perspective. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 

 

Philanthropy. (2010). In Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary. Retrieved from 

http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/philanthropy  

 

Pinto, M. (1996). Private Fundraising for Public Schools: An Appreciative Inquiry into the 

Laguna Beach Education Foundation, SchoolPower ™ (Doctoral dissertation). Available 

from Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 9633908) 

 

Pocock, J. W. (1989). Fundraising leadership: A guide for college and university boards. 

Washington, DC: Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges. 

 

Reilley, T. A. (1985). State university-related foundations. In T. A. Reilley (Ed.), Raising money 

through an institutionally related foundation (pp. 9-17). Washington, DC: Council for 

Advancement and Support of Education. 

 

Rennebohm, R. B. (1981). Uses of the in-house foundation. In F. C. Pray (Ed.), Handbook for 

educational fund raising: A guide to successful principles and practices for colleges, 

universities, and schools (pp. 316-321). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

 

Rhodes, F. H. T. (Ed.). (1997). Successful fund raising for higher education: The 

advancement of learning. Phoenix, AZ: Oryx Press. 

 

Rural. (2011). United States Census Bureau. Retrieved from 

http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/ua_2k.html  

 

http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/philanthropy
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/ua_2k.html


 

115 

Sader, C. H. (1986, March). The role of elected trustees of public institutions in successful 

development programs. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the North Central 

Association of Colleges and Schools, Chicago. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 

No. ED 266 841) 

 

Shaffer, D. W. (1988). Direct giving as an alternative way for elementary and secondary public 

school fund raising. Dissertation Abstracts International, 50(03), 624A. (UMI No. 

8911759) 

 

Sharron, W. H., Jr. (1982). The case for the community college foundation. In W. H. Sharron, Jr. 

(Ed.), The community college foundation (pp. 299-321). Washington, DC: National 

Council for Resource Development. 

 

Shoemaker, J. (1983, November). Emerging role of educational foundation in financing 

education. Paper presented at the annual meeting of California Educational Research 

Association, Los Angeles. 

 

Simic, C. (1985). The private foundation at a public university. In M. Worth (Ed.), Public 

college and university development: Fund raising at state universities, state colleges, and 

community colleges (pp. 25-36). Alexandria, VA: Council for Advancement and Support 

of Education. 

 

Slaughter, S., & Leslie, L. (1997). Academic capitalism: Politics, policies and the 

entrepreneurial university. Baltimore, MD: The John Hopkins University Press. 

 

Slinker, J. M. (1988). The role of the college or university president in institutional advancement 

(Doctoral dissertation). Available from Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. 

AAT 8907818) 

 

Stuhr, R. L. (Ed.). (1977). On development. Chicago: Gonser Gerber Tinker Stuhr. 

 

Sturgis, R. L. (2005). Team relationships within institutional advancement: Board of trustees, 

president, and vice president of institutional advancement (Doctoral dissertation). 

Available from Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 3161599) 

 

The 2011 Statistical Abstract. (2011). Retrieved June 10, 2011, from 

http://census.gov/compendia/statab/2011/tables/11s0290.pdf 

 

Tumminia, P. A., & Marshall, L. D. (1997). Successful fundraising at a medium-sized 

public university with a foundation: Rowan University. In Rhodes, F. H. T. (Ed.), 

Successful fund raising for higher education: The advancement of learning (pp. 

48-66). Phoenix, AZ: Oryx Press. 

 

Tunnison, G. M. (1991). Defining critical elements of successful Nebraska public school 

foundations. Dissertation Abstracts International, 52(10), 3500. (UMI No. 9208118) 

 



 

116 

White, H. (1989, November/December). Excuses, excuses: Why trustees are reluctant to raise 

money and what to do about it. CASE Currents, 35-36. 

 

Willmer, W. K. (1980). An assessment of the institutional advancement process at selected 

small, independent colleges in the United States (Doctoral dissertation). Available from 

Dissertations & Theses database. (Publication No. AAT 8016261) 

 

Woodbury, K., Jr. (1973). Community college foundation. Community and Junior College 

Journal, 43(4), 16-17. 

 

Woodworth, D. (2007). K-12 public school foundations in Indiana: The impact on Indiana 

school districts (Doctoral dissertation). Available from Dissertations & Theses database. 

(Publication No. AAT 3307441) 

 

Worth, M. J. (Ed.). (1985). Public college and university development. Washington, DC: Council 

for Advancement and Support of Education. 

 

Worth, M. J. (1993). Educational fund raising: Principles and practice. Phoenix, AZ: Oryx 

Press & American Council on Education. 

 

Worth, M. J. (2002). The historical overview. In M. J. Worth (Ed.), New strategies for 

educational fund raising (pp. 24-35). Westport, CT: Praeger. 

 

 

 



 

117 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

Stacy Carlson was born in Seoul, South Korea.  Stacy earned her Bachelor of Arts degree 

in psychology from University of South Florida (USF) in 1992.  Upon graduating from USF in 

May 1992, Stacy was employed by the nonprofit Hillsborough Education Foundation.  In 1999, 

she earned her Master of Education in school leadership from Harvard University in 2000.   

Upon graduating with her master’s degree in education in June 2000, Stacy worked as a 

nonprofit consultant.  In this role, she had the opportunity to consult organizations in strategic 

planning, fundraising, and organizational development.  Building off of her skills gained through 

non-profit management consulting, Stacy returned to the K-12 education foundation sector in 

2004 as the executive director of the Consortium of Florida’s Education Foundations.  During 

her tenure at the consortium, Stacy spearheaded the group's legislative and funding initiatives, 

recommended education policy, and helped member foundations build organizational capacity. 

 Currently, Stacy works for the Helios Education Foundation, the largest education 

foundation serving Arizona and Florida.  She works in conjunction with the foundation's 

community investment team to identify partnership opportunities in Florida.  Additionally, she 

coordinates community engagement activities, which support the strategic goals of the 

foundation. 

 

 


