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ABSTRACT 
 

With reduced sources of external funding, higher education institutions are taking an increased focus on 

the development of their alumni and current student populations with regards to philanthropic giving. One of the 

goals of leadership and their development team is to build and nurture a culture of philanthropy on campus 

amongst current students with the desired outcome of these efforts being to build a sense of affinity and 

responsibility to the institution evident through their engagement. While there is much research available about 

the motivation for giving and engagement amongst alumni, there is little information available about what 

motivates current students on campus to participate in philanthropic activity.  

It must be understood why students choose to engage in their chosen philanthropic activities, which 

would require gaining an understanding of intrinsic motivators for engagement. It is also important for institutions 

to learn how students want to be engaged to adjust tactics and incorporate methods of engagement which are 

valued and preferred by students. Learning the ways in which this newer group of students views the concepts of 

philanthropy, and the ways in which they seek to insert themselves into philanthropic engagement are going to be 

of the upmost importance to gain support from this cohort.  

Ultimately, this study examined undergraduate students’ philanthropic behaviors with the purpose of 

determining if it is possible to find distinct factors which influence philanthropic motivations and engagement 

based upon student characteristics. A mixed method approach was used for this study. For the quantitative 

component of the study, 206 students located throughout the United States completed questionnaires, which 

provided survey questions utilizing a 5-point ordinal Likert scale, with responses indicating the likelihood of the 

variable influencing selected philanthropic activities. Surveys also captured student demographic variables. Twenty 

students from the quantitative study participated in a follow up one on one interview interviews for the qualitative 

component, which provided insight into student motivations via analysis of interview transcripts.  

Amongst participants of this study, findings indicate that there are significant relationships that exist 

between certain student demographic variables and factors which influence their decisions to participate in 

chosen philanthropic activities. These factors can be segmented into distinct categories, allowing for students’ 

motivations to be understood based upon their intrinsic motivations. Ultimately amongst participants, it appears 

students are guided by eight factors which influence their philanthropic motivation and/or engagement. With this 
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knowledge, institutional leadership and development staff can gain a better understanding of what motivates 

current students to select the types of philanthropic activities, causes, and organizations they support, as well as 

how to tailor ask vehicles designed to appeal to the intrinsic motivators of students. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 

In the current world of higher education, many colleges and universities are shifting the ways in 

which they approach fundraising and institutional development. This shift in large part is due to ever 

increasing costs in operations institutions are facing, coupled with decreased external funding. With 

reliance upon state and federal appropriations becoming less dependable, leadership at many institutions 

have begun to place a greater emphasis on identifying and securing alternate funding sources (Miller, 

2011). These additional sources can include grants from governmental groups or foundations, corporate 

donations, as well as income from endowments (Monks, 2003). Corporate/external philanthropic giving 

makes up a smaller portion of all giving in the U.S when compared with giving from individual givers which 

accounts for about 75 percent of giving (Rooney & Nathan, 2003). In 2009 individual giving totaled $227.41 

billion, and when also factoring in bequests and giving to family foundations, individual giving accounted 

for about 90 percent of all donations made that year further highlighting the importance of individual 

donors (LeRoux & Feeney, 2015).    

With the major benefits attached to individual donors, cultivating alumni of an institution to 

become donors can provide major opportunities for colleges and universities to secure funding and can 

play a pivotal role in ensuring there is funding for institutional operations. Alumni of an institution are one 

of the few groups that can be consistently looked upon as a potential funding resource for colleges and 

universities; as such, it is imperative that higher education institutions take a more intentional and strategic 

focus on individual donors (i.e. alumni), which can result in large gains for the organization. Recognizing the 

potential future giving capacity of alumni, many institutions have begun to focus efforts on ways in which 

they can start this process during a student’s undergraduate matriculation, leaving an impact which would 

influence future giving behaviors.  

With an increased need to improve alumni giving, development staff have started strategizing 

ways to achieve this goal. One of the ways this is being done is through efforts designed to help in the 

creation of a campus culture of philanthropy, which would be accomplished by working to enhance student 
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exposure to philanthropic engagement. This increased exposure, and opportunities for participation, as 

well as proper messaging and support would work to normalize desired behaviors (increased philanthropic 

giving) and practices which would be observable in the future through increased alumni giving and 

engagement. Institutional leadership and development teams are hoping that by instilling these values of 

giving and engagement within the student body early in their matriculation will result in a deeper more 

meaningful connection with their alma mater as alumni once graduated (Miller, 2011). With a limited time 

to make this impact on students, there is an increased push to strategically work with students that will 

increase their knowledge of, desire to, and skills needed to be truly engaged alumni.  

This study focuses on the area of institutional advancement and development within higher 

education, specifically adding to the scholarship surrounding undergraduate students and motivations for 

philanthropic engagement. This study examined students’ philanthropic behaviors to determine if 

overarching themes emerged which can be segmented based upon practices and characteristics of 

students which could aid in understanding how to increase desired philanthropic support as students and 

alumni. By better understanding what motivates students to be engaged in philanthropic activities of their 

choosing  universities would be better able to more strategically cultivate relationships within their student 

bodies as they matriculate towards graduation which would then potentially help in increasing alumni 

engagement and support because prior engagement and philanthropic giving increases the chances of 

future giving as alumni (Miller, 2011).  

Background 

As the role and importance of alumni has increased in the funding formula for many colleges and 

universities, so has the literature and body of research focusing on alumni giving. Within this area, there 

are some scholars that have placed an emphasis on the examination of motivation for alumni giving and 

engagement. Much of the existing literature on alumni engagement and giving touches on experiences 

during their undergraduate matriculation because these experiences are often listed as a key decision for 

giving. What is often missing from the literature are the ways in which current undergraduate students fit 
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into this equation. While there is a dearth of research available on fundraising practices specific to higher 

education, there is an even larger gap when examining current student cultivation (Hurvitz, 2010). 

For administrators to create effective donor cultivation strategies they must understand the full 

life cycle from student to alumnus. Successful staff will have an understanding of current students on their 

respective campuses, the ways in which these students are introduced to the concept of being an active 

member of the alumni body, as well as how, when, and where to best integrate messages and practices on 

campus which align with students’ intrinsic values thus influencing the types of philanthropic activities 

supported. This is an area which can benefit from further research as there is little available that specifically 

focuses on current college students and how they begin to think about philanthropic giving/philanthropy, 

and how they are being cultivated to become future alumni donors (Miller, 2011).  

Findings from this study could aid in further understanding what motivates current college 

students to engage in philanthropy and how this understanding could aid in the design of methods which 

administrators can use to strategically cultivate/engage students while they are on campus. With a better 

understanding of student motivations, development staff and campus leadership can design specific 

programs and messaging which would better appeal to students based upon identified factors which most 

influence philanthropic engagement. This understanding may also help to increase future alumni giving 

through intentional cultivation of students, incorporating more targeted messaging/practices early on, and 

designing future ask vehicles centered around these motivations.  

Statement of Problem 

 

Building a culture of student philanthropy: A study of the Ivy-Plus institutions' philanthropy 

education initiatives (Hurvitz, 2010), was one of the first studies to focus on the concept of cultivating a 

culture of student philanthropy across the entire student body. This work was followed quickly by Miller’s 

Engaging Students in Student Philanthropy Programs to Impact Future Giving: A Multi-case Study of Three 

Public Research Institutions (2011). Prior to these works, research around philanthropy and college 

students was largely centered on alumni donor participation and generally focused on a single institution. 
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Hurvitz’ study differed from most past studies in that it focused instead on the ways in which students were 

being taught to become philanthropically engaged on campus, and the ways in which the institutions 

studied sought to establish a sustainable culture of philanthropy on campus.  

This study shifted the ways in which philanthropy and engagement were examined by focusing on 

current undergraduate students as opposed to examining alumni with respect to giving. Prior to Hurvitz’ 

work, there was scant research available examining methods used by colleges and universities to educate 

undergraduate students on the role and importance of their philanthropic engagement, or what is 

expected of them in their role as alumni once graduated. This change in focus was a game changer to the 

field of undergraduate student philanthropy. Before this study, there was and continues to be, little known 

about general characteristics and motivations of individuals who are more inclined to donate to their alma 

maters (Monks, 2003).  

Since Hurvitz’ publication, there has been an increase in research centered on undergraduate 

student philanthropy, education on philanthropy, and the idea of building a “campus culture of 

philanthropy”. This shift and how researchers have approached this field of study can be attributed to the 

ever-increasing value that development staff at institutions of higher education have placed upon 

undergraduate students and young alumni as they have become increasingly more important as a donor 

group necessary for the survival of the institution (Hurvitz, 2010). 

For institutions to maintain and increase revenue provided by alumni, it is imperative that alumni 

cultivation start during undergraduate matriculation. Higher education development staff need to work 

with students to establish an affinity to the institution, and an enduring sense of connection as they 

transition into their role as alumni. One of the ways in which institutions can aid in building this sense of 

affinity and connectedness, as well as work to raise awareness of the role that private support plays in 

institutional operations,  is through the implementation of specific fundraising tasks, and educational 

initiatives on campus which are visible to and involve students (Dovidio, Pilavin, Schroeder, & Penner, 

2017). This supports recommendations made by the council for advancement and support of education 

(CASE) which promotes the utilization of organized fundraising approaches when working with 
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undergraduate students, creating space for teaching, and perpetuating philanthropic behaviors through 

observational learning (Dovidio et al., 2017). However, to truly shape student learning in these areas, a 

concentrated effort must be made to expose them to situations and environments which could shape 

desired outcomes, akin to the ways in which students are exposed to other areas of education with the 

intent of shaping expected outcomes during their college education (Hurvitz, 2010). 

Though there is an increased focused by higher education institutions to create and roll out 

fundraising initiatives geared towards their undergraduate population, there is little direction being 

provided for these efforts. This is in part due to lack of information available to administrators on best 

practices for implementing actions for the cultivation of this group as donors. This creates barriers, making 

it more difficult to increase fundraising initiatives geared towards students that will have a profound effect 

on campus culture (Hurvitz, 2010). More research on higher education fundraising and development is 

needed to establish best practices for those working in the field. Further studies can also provide 

researchers with needed data to create comparison models which could be used by institutions to aid and 

in the design of donor strategies incorporating undergraduate students. With the creation of these tools, 

administrators will be able to have greater impact on the field of development within higher education, as 

well as provide the basis for expanded research. A more robust body of scholarship will afford development 

practitioners in higher education the ability to establish techniques, shaped through the analysis of 

collected data and findings, providing evidence-based standards (Hurvitz, 2010).  

Purpose of the Study 

 

This study was designed to bridge the gap in the literature as it pertains to undergraduate 

philanthropy amongst undergraduate students. The specific focus was on understanding philanthropic 

motivation/engagement. While there has been an increase in recent years with regards to this area and 

population, this study differs in that the focus is on undergraduate students enrolled in higher education 

institutions nationally and does not limit participation based upon demographic information (e.g., race, 
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ethnicity, national origin, sexual identity/orientation), a specific institution, geographic region, or category 

of the institution (e.g., Ivy League, State System Institution, Religiously Affiliated, Minority Serving). 

Ultimately, the goal of this study was to identify if there are common characteristics that exist 

amongst philanthropically engaged undergraduate students, and to gain an understanding of factors which 

influence their engagement. This approach is inspired by Prince and Files’ Seven Faces of Philanthropy 

(1994) which positions the philanthropic activity of high value donors around seven primary motivations 

based upon: 1) types of philanthropic activities, 2) expectations of recognition for gifts, and 3) internal 

motivations.  I suggest that if there are commonalities that can be established between motivations of high 

value donors and their philanthropic behaviors/motivations, then there may also exist commonalities 

between low-value donors across the board (e.g., college students) who choose to engage in philanthropic 

activities. If true, this could allow for most students to be neatly categorized by institutional development 

staff and leadership based upon a number of factors which influence philanthropic engagement, allowing 

for more intentional fundraising training, efforts geared towards students and building a campus culture of 

philanthropy.  

With this information, this study has the potential to aid in the creation of clearly defined 

segmentations or “faces” associated with the philanthropic motivations of college students, allowing them 

to be filtered into distinct and unique categories based upon the identified characteristics. This information 

will be useful for practitioners because it would allow efforts to be tailored to appeal to individual students, 

as opposed to utilizing the “one size fits all” method that many institutions use today. It can be expected 

that undergraduate students though a diverse group, should have identifiable philanthropic characteristics 

and traits which motivate them when deciding how, when, and why they engage in philanthropy. Studies 

such as this can help focus administrators’ efforts when designing fundraising appeals, utilizing methods of 

cultivation more closely based on what aligns with identities, needs, and desires of perspective donors. 
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Research Questions 

 

The research questions for this study are: 

1) Are there discernible philanthropic segments that can be determined for undergraduate 

students based upon their motivations for philanthropic engagement? If so, what might they 

be? 

2) What, if any, relationship exists between student demographics and the ways in which 

students decide to be philanthropically engaged? 

Definition of terms 

 

Philanthropically Engaged- Actively or passively volunteering/giving of one’s time, money, talent, use of 

personal networks (encouraging others to give their own time, talent, and money) in support of a cause or 

initiative. 

Millennial- Those born between 1980 and 2004. 

Native Millennial- Those born starting in the year 1992. This year was selected as it corresponds with the 

birth of what we now consider to be the “World Wide Web”. 

Campus Culture of Philanthropy- A fully realized effort to incorporate philanthropy and giving into the 

everyday culture and operations of the campus. Recognized when members of the campus community 

inherently support and perpetuate the importance of giving of one’s time, skills, network, and money.  
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Significance of Study 

Miller (2011) Identified emerging themes within the area of undergraduate student philanthropy 

and the ways in which institutions are working to improve efforts and their cultivation of this group 

including steps such as: 1) incorporating techniques borrowed from other fields/sectors such as public 

relations, using the proven practices and making adjustments to aid in the cultivation of enrolled students, 

stewarding  them into engaged alumni, 2) a deeper examination , comparison of the behaviors and 

patterns of giving amongst alumni with a history of being engaged as students versus those who are not, 

and 3) identifying common and differing practices used by contemporary institutions to increase student 

philanthropic culture. This current study expands the focus of scholarship in this area, by considering all 

institution types, capturing a larger more diverse population of undergraduate students.  

Findings from this study could serve as a foundation used to create a system which segments the 

undergraduate student population into more manageable and approachable demographics based upon 

common characteristics/motivations. With this information, higher education leaders and advancement 

teams can incorporate donor segmentation into their practices, developing strategies for targeted student 

donor cultivation and prospecting which can have a greater return. Segmenting donors based upon giving 

patterns, and in this case philanthropic engagement, can assist development staff in designing more 

effective strategies for targeted outreach with students and alumni groups (Prince & Files, 1994). 

Millennials have been found to be the most philanthropically engaged generation ever, with 

almost 90 percent of individuals making donations regularly to support causes they believe in (add a 

reference here). In addition to monetary donations, 70 percent of millennials are engaged in philanthropy 

through volunteering of their time (Johnson, 2016). Generation Z makes up about 25% of the total U.S. 

population, making them the largest age demographic, larger than their immediate predecessors, 

millennials. This is another reason it is important to focus on developing methods which allow for the 

identification of motivations and characteristics of philanthropically engaged undergraduate students, 

making it more manageable for the segmentation of Generation Z based upon the primary factors 

influencing their chosen philanthropic engagement and activity.  
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Higher education development professionals also need to understand the ways in which 

Generation Z approaches philanthropy as they are set to become the most educated generation in U.S. 

history, a status previously held by the millennial group (Taylor & Skeeter, 2010). It is important for 

development staff to understand who the students are that they are hoping to cultivate into engaged 

alumni, their motivations, and how institutions can establish a lifelong affinity and relationship with them 

while undergraduates. Because more students are earning advanced degrees, oftentimes from multiple 

institutions; it is important to establish institutional affinity with their undergraduate institution. Before 

this can be done, more research is needed to understand the ways in which Generation Z college students 

are motivated to give as undergrads or young alumni, and what administrators can do to help shape this 

development, like the need for understanding of motivations for millennials (Freeland, Spenner, & 

McCalmon, 2015).  

Members of the millennial generation have the potential to be the most significant group of 

philanthropists ever (Goldseeker & Moody, 2017). This is especially true for the high net worth subset of 

millennials who are poised to inherit over $40 trillion in familial wealth, with much of this money 

earmarked for charitable giving. This rather small group of donors, which includes current undergraduate 

students and younger alumni, are set to become the next crop of major donors in the United States for the 

upcoming decades, yet little is known about them (Goldseeker & Moody, 2017). With these young 

philanthropists just beginning to shape their philanthropic identities, it provides a space for higher 

education advancement staff to cultivate lasting relationships that are beneficial to all parties involved.  

This study assumes that trends associated with the Millennial group will continue with their 

successors, and as such will provide an examination of the motivations behind undergraduate 

philanthropic engagement, adding to scholarship around undergraduate philanthropy. This study also 

examined current college students’ perceptions, understanding, and experiences with philanthropy, aiding 

in understanding of motivations for philanthropic engagement. Research such as this will aid 

administrators to develop resources needed to address areas where deficits exist. 
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Organization of the Dissertation 

This dissertation is comprised of seven chapters which would further highlight the importance of 

studies such as this, as well as the need for continued scholarship in the area, which is highlighted in 

chapters one and two. These chapters provide the historical context of student philanthropy and the ways 

in which this space has and continues to evolve. Chapter three explains the methods by which I 

approached the study, providing details on participants, instruments, design, and methods used to collect 

and analyze data.  

Chapters four through six presents findings of  study participants, including descriptive data, with 

chapter four (the quantitative section) identifying bivariate relationships between those characteristics and 

influences of philanthropic engagement, while chapter five (the qualitative section) examined participants 

responses to open-ended questions, which were coded and analyzed, in order to identify the emergence 

common themes amongst students, thus allowing for the further development of appropriate segments 

(factors) for influencing philanthropic engagement. Chapter six (the convergent analysis section) examined 

both the quantitative and qualitative data in order to identify 1) if there were primary factors which were 

influenced by specific criteria (interview questions), 2) primary factors that may be associated with each 

participant individually, and 3) the relationship between these primary factors and participant 

demographic data. Chapter six will present descriptive data of responses to the 12 questions from the 

survey and the demographic information of the participants. Chapter seven summarizes the study, its 

implications, and opportunities for future research.  

 

 

 

 

 



11 
 

CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

The study was influenced by the Seven Faces of Philanthropy: A New Approach to Cultivating 

Major Donors (Prince & Files, 1994). This work provides fundraisers a framework which can aid in the 

design of tools for the purpose of soliciting high value donors. This framework ultimately segments donors 

based upon their primary motivations falling into one of the seven faces of philanthropy. The current study 

utilized similar strategies to identify factors which influence undergraduate students’ philanthropic 

motivations/engagement, thus allowing for segmentation utilizing these characteristics and motivational 

factors. 

This study took a donor centered approach to uncover donor motivations within undergraduate 

students by analyzing their past, current, and potential philanthropic engagement. Advancements in this 

area can enhance the ways in which higher education fundraising and development staff cultivate 

relationships with current students and alumni and ultimately with the ways in which institutions solicit 

the support of their student and alumni bodies. Through the identification of common characteristics of 

philanthropically engaged students, development staff can tailor cultivation and fundraising efforts to 

appeal to a specific audience based upon the knowledge of what most resonates and influences action 

based upon personal values (concerns, needs, interests, and individual donor motivations), and ultimately 

which methods work best with which philanthropic motivation. Though this study examined all 

undergraduate students, the primary interest are students that are members of Generation Z. This 

information would be useful to fundraising and development professionals for segmentation and strategic 

planning purposes allowing for efforts to be created targeting specific student groups from this cohort.  

By understanding the motivation that best describes a specific donor, fundraisers can tailor 

efforts, strategically aligning asks to appeal to the traits associated with said motivation thus increasing the 

likelihood of participation. Creating and utilizing ask vehicles with targeted language /packaging that best 
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resonates with students based on these motivations could help higher education institutions as efforts 

would be appealing to specific things that students and alumni value (Prince &Files, 1994). 

The following literature review focuses on existing scholarship from within the realm of higher 

education philanthropy, highlighting five key areas. These areas include-  

1) The evolution of higher education fundraising and development practices. This section will 

inform the reader of the ways in which institutions have expanded various techniques and practices to 

assist in achieving fund raising goals.  

2) Establishing “a culture of philanthropy” on campus. This section discusses the idea of creating a 

“culture of philanthropy”, a newer concept in the field of higher education, on campus.  

3) Millennials, diversity, and philanthropy. Examining the role of identity, changing student 

demographics, and the millennial as a primary resource for donor cultivation.  

4) Guiding theories and frameworks which helped to shape the focus of this study; and, 

5) How this study can potentially impact future scholarship and research in higher education 

fundraising and development, specifically as it pertains to understanding the motivational influences of 

contemporary college students regarding their philanthropic engagement. 

Using the literature as a tool, a coding handbook was created to aid in analysis of the qualitative 

data collected in the study. In total, 14 predetermined factors were established: Altruist, Repayer, Planner, 

Uplifter, Connector, Socializer, Responder, Dynast, Tag along, Devout, Goalie, Competitor, Organizer, an 

Administrator asked. Other was the last factor determined, capturing all other influencers of philanthropic 

engagement, bringing the total number of predetermined factors to 14.   

These 14 factors were selected because they were the most cited explanations for engagement in 

the participants from past studies, with the seven faces of philanthropy serving as the original seven factors 

in the coding handbook. Each factor represents an overall feeling or explanation summed up into a single 

word as opposed to the entire phrase i.e. a student indicating that they want to help others to build and or 
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gain knowledge/skills/abilities so that they can help themselves would be associated with the “UPLIFTER” 

as a factor for their philanthropic engagement. Ultimately after further examination of interview transcripts 

and emerging themes, the 14 factors were consolidated down to eight factors for philanthropic 

engagement and/or motivation. As with the seven faces of philanthropy established by Prince and Files 

(1994), the factors identified and discussed in this study are not intended to be all inclusive, with 

individuals expected to have multiple factors which influence their individual decisions for engagement. 

These factors are meant more as a segmentation tool for better appealing to the intrinsic motivators of the 

intended audience, thus increasing likelihood of successful outcomes. 

Evolution of Higher Education Fundraising & Development Practices 

History 

Philanthropic giving in higher education goes back hundreds of years, with one of the earliest 

examples being John Harvard’s bequest of half of his estate to aid in the creation of his namesake 

institution Harvard University in 1639 (Miller, 2011). Harvard University is also credited with the 

introduction of solicitation materials in their fund-raising efforts specifically through their use of their 

promotional document New England's First Fruits which was first published in 1643. This approach helped 

the institution to garner its first gifts, which laid the foundations for their endowment fund which now 

totals $37.6 billion U.S. dollars (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 

2018). In keeping with their history of firsts, in 1669 Harvard was also the first higher education institution 

in the United States to launch a capital campaign, which aided in the construction of a new facility. 

Harvard’s successful fund-raising efforts in 1721 sparked a trend within leadership at the other colonial 

colleges with fund raising rising in prominence as a major function of the college president. 

In the early days of higher education operations, it was commonplace for presidents and other 

institutional leaders to solicit funds on behalf of their institutions, due to the lack of staff positions 

specifically dedicated to act in this capacity. This changed in the early part of the 20th century with The 

University of Pittsburgh’s hiring of Charles Sumner Ward in 1914 to conduct one of their campaigns. Capital 
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campaigns existed in a sense; however, Ward approached the task differently than others leading 

campaigns during the time. He used a strategic approach, utilizing networks including specific leaders, 

working to better promote the campaign, establishing set deadlines throughout the campaign, and better 

managed reporting practices. This approach worked for Ward and soon after, he recognized an opportunity 

existed, and established his own consulting firm, which managed capital campaigns for colleges (Miller, 

2011). Within a few years, many institutions followed suit, creating a position specifically dedicated to this 

function on campus. 

With professional staff in place specifically focused on fundraising efforts at many schools, the 

focus of leadership during the early 20th century was on securing external funding to provide the 

institution with resources to aid in projects and research.  This coincided with increased interest and 

support from private donors who provided institutions with large sums of money. These donors desired to 

aid in shaping the environments in which they lived through private foundations. The money provided 

through these foundations and private donors became a primary source of funding for university led 

research through grant allocations and postdoctoral fellowships. Two of the biggest philanthropists to 

emerge during this period are still recognized today as amongst the most influential philanthropist in 

United States history, John D. Rockefeller, and Andrew Carnegie. These men donated large sums of money 

directed towards causes they deemed important including support search of top institutions, establishing 

free libraries, and helping to alleviate issues impacting the less fortunate (Miller, 2011). Another shift that 

occurred was the growth in popularity of using campaigns to raise funds for the institution. Prior to the late 

1930s and early 1940s, most colleges and universities would not conduct campaigns more than twice in 

each ten-year period. This changed due to the economic growth in the United States after World War II, 

which served as a catalyst (Miller, 2011).  

Due to growing enrollments, rapidly expanding campuses and operations institutions faced 

increased costs to meet the needs of their growing student bodies. They also realized a need for more 

organized and strategic fundraising staff. In 1958, the American Alumni Council (AAC) and the American 

College Public Relations Association (ACPRA) hosted a three-day meeting known as the Greenbrier 
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Conference on Advancing Understanding and Support of Higher Education at the Greenbrier resort in West 

Virginia. This event was attended by over 70 college presidents, trustees, advancement staff, as well as 

individuals from outside the field of higher education including business leaders, PR organizations, and 

professional fundraisers.  

This meeting led to the creation of the Greenbrier Report, referred to as the most significant 

advancement document of the decade. In 1974, the American Alumni Council (AAC) and the American 

College Public Relations Association (ACPRA) merged into the organization now known as the Council for 

Advancement and Support of Education (CASE). CASE is a professional association serving educational 

institutions and the advancement professionals who work on their behalf in alumni relations, 

communications, development, marketing, and allied areas. CASE helps its members build stronger 

relationships with their alumni and donors, raise funds for campus projects, produce recruitment materials, 

market their institutions to prospective students, diversify the profession, and foster public support of 

education (Retrieved October 18, 2016, from http://www.case.org/About_CASE.html). 

As the fundraising field has evolved, the idea of the campaign and its capacities has also grown, 

with many schools perpetually being in some stage of the campaign mode. We now live in the world where 

a billion-dollar-campaign Is not uncommon for some higher education institutions. These campaigns are 

managed by entire teams of advancement and development professionals utilizing sophisticated 

technologies and methods to ensure that they are a success. These more strategic and involved campaigns 

have helped some of the more elite institutions to swell their endowments. According to the U.S. 

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (2016), at the end of fiscal year 2013, 

colleges and universities had endowments collectively totaling $467 billion, which was an increase of 10 

percent from the $425 billion in endowments at the start of the fiscal year. The largest endowments in 

2013 were held by Harvard University ($33 billion), Yale University ($21 billion), the University of Texas 

System ($20 billion), Princeton University  ($19 billion), and Stanford University ($19 billion) (U.S. 

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2016). 
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Increasing Importance of Alumni Philanthropic Support 

Giving from private external groups acts as a major source of many colleges’ and universities’ 

discretionary funds. These donations provide the schools with the ability to be more innovative, become 

less risk averse, and make investments for future benefits (Baade & Sundberg, 1996; Leslie & Ramey, 

1988). Recognizing the importance of alumni support, it is essential to understand their motivations for 

giving and how this works in conjunction with the relationship they may have with their alma mater in 

order to learn how to maintain and improve that relationship in the future (Hurvitz, 2010).  

Though they are one of the major sources of support for many institutions, it cannot be assumed 

that alumni will automatically become donors. The natural affinity that many alumni have towards their 

alma mater does not mean that this affinity will translate into a willingness to respond to solicitation 

requests, especially from graduates of public institutions (Pumerantz, 2005). One factor that has been 

shown to increase the likelihood of a successful ask was having the person making the ask clearly and 

effectively communicating the institutional vision and needs (Pumerantz, 2005); another influence is having 

students be educated in concepts of philanthropy.  

As a teaching strategy, student philanthropy education has experienced growth in the size and 

scope of projects and formats, as evidenced by the increased use of the direct giving model (Olberding, 

2012). Since the early 2000’s, college professors have recognized the strengths of teaching the concepts of 

student philanthropy and the practice has grown nationally, having been integrated into the coursework 

and practices of at least 40 colleges and universities. This trend is expected to grow according to a survey 

of faculty members and administrators, with findings showing more instructors indicating they plan to 

incorporate the lessons into their coursework (Millisor & Olberding, 2009). Faculty and administrators at 

institutions that have begun using student philanthropy concepts in their lessons report they have been 

contacted by other colleges and universities interested in starting their own student philanthropy course or 

program (Olberding, 2012). 
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Incorporating Students into Campus Philanthropy 

Though Harvard had been engaged in the solicitation of donors as early as 1641, it took over 200 

years before they implemented their 1st class gift campaign in 1881, which raised over $113,750 for the 

institution, roughly $2,874.942.03 in 2020 dollars, (Hurvitz, 2010). The role of the student in fundraising for 

the institution has steadily increased since Harvard’s 1881 campaign. One of the next major examples of 

the utilization of students in college and university advancement efforts was the work of Lyman L. Pierce, 

often recognized as one of the preeminent figures in the history of fundraising within higher education. 

Pierce launched a student led campaign at Stanford in 1922, with a goal of raising $200,000 (roughly 

$2,842,642.86 in 2016) for the school (Hurvitz, 2010).  

After this campaign, Pierce next took his talents to the University of Minnesota where he initiated 

another successful student led fundraising campaign. This campaign tasked students to raise 25% of the 

school’s overall total for the campaign, which they surpassed, of with 30% of the funds for the campaign 

raised. Their efforts were greater than both faculty (six times more than faculty) and alumni (70% more 

than that of alumni) pledges. With the success of student led campaigns, and the increased focus on alumni 

giving beginning to take root as a norm in fundraising practices, the appearance and role of the student 

alumni association began to become more prominent.  

The 1970s was a pivotal time for student alumni associations, with colleges and universities 

investing more labor and financial resources into the groups and being intentional in their efforts towards 

them. The intent was to align groups with campus initiatives, work to get students better informed of the 

roles of the association and communicating the importance of remaining engaged as an alumnus (Miller, 

2011). Drezner (2008) reports that many schools at that time were shaping their efforts to mirror those of 

organizations and groups such as private women’s colleges, the pre-alumni council of the United Negro 

College Fund, and religiously affiliated schools. Drezner (2008) also reports schools were becoming better 

at using segmentation to shape solicitation efforts, designing ask vehicles and materials that would better 

appeal to specific populations within alumni groups. 
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Establishing “A Culture of Philanthropy” on campus 

Culture of Philanthropy 

To create and shape a culture of philanthropy on campus, leadership needs to understand what it 

means to have a culture of philanthropy, and what steps must be taken to ensure it is done successfully. As 

recently as Bennett’s 2013 work, there were few definitions available for the term “culture of 

philanthropy” as it was still a relatively new term in the advancement world. The definition used by Bennett 

that is considered in this current study was taken from the W.K. Kellogg Foundation’s report on 

philanthropy (2008) which stated “A culture of philanthropy brings people together to foster a shared 

responsibility for the quality of life in our community and sets about transforming an institution’s culture 

from the inside out”.  

With an established culture of philanthropy, students will have been exposed to messaging and 

activities throughout matriculation that have instilled and reinforced the importance of giving back, 

especially to their alma mater, thus creating a pipeline of engaged students to engaged alumni. To aid in 

this cultivation and further increase the likelihood of ongoing financial support to the institution after 

graduation and achieving “alumnus” status, there needs to be intentionality in the efforts made by 

leadership. This includes presenting students with a meaningful exposure to fundraising practices, working 

to instill a sense of appreciation and gratitude for the time on campus, and allowing opportunities for giving 

to become part of their norm (Miller, 2011). While many institutions are seeking to incorporate a culture of 

philanthropy into their campus life, there are no set standards or practices for doing so, and with the 

variety that exists between institutions of higher education, it would be highly unlikely that one model 

would fit all institutions (Pumerantz, 2005). It can be assumed that a culture of philanthropy exists when all 

members of the campus community understand, embody, and act accordingly with regards to their 

philanthropic duties in a collaborative and donor focused manner (Karen Osborne -W.K. Kellogg 

Foundation’s report on philanthropy, 2008). 
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Most colleges and universities across the United States do not have an established culture of 

philanthropy within their general student body. It is important that leadership makes a conscious effort to 

first understand the existing culture of their institution, examining the ways in which they can incorporate 

meaningful change through the introduction of new ideas and practices. They also need to identify new 

efforts which will be embraced and perpetuated throughout the campus within both the student and 

administrative bodies, as well as what tools and metrics will be used to track changes and analyze 

outcomes (Olberding, 2012). The actions of leadership, students, campus policies and operations, as well 

as messages promoted through official channels, influence the existing culture of the institution. 

Leadership can begin to identify how desired changes could be incorporated that would be compatible 

with the present culture, encourages buy- in from students, while normalizing desired behaviors, and 

helping the new culture to become engrained on campus, resulting in increased involvement in desired 

activities (Miller, 2011). 

The goal of leadership when it comes to establishing a culture of philanthropy on campus should 

be to increase the understanding and level of engagement of those on campus in activities that will help 

to instill a commitment not just to service or philanthropy, but specifically to encourage continued 

philanthropic engagement with their alma mater (Olberding, 2012). This means that it is imperative that 

all initiatives developed around the goal allow students to be able to make the connection between their 

philanthropic involvement as an undergrad, and the ways in which this translates to their future 

involvement as an alumnus (Hurvitz, 2010). This shift in the intentional education of students being more 

specific about their expected role as alumni especially as it pertains to philanthropic giving and 

engagement with their alma mater is important because it cannot be assumed that the knowledge or 

behaviors will be inherent (Paull, Scott, MacCallum, Walker, Omari, Young, Haski-Leventhal, & Holmes, 

2015). 

Faculty/Administrators Role in Building the Campus ‘Culture of Philanthropy’ 

While building the student/alumni donor base may be thought of solely as a task of the school’s 

fundraising department, the onus is not solely on those working in development or advancement. 
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Examining the many ways in which administrators work to create a culture of philanthropy on college 

campuses, it is evident that there will need to be a concerted effort across departments as no one 

department can successfully plan and incorporate activities which would bring about desired outcomes 

alone. With an increased focus on building and maintaining a culture of philanthropy on campus, 

institutions must be committed to making the cultivation of the current student body a priority, committing 

the monetary and people resources needed to be successful (Pumerantz, 2005). Ultimately, the goal should 

be to have the entire campus engaged in and building the understanding of students and alumni that 

philanthropy is the lifeblood of the institution, and to have all departments engaged in some capacity to 

advance this line of thought (Bennett, 2013). 

Colleges and universities across the country have varying capacities that affect their ability to 

establish or enhance their campus cultures depending on available resources impacting the strategies 

created and the methods used to introduce changes to campus. Understanding that there needs to be 

campus- wide collaboration, there are some administrative staff that should be amongst the primary 

leaders in these efforts. Of course the school’s advancement and development teams would be one of the 

departments on campus most responsible for pushing this agenda as any adjustments to existing 

fundraising strategies would need to funnel through them to determine how they align with current plans, 

advancement operations, and leadership priorities (Bennett, 2013). The president of the institution is also 

a major player in these efforts; it is estimated that upwards of 35 percent of their schedule is dedicated to 

fundraising initiatives in some capacity. 

Alumni relations and student activities are two other departments that play an important role in 

shaping and influencing student philanthropic engagement, and thus ultimately a sustained culture of 

philanthropy on campus. Through strategic collaboration of these departments, a common message and 

theme should be prevalent across campus, with students having multiple touch points throughout their 

matriculation, with each department further reinforcing the importance of current and future giving 

(Hurvitz, 2010). These departments should work together to encourage the desired outcome, providing 

students the opportunity to be exposed to and engage in giving (especially to the school) as early and 
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frequently as possible in their undergraduate careers. This behavior can reinforce and promote future 

giving, as prior giving to the institution has a positive correlation with giving rates as an alumnus with those 

giving sooner having a higher likelihood of not just giving but giving at higher rates later in life (Freeland, 

Spenner, & McCalmon, 2015). 

To improve outcomes, and potentially increase levels of student and ultimately alumni 

philanthropic engagement, colleges and universities need to be more intentional, improving their 

messaging and communication practices on the topic to students during matriculation. Schein's (1992) 

theory on socialization emphasizes the need for organizations to take a more active and deliberate role in 

communicating and teaching what they want members of their community to know. In order to instill and 

build upon a culture of philanthropy on campus, a solid plan for communicating the goals, needs, and 

importance of donors’ gifts must be created and phased into the campus through consistent and constant 

message points in different offices/departments in a manner that is developmentally appropriate for 

students (Olberding, Neikirk, & Ng 2010). 

Alumni/Students’ Growing Role in Building the Campus ‘Culture of Philanthropy’ 

Reductions in funding from external sources have caused colleges and universities to be more 

creative in the ways in which they address and approach their fundraising. To address these shortcomings, 

many schools have increased their fundraising and development efforts, working to become more strategic 

in their efforts (Pumerantz, 2005). In order to aid in their plans to decrease the level of reliance upon 

external funding to meet institutional needs, development staff are working to design best practices for 

engaging other sources including current students and alumni (McAlexander & Koenig, 2012). 

Unfortunately, Miller, (2011) found that there is little information available to development staff 

on what motivates current students to begin thinking about and engaging in giving, which is one of the 

most important pieces of data needed to make these plans work. To address these shortcomings, 

researchers have begun to study the intrinsic and extrinsic motivations of donors and volunteers to gauge 

what influences participation of students and alumni (Drezner, 2009). This brings us to the last, and most 
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important constituent groups needed to have a sustained culture of philanthropy on campus, alumni, and 

the current student body. 

To encourage sustained philanthropic support by students and alumni for their alma mater, it is 

important for institutions to create and promote programs and initiatives that help in shaping a giving 

culture.  Waiting and hoping that students will graduate and naturally become engaged alumni can be 

detrimental to an institution as the behaviors and pattern of giving must be modeled to and learned by 

undergraduate students in many cases. It should also not be assumed that students will inherently 

understand what it takes or means to be “good alumni” solely through their matriculation. This is a life 

skill/lesson that must be taught and modeled (Hurvitz, 2011). The school that does not commit to investing 

necessary resources into its institutional advancement efforts designed to treat students as alumni-in –

training run the risk of financial shortcomings in the future. This could result in the inability to successfully 

recruit and retain qualified faculty, staff, and students, as well as have an impact on current and future 

programmatic offerings (Pumerantz, 2005).  

While it may seem logical to assume that the same tactics used for the alumni population would 

also work with the current student population this is not a guarantee as it does not examine the many 

intricacies both obvious and subtle that shape the frame of reference of the individuals or groups (Hurvitz, 

2011). With the desired outcome ultimately being to create a dedicate group of alumni donors, it is 

important to understand what shapes and influences students during undergraduate matriculation that can 

lead to these outcomes.  

Part of what needs to be communicated to current students to aid in their development towards 

becoming good alumni is an understanding of how an institution operates. Professionals working in the 

field of higher education development, specifically working with alumni donors, report that one of the 

biggest hurdles they encounter is the lack of knowledge students have about how institutional finances 

work and for what purpose. This is especially true when it comes to understanding of the school’s 

endowment and the different ways in which these funds can and cannot be used (Olberding, 2012). It is 

believed that by promoting the philanthropic values and expectations of the institution to the students 
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earlier it would encourage them to be engaged as alumni beyond making just the occasional gift or having 

minimal participation. In addition, the long-term goal is to have these values ingrained in the culture of the 

school and be present in the student body and alumni groups (Pumerantz,2005). Relationships between 

students, alumni, and the institution are important because they set the standard for future exchanges and 

will often dictate whether students and alumni will become and continue to be donors in the future 

(Waters, 2018). To expect a lifetime of support and for alumni to develop an affinity for their alma mater, 

development staff need to work to establish a positive relationship with current students, recognizing their 

role as potential donors.  

Millennials and Generation Z  

The “Millennial” 

Understanding what motivates millennial philanthropic behaviors as it pertains to giving 

patterns/preferences, service/volunteerism, and communication will be of utmost importance for higher 

education institutions to thrive in the future (Taylor & Skeeter, 2010). Colleges and universities especially 

need to determine how to communicate with millennials and members of Generation Z most effectively as 

they make up almost the entire student body and most of the young alumni (ten years or less) population.  

In the Fall of 2016 approximately 20.5 million students enrolled at a college or university 

throughout the United States (17.5 million as undergraduates). A breakdown of this figure finds that there 

are more full- time students than part-time were enrolled, females outnumbered males 11.7 million to 8.8 

million, and the average undergraduate college student was under the age of 25 with 40% of all 18- to 24-

year-olds in the U.S. being enrolled in college) (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2015).To truly impact the 

culture of giving on current college campuses and achieve long- lasting effects it is important to first 

understand the current population which makes up the vast majority of college and university students 

nationally of college, millennials and generation Z. There needs to be an understanding of their 

motivations, and the best ways to incorporate them into existing and future planning and operations.  
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The term millennial was first used by William Strauss and Neil Howe (1991) in their book 

Generations: The History of America’s Future, 1584 to 2069. The term was, however, not created by the 

two, but by the members of the generation themselves via a national poll as a means of distinguishing who 

they thought they were and what distinguished their generation from generations of the past. Further 

adding to the confusion of defining the millennial generation is the lack of an agreed upon date to serve as 

the cutoff mark from the transition from Generation X to Millennial. Some dates that have been proposed 

as the birth of the millennial includes those born between 1980-2001 (according to- Pew Research 3 The 

Importance of the Next Generation and Why They Matter to YouCenter), 1984-2004 (according to- The 

Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement), and those born in 1978 (The New 

Politics Institute and the Center for American Progress, (Saratovsky, & Feldman, 2013). 

Also, in 1991, Tim Berners-Lee, a computer programmer, established a method of using the 

internet, not just for the transmission of files, but as an interconnected “web” that could be accessed by 

anyone using the internet. Berners-Lee’s work was expanded upon in 1992 when a group of students and 

researchers at the University of Illinois created the browser that would later become Netscape 

(History.com, 2010). This new development provided users a user-friendly tool to navigate the internet, 

allowing for the first time, words, and pictures to be viewed at the same time on the same page. This was 

also the first time that scrollbars and live links would be used in navigation. What truly increased the 

internet’s trajectory in usage and incorporation into the daily lives of U.S. citizens was Congress’ decision 

to allow the web to be used for commercial purposes (History.com, 2010).  

Using the current breakdown of college students as a benchmark, partnered with information 

from History.com (2010), the “millennial” for the purpose of this study will be those I categorize as “native 

millennials”, another term for Generation Z. I am defining native millennials/generation Z members as 

those born starting in the year 1992. This year was selected as it corresponds with the birth of what we 

now consider to be the World Wide Web.  

As such, anyone born after 1991 was born into a world already linked together through the 

tendrils of the World Wide Web and are natives of this new world. This native millennial status has been 
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touched upon in many studies when researchers inquire as to what is unique about this group. Taylor and 

Skeeter (2010) report that most millennials believe that their group is unique and holds an identity that is 

distinctive to them, with their comfort and use of technology being one of the most common things that 

distinguish their generation; this generation is truly  unique in that they only know a connected world.  

The “Millennial” and Philanthropy 

One third of households with income of at least $75,000 are led by a person under the age of 45. 

Donors with a greater giving capacity are typically going to provide larger donations to the organizations 

that they support. In order to tap into this growing pool of potential donors, fundraisers have to 

understand what motivates those in this group, especially as this group ages into their prime donating 

years, which generally ties into the years that they make the most money, 45 years and above (Brown & 

Kou, 2003). Some of the organizational factors that developers are aware of that influence millennial 

donors’ decisions to give includes organizational diversity and diversity within leadership; styles of 

leadership; making impactful and strategic connections between volunteers and solicitors; and, 

communicating the impact of gifts on organization operations. These motivations are amongst the factors 

that distinguishes millennials from older generations (Brown & Kou, 2003). Organizations that fail to make 

an effort to engage millennials and members of generation Z, or do so in an ineffective manner are placing 

the future success of their organization in danger as they will be forced to play catch- up once millennials 

and generation Z members have aged instead of cultivating the relationships early on (Saratovsky & 

Feldman, 2013). 

Generation Z and philanthropic giving 

Generation Z is the demographic cohort that follows millennials. Research on philanthropic efforts 

of members of generation Z is scant and therefore literature presented will be focused on millennial 

philanthropic engagement. There is also a focus on millennials with this literature review as there is no one 

set standard for what establishes one as a millennial, with overlap existing between the two groups 

depending upon the defined range used to categorize the group, for instance the oldest millennial based 
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on accepted dates would be about 36 years old and the youngest only 12 years old (Saratovsky & Feldman, 

2013). With such a widespread in demographics, development staff will need to understand how to best 

reach members of this group, and how to continue to engage with them as they transition from student to 

alumnus. Millennials have regularly been found to want to connect, become more involved, and contribute 

to organizations and causes that hold importance in their lives. 

With any fundraising efforts, it is imperative that the organization understands their donor 

constituent group including what motivates them to give, as well as donor expectations of gift recognition. 

With millennials, some of the most important factors surrounding their contributions are the questions of 

what the impact of their gift will be, the ways in which it will be used, their ability to influence how and 

where the gift is used, and what access is provided to the donor within the organization. These areas have 

always been important to donors; however, millennials are more open about these questions, and their 

expectation of acceptable answers, regardless of the size of the donation (Johnson, 2016). This is even 

more important for fundraisers to understand about millennials because a majority of those within the 

group share the belief that helping people and addressing issues they face are more important than being 

committed to a specific organization, institution, or group (Taylor & Skeeter, 2010). This means that 

crafting the right message about how donations will improve the organization or those they serve can 

vastly improve donor contributions. 

When designing cultivation strategies to increase levels of philanthropic engagement of 

millennials and generation Z, fundraising and development staff need to have a better understanding of 

the group. In recent years, millennials have shown themselves to be a major influencer on the 

philanthropic landscape, forcing organizations, colleges/universities, foundations, and other groups that 

rely on donor dollars to adjust their operations. Millennials have embraced and promoted more of a 

consumer centered stance when it comes to how they engage in philanthropy. In the past, high value 

donors were provided access to information about the organization, how monies are used, and what 

donors could support. Now, millennials are expecting the same level of transparency from the 

organization, no matter the size of their donation (Johnson, 2016). 
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A difference that exists between millennials and generation Z and their predecessors was the 

exposure to service and volunteerism while in their primary and secondary schools. Millennials and 

members of Generation Z were often required to complete a formalized volunteer program during high 

school, completing a set number of hours to graduate (Saratovsky & Feldman, 2013). This exposure to both 

long-term and episodic service opportunities early on, as well as the messaging coming from outside 

groups such as AmeriCorps and Peace Corps, have presented volunteerism and philanthropy as not just a 

nice thing to do to but as something that is expected. Many millennials feel a personal stake in shaping the 

world, making a difference in their local communities and beyond with 63% of millennials reporting feeling 

personally responsible for shepherding these changes (Gordon, 2007). 

Growing Role of Identity on Fundraising and Development Efforts 

Institutional Ethnic Diversity Growth 

In 2014, there were roughly 12 million college students under the age of 25 enrolled in college. 

The fall of 2016 saw the number of undergraduate students enrolled in the nation’s colleges and 

universities rise to 17 million. These increased enrollments mean that 40% of all native millennials (18- to 

24-year-olds) in the U.S. now are enrolled in an institution of higher education (U.S. Department of 

Commerce, 2015). Many colleges and universities have also seen the makeup of the student body on 

campus become more racially and ethnically diverse. This is due in large part to the increase number of 

Black and Hispanic students who are attending college. Black students now represent 14.5 percent of the 

college population; Hispanic students account for 16.5 percent (U.S. Department of Commerce, 2015). As 

the United States continues to experience a shift in the demographic makeup of its citizenry, the number 

of students attending college from underrepresented populations is steadily growing towards becoming 

the majority. 

Increased diversity in higher education means that there needs to be increased efforts to identify 

and incorporate practices that are more inclusive. Successful organizations will be those that have 

embraced these changes and work promoting these populations. Organizations that want to survive and 
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thrive will have to adapt and improve their efforts to ensure that information and solicitations sent out 

are also diverse and not one size fits all. Colleges and universities that fail to try to understand their 

current and recent graduates’ motivations for philanthropic engagement potentially can find themselves 

underfunded and under- resourced as private philanthropy and alumni contributions are a large part of 

the funding formula (Wagner, 2003). Recognizing this shift in student and alumni demographics, 

researchers have increased the focus on the ways in which the experiences of those from 

underrepresented groups can potentially impact future philanthropic engagement (Vervoort & Gasman, 

2016). 

Drezner and Garvey (2015) have pointed out that it can be difficult for institutions to establish 

meaningful networks with alumni from diverse backgrounds because many members from these groups 

report feeling alienated and marginalized while students and disconnected and essentially 

disenfranchised from their alma maters once graduated. Bias perpetuated by development staff can 

create barriers between themselves and alumni from underrepresented groups, ultimately negatively 

impacting their ability to establish healthy and productive working relationships. Wagner (2003) highlights 

biases applicable to the fundraising and philanthropy fields, including exclusion and invisibility, imbalance 

and selectivity, unreality, stereotyping, fragmentation and isolation, and linguistic bias.  

Institutional Sexual Identity/Orientation Diversity Growth 

Colleges and universities across the U.S. have also experienced a growth in the number of LGBTQI 

individuals that are visibly represented on campus. As with other groups on campus, there is no single 

standard or universal homogeneity amongst this group of students and young alumni. Many LGBTQI 

students and alumni report feeling unsupported while on campus. They also share that in many cases they 

felt isolated, and overall report having had an unhappy or less satisfying experience than their heterosexual 

peers (Drezner & Garvey, 2015). Having a less positive experience while on campus has resulted in some 

LGBTQI individuals opting not to support their alma mater either through financial contributions, 

volunteering, or providing another form of philanthropy for the institution environment (Vervoort & 

Gasman, 2016). Recognizing that even those within a “singular” group (white, Black, gay, transgendered) 
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have different experiences, cultures, and perceptions of the same environment (Vervoort & Gasman, 

2016), administrators need to consider how those differences can impact future giving. 

In addition to ethnicity and sexual orientation, gender is also an important factor that fundraisers 

need to be aware of in their efforts, as it has been found to be another key indicator of alumni donor 

participation (Dugan, Mullin, & Siegfried, 2000). According to the U.S. Department of Commerce (2015) 

female students outnumber their male peers 11.7 million to 8.8 million. This creates an opportunity for 

advancement staff to adjust institutional practices and communications, shaping them into a message that 

better resonates and connects with women students and alumni.  

Influencers of Undergraduate Student Motivations/Engagement on Philanthropic Acts 

This study attempted to identify if the primary motivations for philanthropic engagement can be 

determined amongst undergraduate students, primarily generation Z. This information would be useful to 

fundraising and development professionals for segmentation and strategic planning purposes allowing for 

efforts to be created targeting specific student groups. With little information available about the 

philanthropic engagement of Generation Z at the time of this study, data on millennials was used as they 

are the closest in age; this provided some starting points from which assumptions can be developed for 

the motivations of generation Z. 

Though millennials and Gen Z members appear to have a strong commitment to philanthropy, 

their ability to make large monetary donations as a group is limited. This is not to say that they do not give, 

it is just that when they give, they give less per interaction. Millennials are however open to making more 

frequent donations in smaller increments, with 52% reporting they would be interested in making a 

regular monthly contribution (Taylor & Skeeter, 2010). 

Organizations must approach the millennial differently than past generations because they desire 

to be more deeply engaged, going beyond the simple transaction of writing a check and having that be the 

totality of their support. There needs to be an opportunity to emphasize the call to action and personal 

connection (Pysenr, 2014). The Nonprofit Quarterly is a report that monitors the social impact and 
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engagement of millennials. Their findings show that millennials are more interested in addressing causes 

in order to help other people, and not concerned with specific institutions; influenced by peer; consider all 

of their philanthropic initiatives to be of equal importance regardless of the method (time, money, 

knowledge, network); and, want to be able to impact the cause without needing to be physically present 

on site to do so (Pysenr, 2014). Another area of importance for millennials when deciding which causes to 

support are the ways in which they can personalize the experience to ensure that options are customized 

to fit their wants and needs. Institutions must consider the different ways in which programs and 

initiatives can be implemented that resonate with prospective millennial donors, helping them to see the 

impact of their involvement (Brown & Kou, 2003).  

With increasing demographic shifts in higher education, administrators need to establish practices 

that are viewed as inclusive of all populations on campus. Students and alumni from underrepresented 

groups on some campuses report feeling disconnected, dismissed, ignored, and disenfranchised at their 

schools during matriculation and thus are not motivated to give back once graduated (Affleck, 2004; 

Drezner, 2010). To aid in building and/or reestablishing trust with the institution, it is imperative that 

colleges and universities have an open line of communication with students and alumni, making it known 

what specific initiatives donations support, helping them to see the impact of gifts made. Institutional 

advancement and development staff also need to be willing to address issues and concerns head on, 

working to identify practices that may perpetuate negative feelings and providing opportunities for 

students and alumni voices to be heard and considered when planning for future activities (Garvey & 

Drezner, 2013; Waters, 2009). By addressing these issues, institutions may see the level of mistrust and 

apathy towards alumni and student giving amongst historically disenfranchised groups decrease over time 

(Gasman, 2002). 

Studies have found women to be more altruistic and empathic than men (Paulin, Ferguson, 

Schattke, & Jost, 2014) though men tend to give larger gifts to their alma mater, which could be attributed 

to income disparity between men and women. Women have been found to be more generous, 

contributing a larger share of their available funds as alumni (Truitt, 2013). Early on, young women (17 to 
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19 years old) have been found to be more inclined to support charities. This desire to support lessens as 

they grow older, especially in the act of fundraising for a cause (Hart, 2011). As many young women 

entering college are members of this cohort, development staff have the opportunity to work on 

cultivating long -lasting relationships, encouraging continued support for the institution through strategic 

and intentional efforts, especially in the realm of social networking, and tapping into women’s tendencies 

and apparent preferences for more communal and relational experiences and opportunities (Paulin et al., 

2014). 

Despite initial low returns, by investing resources into the development of fundraising programs, 

practices, and initiatives that affect a diverse student and alumni population, colleges and universities can 

reap long-term benefits including the establishment of a culture of philanthropy on campus. Students 

having been exposed to these new efforts may begin to view themselves as agents of the change, taking 

personal responsibility for further promoting the practices, aiding in establishing them as norms, 

ultimately becoming completely engrained into the fabric of campus culture (Hurvitz, 2010). To truly be 

successful in these efforts, higher education administrators and scholars need to develop a more 

comprehensive understanding of the ways in which culture, identity, ethnicity, and gender impact native 

and adapted millennials’ motivations for becoming engaged philanthropically with their school. 

Methods of Philanthropic Engagement for Millennials and Generation Z 

Millennial and generation Z philanthropic engagement is not limited solely to financial support or 

monetary contributions. To this group, philanthropy encompasses a wider array of opportunities, and all 

are important when considering ways to cultivate the relationship. In addition to money, the different 

philanthropic methods utilized by millennials include sharing of knowledge, the passing on of skills, 

information, and ability to address an issue or need. Sharing of Time involves the actual time spent 

engaged in support of an initiative or organization in a voluntary capacity eliminating the need for a paid 

person. Sharing of Emotions, means using the power of feelings to influence others to support in some 

capacity (elitedaily.com, 2016). 
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It is important for organizations to recognize that viewing philanthropy as solely a monetary 

transaction would disregard the many other non-monetary contributions that can be provided by 

millennials and generation Z. With cultivation and solicitation of these donors, organizations need to be 

flexible in the ways in which they communicate their needs and how they can be met through donation in 

other forms, such as giving of their time, talent, voice, and network. 

Utilization of Network/Voice 

Recognizing that attempting to solicit money from millennials and members of Generation Z 

may not reap the best rewards now, organizations can investigate other more impactful methods, 

primarily the use of their network and their voice, both of which can have a significant impact on an 

organization. Both groups can contribute their voice in support of an organization, serving as an 

ambassador or spokesperson, educating others on the cause or organizational needs. Utilization of 

networks takes place when they promote a message through their personal and professional networks, 

leveraging relationships and trust to solicit others to also support a cause or mission important to them. 

For any organization to grow and thrive, millennial and generation Z involvement and engagement will 

have to be included amongst the top priorities.  

One of the primary methods in which this should be accomplished is the integration of social 

media into their operations (Paulin, Ferguson, Jost, & Fallu, 2014). Social media ranks so highly in the 

planning and implantation phase because it is the primary method of communication amongst millennials 

and members of the Gen z group to communicate their support of a cause or mission that they support, as 

well as to solicit friend to also lend support to the cause (Paulin, Ferguson, Jost, & Fallu, 2014). Through the 

large networks that exist amongst many millennials and gen z, the development staff at colleges and 

universities could extend the reach of their message and solicit a larger group of individuals through their 

current student body and alumni groups. 

Taylor and Skeeter (2010) found that 81 % of individuals between 18 and 24 years of age (native 

millennials) have created their own social media platform, compared with just 66% of people between 25 
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and 29 years of age (adapted millennials). This difference is also seen in the frequency of use with 58% of 

native millennials reporting that they visit their preferred social media site daily, compared to just 48% of 

adapted millennials (Taylor & Skeeter, 2010). Though there are clear differences with the ways and rate of 

social media by those in the millennial group, institutions are still able to have a larger reach, and can 

contact more individuals using various platforms. With the strategic use of students and young alumni in 

communicating messages from the school to those within their networks, institutions can establish new 

connections as well as work to reconnect in a more meaningful and impactful way (Rosso, 2003).  

Again, it is important to understand that membership in either group does not mean that all 

behaviors can or will be the same. Looking at the millennial population, there are noticeable differences 

with the types and frequency of online and wireless usage. An example where this can be seen is in the 

differing behaviors of those who have attended college versus those who have not whereas Millennials 

who have attended college are more likely to be online, watching and posting digital content, and text in a 

24-hour span than millennials with no college experience (Taylor & Skeeter, 2010). Recognizing that there 

is variance in usage of the internet and social media platforms, researchers have an opportunity to learn 

more about what influences millennial behavior in determining which platform or service to use (Paulin, 

Ferguson, Schattke, & Jost, 2014). With this knowledge, administrators can determine which platforms 

appeal best to which constituent groups and perform targeted outreach. 

TIME Magazine created a tool that allows Twitter users to determine the value of their account 

based upon factors such as length of time as a member, number of tweets sent, number of followers, etc. 

This project highlighted the fact that even absent monetary exchanges the use or access to one’s network 

has value, and as a philanthropic tool provides many unique opportunities. This is more evident when 

considering celebrities and the ways in which they use their social media platforms to promote products for 

companies that have paid them to be spokespeople. They have monetized their accounts for profit; the 

same can be done for philanthropic efforts. 

Seventy-five percent of millennials report that they share information on their various social 

media platforms, 51 percent of respondents report that they have forwarded information or asks from 
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others in the past year in an email, and 22 percent of respondents said that they interact with nonprofit 

organizations by sharing updates, upcoming events/activities, and photos/videos through their mobile 

phones (Taylor & Skeeter, 2010). This presents an opportunity to connect to a large network of people that 

are already willingly interacting and sharing information with each other. The use of networks to aid in 

philanthropic efforts already takes place at most organizations; this just provides them with a way to 

increase their digital presence. 

In addition to the role of networks, the use of “voice” is another way in which millennials engage 

philanthropically that exists outside of the traditional views of what constitutes philanthropy. The use of 

one’s voice involves acting as a spokesperson or advocate for a cause, group, or effort. Pysenr (2014) 

suggests that those within this group could be viewed more as brand ambassadors than just donors since 

they actively leverage their emotional and social media currency within their connections and networks to 

raise visibility for what is important to them. This has the effect of influencing the behaviors of those they 

encounter online and in real life. To capitalize on this, development staff need to work to position the 

institution to be viewed as an ideal fit for the philanthropic tendencies of millennial students and alumni. 

The goal is to increase the knowledge of the audience and to influence action of some sort. The connection 

between the use of networks and the use of voice for philanthropic involvement in a well-tailored message 

from an individual which captures the heart of an ask that can be sent out to your existing network, and 

through the simple editing of some phrases or content, resonating with different groups within your 

network. 

Guiding Theories and Frameworks 

Student Engagement, Involvement, and Development 

The student role in establishing a “culture of philanthropy” can be examined through the lens of 

student development theory. Student develop theory recognizes that students are positioned to serve as a 

primary surrogate for the movement, as they are able to take what they have learned and then share the 

ideas and values instilled within, promoting and encouraging philanthropic engagement and giving once 



35 
 

those values have been established (Hurvitz, 2010). Piaget's cognitive development theory states that as 

children age and develop socially, their ability to empathize develops as well. This is also applicable to 

college students who are gaining knowledge on the impact that philanthropic engagement has on their 

institution, thus allowing them to view philanthropy from the perspectives of student, alumni, and 

advancement staff. This helps undergraduate students to begin to internalize their behaviors and those of 

others (Dovidio, Piliavin, Schroeder, & Penner, 2017). Astin’s theory of student involvement (1984) also 

helped to shape the focus of this study as it explores the ways in which students grow and develop over 

the course of their matriculation due to their involvement in co-curricular activities, in the case of the 

current study philanthropic engagement. 

Astin’s theory is centered on three areas: “inputs”, which covers the students’ demographic 

information including information on their background and past experiences, “environment”, which 

factors in the experiences of the student while matriculating, and "outcomes”, which includes the 

students’ attitudes, values, beliefs, and knowledge after graduation. In addition to these three areas, Astin 

promoted key assumptions that relate to student involvement. He states: to be involved requires students 

to invest both psychosocial and physical energy; the amount of energy invested is dependent upon the 

individual student; involvement is continuous, though the forms may change; facets of involvement aren’t 

uniform, and can be qualitative and quantitative; the gains for students/alumni from being involved or the 

ways in which they developed is directly correlated with their amount of involvement; and, academic 

outcomes are correlated with student involvement (though not a focus of the current study). 

Other pivotal works of Astin that shaped the scholarship surrounding student involvement 

includes his 1993 book What Matter in College? Four Critical Years Revisited. This longitudinal study 

occurred between 1985 and 1989, with roughly 25,000 students participating from over 200 four-year 

colleges and universities nationally. Participants were students entering as first year students in the fall of 

1985, with follow-up in 1989. The focus of the study was chiefly on student outcomes and how they were 

impacted by environmental factors within the institution. Among the key findings from this study was the 

importance of the role of students’ peer groups on both academic and personal development. Astin (1993) 
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determined that the amount of interaction among peers had broad effects on most areas of student 

learning and development. Areas measured in the study included student participation in activities such as 

intramural sports, joining a social fraternity/sorority, serving as an elected officer, and the amount of time 

students spent each week socializing or in student clubs/organizations. Student “inputs” that were found 

to be important predictors of “outcomes” included gender, race, and socioeconomic status. 

When examining building a culture of philanthropy on campus, Astin’s work has the potential to 

shape practices and standards, providing the basis for future scholarship. The Input-Environment-Output 

model established by Astin (1993) was expanded upon by Mulugetta, Nash, and Murphy (1999) to include 

“institutional commitment”. The decision to include this additional factor was influenced by the fact that 

institutions can influence student outcomes by creating and reinforcing specific environmental 

circumstances. This addition allows practitioners to distinguish between those outcomes that result from 

students’ own learning/involvement, and outcomes influenced by environmental factors which shape 

desired outcomes in students (Mulugetta et al., 1999). 

Service Learning, Experiential Philanthropy, and Student Philanthropy Education 

According to Millisor and Olberding (2009), student philanthropy education is a teaching 

strategy developed in the early 2000s. Over the years, the idea of student philanthropy education has 

steadily gained in popularity between faculty and administrators on college and university campuses 

across the nation. Student philanthropy education is defined as “an experiential learning approach that 

provides students with the opportunity to study social problems and non-profit organizations, and then 

make decisions about investing funds in them” (Olberding, 2009). Student philanthropy is also described 

as “a teaching strategy designed to engage students actively in the curriculum, increase awareness of 

social needs and non-profit organizations, and teach grant writing and grant making skill” (Olberding, 

2012). 
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Within student philanthropy education there are two primary models that are most actively used 

in classrooms. These models include the direct giving model, an approach which got its start in 2009. This 

method incorporates a direct giving component with students tasked with the responsibility of making the 

final decision as to how funding will be allocated in support of a non-profit. A local foundation or 

organization, or the instructor of the class generally donate the funds for the project. After reviewing 

information provided by invited non-profits, students conduct a “grant-review” which explains the need for 

the funds, and how they will be used. Ultimately, students will award the funds to selected non-profits 

(Olberding, 2009; Olberding et al., 2010). The other model, the indirect model of fundraising, was 

developed in 2007 at Northern Kentucky University. Students in these programs act more as consultants 

than direct funders, reviewing applications and additional information submitted by non-profits and then 

making recommendations to funders. While they do not provide the funds directly, they do have the ability 

to influence the grant making decisions through their input (Olberding, 2009; Olberding et al., 2010). 

Olberding (2009) provided five goals for student philanthropy. These goals state that student 

philanthropy programs exist to: increase awareness of social issues in the community and raise awareness 

of non-profits that exist within the community to address these problems; enhance knowledge of the 

philanthropic processes, especially with regards to the role of grants; positively influence behaviors and 

actions centered around civic engagement and social responsibility, utilizing course/program concepts to 

aid in shaping participants attitudes, interests, intentions; strengthen learning takeaways by integrating 

theory into practice, resulting in a deeper understanding of concepts; and, build skills in areas including 

critical thinking, communication, leadership, and other work-life areas. 

When examining frameworks that would be applicable to the study of undergraduate 

philanthropic engagement, my research centered initially on literature that delved into the ways in which 

undergraduate students learn about philanthropy. I believed this to be important because it is necessary to 

understand how this new information is being disseminated and how it is being reinforced to create and 

sustain a new culture. Unfortunately, as a newer field of study, literature dedicated to student philanthropy 

is lacking (Olberding, 2012). As a result of the lack of research in the area, I expanded my focus to examine 
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other related topics/areas that have served as a basis for building scholarship. This can be seen through 

Olberding’s (2009) work which examined the more robust literature on service learning which shares 

similarities with student philanthropy. Emphasizing experiential education strategies, which incorporates 

both academic studies and community service to deepen student learning, instills within students an 

appreciation for practicing civic responsibility, and strengthening local and external communities. 

Though there is significant overlap between service learning and student philanthropy it is 

important to note that there are areas of divergence. Both rely on academic content as well as 

community service to enrich learning, encourage civic responsibility, and strengthen ties and 

commitment to the communities (Benenson, Moldow, & Hahn, 2014). One of the primary differentiators 

between the two is that service learning involves the time and talents of student participants, whereas 

student philanthropy uses time, talents and funds (usually provided by an external entity and not the 

student) (Olberding, 2009). A major difference which separates service learning from student 

philanthropy education is the intentional focus on the philanthropy component. 

Research supports that service learning is an effective pedagogical technique for meeting the 

identified goals (increasing civic responsibility and facilitating academic objectives); a limitation is the gap 

in the understanding of the cognitive process students undertake during the community learning 

experience. When examined through initial and follow- up surveys, researchers can use participant data to 

identify that learning has happened. However, due to lack of information provided by participants in the 

interim between surveys, it is not easily decipherable what contributed to that learning (Rockquemore, 

Harwell, & Regan, 2000). 

The Seven Faces of Philanthropy 

One of the larger bodies of work that has helped in the design of this study was Prince and Files’ 

(1994) The seven faces of philanthropy: A new approach to cultivating major donors. The seven faces of 

philanthropy analyzed the motivations of high net worth donors, who were then organized into seven 
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distinct groups or “faces”. The placement within a given group was dependent upon the driving motivation 

factors which influenced donors to donate funds in support of a cause.  

The seven faces of philanthropy consist of : 1) The Repayer: a person who is reciprocating 

something good done for them (i.e. a scholarship recipient donating to the scholarship fund), 2) The 

Investor: a person who is doing something good because it is good business to do so (i.e. supporting a 

cause for positive press), 3) The Socialite: a person who believes that doing good is fun (i.e. buying a ticket 

to a gala to support a cause while socializing), 4) The Communitarian: a person that does good because it 

makes sense (i.e. a person making a donation to support a cause because there is an obvious need), 5) The 

Devout: this person believes that doing good is a moral obligation (i.e. a person that supports a religious 

cause because they are also of that faith and feel they have to support), 6) Altruist: a person that does the 

right thing because it feels right (i.e. a person that supports a cause solely because it feels like the right 

thing to do, and lastly 7) The Dynast: this person is used to giving as it is a tradition for their family (i.e. a 

member of a family/group that regularly supports the same cause(s) (Prince and Files, 1994). 

With limited scholarship available specifically focused on college student philanthropy and 

segmentation, I examined the topic more broadly incorporating themes from the seven faces of 

philanthropy, as well as common themes within the literature at large, this allowed me to identify 14 

prominent motivations for student philanthropic engagement. These motivations also served as the basis 

for the creation of my coding handbook which was used during the qualitative portion of this study.   

Creation of coding handbook   

I examined existing literature on millennial students, the group immediately preceding generation 

Z on college campuses, and their motivations for and perceptions of philanthropic engagement. Connecting 

prior research and literature, I identified what I believe to be the 14 most prominent philanthropic 

motivations (faces) of undergraduate students. These motivations (faces) are explained below: 
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The Altruist.  

Researchers have found that millennials are increasingly conscious of and involved in volunteer 

work, community-based projects/service, and general philanthropic activities, with roughly 67% of students 

stating that helping others who are in difficult situations is an essential or very important objective 

(Gordon, 2007). I have labeled these students “altruist” as they are driven by a need to save/help the 

recipients of services. 

The Repayer 

When a relationship/affinity for institution is developed it is possible to also establish what Hurvitz 

(2010) calls a "norm of reciprocity" or “reciprocal altruism" wherein it is understood by students that 

people should help others who have helped them. Students motivated by this have been classified 

“repayers” as they are driven to engage because they have benefitted from the goods/service in the past 

and now want to help others experiencing similar circumstances.  

The Planner 

Millennials are interested in actively serving in the development and execution of an 

organization’s plans (Crampton & Hodge, 2008). “Planners” are students that select activities that allow 

them to use strategy/planning to help a cause.  

The Uplifter 

Individuals listed their desire to- help the very poor get basic needs met, helping them to help 

themselves; a sense of obligation to assist the less fortunate, improve the overall community, and improve 

the world as top five choices for why individuals gave to charity in 2007 (Brown & Kou, 2003). Students that 

want to help others to build and or gain knowledge/skills/abilities so that they can help themselves have 

been labeled “uplifters”. 
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The Connector 

College students prefer the charity paradigm of service which centers efforts on alleviating the 

immediate needs/problems of others through the transferal or restructuring of needed resources to 

individuals or groups who have fewer resources (Bringle, Hatcher, & McIntosh, 2006; Moely & Miron, 

2005). Students that enjoy working on projects/activities that help connect people to needed resources are 

labeled “connectors”. 

The Socializer 

Millennials understand the power of social media and their social networks. They have limitless 

potential reach and can further expand the messaging in support of a cause or ways in which their network 

can support philanthropic endeavors. Students that like to engage in philanthropic acts which allow for 

socializing and building personal networks, connections, opportunities have been classified as “socializers”. 

The Responder 

Students absorb messaging and learn things often simply through seeing them, especially on a 

regular basis. It can be via signs/posters/personal messaging (Hurvitz, 2010). Students moved by these 

types of spontaneous needs/events have been labeled “responders”.  

The Dynast 

Membership in groups such as fraternities, sororities, and athletic teams is positively associated 

with increased giving (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Marr et al., 2005; Monks, 2003), as such, students that 

engage due to being part of a group with a history of supporting (family, fraternity/sorority, other group) 

are labeled “dynast”. 

The Tag Along 

Students can be expected to be more engaged in activities where they see the institution and 

other students devote their time, energy, and resources (Kuh, Schuh, Whitt et al., 1991). Due to the 

concept of needing an invite or ask to participate, these students have been labeled as “tag alongs”. 
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The Devout 

Religious studies and philosophy programs largely focus on bringing students’ spiritual values to 

bear on social problems through the social justice frame, which addresses systems of oppression, privilege, 

and isms which are historically deep-rooted into systemic operations in communities which allows for the 

sanctioned stratification along socially constructed group lines. This frame emphasizes collective action 

informed by faith traditions (Weerts, Cabrera, & Mejias, 2014). Students moved because they feel morally 

compelled, because they feel they must (i.e.  required to participate as a mandate), and/or are motivated 

by their religious are labeled the “devout”.  

The Goalie 

Millennials seem to socialize in groups of friends; organizations should determine ways to 

capitalize on this interest, incorporating increased opportunities for students to work in teams where they 

can socialize, address problems/needs and help your organization (Thielfoldt & Scheef, 2004). Students 

motivated by reaching a goal whether it be completed as a team or alone are labeled “goalies”.  

The Competitor 

Many colleges foster a competitive environment amongst students; this is especially true for elite 

institutions. Instilling a sense of healthy competition among students has beneficial effects; campuses can 

tap into Greek rivalries, sports teams, and other types of student organizations (Hurvitz, 2010). Students 

that prefer to join activities that allow competition/are fun to participate in, that also happen to benefit 

others are labeled “competitors”.  

The Organizer 

Students report that having had an opportunity to gain experience acting as board of directors 

shaped their understanding and views of philanthropy (Harman, 2014). “Organizers” are students that use 

past knowledge/training to then use those abilities in creating opportunities for philanthropy and enjoy 

recruiting others on board to support a cause. 
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An Administrator Asked 

Miller (2011) reports that faculty and administrators can develop and maintain deep relationships 

with students which can have a lasting influence on student participation/engagement. Students that 

engage because an administrator at the schools asks are simply labeled as “admin asked”.  

Contribution of Study to Scholarship 

Millennial Spending Power 

According to Pysener’s Millennials and the Reshaping of Charity and Online Giving - Non-Profit 

News for Nonprofit Organizations (2014), millennials have at least $200 billion available to them in the 

form of purchasing power. Also, of note, the next generation of high net worth donors will emerge from 

within this group. With this influx of high net worth millennials (inheriting about $41 trillion in family 

wealth), and the increased salaries and net worth of other members of this generation, millennials will 

experience a growing capacity to give over time (Pysenr, 2014). 

Contemporary scholarship as it pertains to undergraduate philanthropy is a growing field of study. 

Researchers are working to establish a foundation for this area of higher education philanthropy, focusing 

on areas such as: the role of identity, ethnicity, and campus based initiatives; outcomes of student 

philanthropy programs on the culture of campus giving and student learning (Hurvitz, 2010; Miller, 2011; 

Olberding, 2012). Studies centered on philanthropic behaviors of the general millennial cohort have also 

seen an increase. With the growth of college age populations, and increased representation of formerly 

underrepresented populations on campus, specialized studies are needed to further examine differences 

and commonalities of undergraduate students. This is especially true for millennials with high net worth 

which has seen even less attention despite their having potentially the largest impact as donors in the 

future (Goldseeker & Moody, 2017). With more data from studies, fundraising and development staff will 

be better able to design effective segmentation strategies to solicit current students and alumni in a 

manner they would more likely be responsive to. 
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Donor Segmentation 

Miller (2011) identified that the use of public relations techniques such as donor segmentation 

could aid in the cultivation of students into engaged alumni donors. By understanding the behaviors and 

patterns of giving amongst philanthropically engaged students, administrators could tailor efforts to appeal 

to specific students, student groups, and possibly alumni. Prince and Files (1994) state that regardless of 

the form used to do so, segmenting donors based upon giving patterns, and in this case philanthropic 

engagement, can assist development staff in designing more effective strategies for target student and 

alumni groups. By expanding research to also study various other factors such as institution types and 

including a larger population of students to identify common characteristics and motivations, higher 

education leaders and their advancement teams can potentially begin to develop strategies during donor 

prospecting that can have a greater payout as they incorporate donor segmentation into their practices. 

Through donor segmentation, organizations and development staff are better equipped when 

making decisions as to the allocation of resources for cultivating and soliciting donors, designing, and 

implementing the approach best suited for a given donor. The goal of this type of segmentation is to 

take a large pool or population of donors, and filter them into smaller, more appropriate groups based 

upon their philanthropic views/motivations. Prince and Files (1994) developed The Seven Faces of 

Philanthropy model by building upon the work of Kotler (1991) and his motivational segmentation 

approach which he defined as “the identification of the major benefits people look for, and the kinds of 

people who look for each benefit.”  

Using motivational segmentation, fundraisers can identify parameters which would appeal to 

the motivations of the group, allowing interactions in the format most appropriate and effective for 

the target group. This allows for the better positioning of value propositions that resonate with donors 

and developing marketing strategies that could be successful in the solicitation (Prince & Files, 1994). 

There are distinct advantages afforded to fundraisers using donor segmentation as it pertains to 

the allocation of resources (Prince & Files, 1994). These advantages include: efficiently identifying existing 
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and prospective donor groups; providing a clear criteria for the selection of supporters when determining 

who should be contacted for a given ask; allowing development staff to make needed adjustments in 

order to ensure the methods used for donor solicitation are tailored to the individual(s); and,  providing a 

foundation for creating continuous ongoing relationship-management programs catering to donors’ 

needs. 

Increasing Knowledge of Motivations for Undergraduate Philanthropic Engagement 

Much of the existing research on undergraduate student philanthropy focuses on students 

within a very specific set of circumstances such as geographic location, institution type, and those that 

exist within shared state systems. With few studies available, there are no established best practices or 

approaches that can be recommended beyond a subset of students at specific institutions. This leaves 

development professionals with limited resources or options to pursue when seeking change in 

operations for their institutions (Olberding, 2012). 

Despite the growth in student philanthropy programs on campuses throughout the U.S., there 

is not enough information available yet to determine if these programs truly offer benefits or lead to 

desired results as it would take decades to determine outcomes (Hurvitz, 2010). College and university 

leadership should understand that these types of efforts are more of a long-term cultivation strategy. 

What can be determined are short term outcomes. Miller’s 2010 study highlights three core 

components which can be assessed within students- changes/levels of awareness: developing gratitude 

and cultivating giving for student philanthropy programs. A comparative analysis can be done before and 

after to determine if there has been growth. 

The current study attempted to answer questions which could greatly contribute to existing 

scholarship. Building upon existing works, this research was designed to serve as a bridge, potentially 

connecting the findings from scholars such as Hurvitz (2009) and Miller(2010), ultimately allowing for the 

creation of a tool for administrators to aid in their efforts of cultivating philanthropically engaged students 

into philanthropically engaged alumni. 



46 
 

By identifying the motivations of current undergraduate students, future research could expand 

this study to also include young, engaged alumni. With the knowledge gained from the study of 

motivations of current undergraduate students, as well as the potential knowledge from future studies of 

motivations of young engaged alumni, researchers could compare the findings from the two groups and 

determine commonalities with regards to what motivates them to be philanthropically engaged.  

The current study could also aid in the design of efforts to engage newer alumni who want to be 

involved but are unable to be large financial donors due to factors such as unemployment, 

underemployment, and loan payments. By identifying ways to engage younger alumni earlier, even if the 

gifts are smaller or infrequent, the institution can potentially reap long-term benefits, primarily in the form 

of continued gifts. Cascione (2003) reports that alumni who participate in major giving and who make 

leadership gifts are more often alumni who began giving to their alma mater prior to their tenth-class 

reunion. 

Ultimately, higher education institutions are going to be increasingly dependent upon their 

student and alumni populations to support fundraising efforts. To effectively work to build relationships 

and encourage participation, leadership will need to understand what motivates these groups to become 

engaged philanthropically to begin with. In addition to this, development staff will need to understand the 

ways in which this newer group of native and adaptive millennials view the concept of philanthropy, and 

how they see themselves fitting in as they differ drastically from the generations that came before (Oates, 

2004). The sooner institutions are able to involve students in fundraising efforts, the better the chances of 

cultivating a long- term supporter as behaviors that have been established are likely to be continued in the 

future (Atchley, 1989) and the higher the likelihood of building a culture of philanthropy on campus as 

again, past giving behaviors are often seen to continue with future practices (Lindahl & Winship, 1992). 

Findings from this study can aid in establishing the tools needed for higher education development 

professionals and help in engaging students in a more intentional and impactful manner. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODS 

Study Design 

A mixed method approach was used for this study because the collection and analysis of both 

quantitative and qualitative data sets would provide a more in- depth understanding of the behaviors and 

patterns of undergraduate student philanthropic engagement. Creswell (2014) states that by using a 

convergent parallel mixed method approach, researchers can analyze the quantitative data and qualitative 

data and the ways in which data from both, when integrated, can help in ensuring the accuracy or validity 

of findings. With a mixed method approach, practitioners may be able to compare findings from both data 

sets and use the information to advance the theory in the field of fundraising and development, specifically 

as it relates to the undergraduate student population.   

Survey Instrument 

The survey used for this study was created to capture 1) individual demographic information, 2) 

institutional information, 3) current philanthropic engagement/activities, and 4) motivations for current 

philanthropic engagement/activities. The survey used was a modified version of Penn State University’s 

2016 Student Philanthropy Survey (APPENDIX A).  

The survey, which was distributed amongst participants (APPENDIX B), used a 5-point ordinal 

Likert scale, capturing students’ responses to 15 questions, with their responses indicating how likely each 

would be to influence the philanthropic activities they choose to engage in. Each question represented one 

of the 14 predetermined motivational factors or faces (See Chapter 2). Students rated the influence of 

specific factors on decisions ranging from, 1) “Does not describe me at all”, to 5) “Describes me very well”.  

Specifically, if the prompt stated “I am motivated to participate in activities that allow me to engage in 

physical activities to raise money such as basketball tournaments, races, or sponsored runs”, the student 

would respond by  choosing the corresponding number/rating based on how closely it describes the 

appeal of that particular type of engagement. 
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Study Participants 

An electronic invitation to participate with a link included which students could utilize to access 

the study questionnaire was created and shared electronically with higher education administrators and 

undergraduate students via email and social media (see APPENDIX C). Snowball sampling was also used 

with students encouraged to share the survey with peers. In addition, I physically went to local colleges to 

recruit students to participate. The goal was to identify 500 participants for the quantitative study, and 

then to conduct follow up interviews with at least ten percent of the original group. Only participants that 

completed the quantitative survey were eligible for the second phase and follow- up interviews. 

Participants were provided links to access the consent form and the survey (see APPENDIX D). 

Surveys were distributed from August 2017 through December 2017; ultimately 206 students completed 

the questionnaire. Of these, 178 indicated that they would be willing to participate in a follow- up 

interview. Only 20 of these 178 students responded to my follow-up email and subsequently participated 

in one- on- one interviews. Students that participated in one- on- one interviews were provided a consent 

form with information on why this study was being done, estimated time commitment involved, what 

happens if they agreed to be in the study, and what would happen with collected information after the 

study (APPENDIX E).  

Data Collection 

Quantitative 

An electronic questionnaire was created using Google Form and shared electronically with higher 

education administrators and undergraduate students via email and social media; snowball sampling was 

also used with students encouraged to share the survey with peers. Responses were automatically emailed 

to my account once completed. 
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Qualitative 

The qualitative portion of this study utilized a semi-structured interview format with participants 

selected from the larger quantitative study. I followed up with 127 students that indicated that they were 

willing to participate in the follow- up interviews. Of the students contacted from this group, 20 followed 

up and ultimately were interviewed. Each of the interviews with respondents was recorded via BlueJeans© 

teleconferencing, either through a phone call in or a face –to- face voice over Internet program.  

Data Analysis 

Quantitative 

Study participants were able to respond to survey questions utilizing a 5-point ordinal Likert scale, 

with responses indicating likelihood of the variable influencing selected philanthropic activities. Questions 

were each representative of one of the fourteen predetermined motivational factors (faces) or another 

category label “other” which would allow for students to input their own response if those provided did 

not describe them. Students rated the influence of specific factors on decisions from 1) “Does not describe 

me at all”, to 5) “Describes me very well”. Likert scales were used to allow measuring of student attitudes 

through their responses to a series of statements about variables which would influence the likelihood of 

engaging in philanthropic activities and if the motivations describes them well or not at all,  allowing 

potentially for analysis of cognitive and affective components of attitudes toward philanthropy (McLeod, 

2008). During the next phase, data from the 206 students participating was analyzed in order to examine 

relationships between self-identified primary motivations (pre-determined) and student demographic 

variables.  

Qualitative 

Interview transcriptions served as the primary data set for the qualitative portion of this study. I 

had robust conversations with respondents, which were analyzed thoroughly, coded allowing for the 

identification of relevant themes throughout the transcriptions. I ensured that I was mindful to focus only 

on text pertinent to the study, winnowing data into relevant text, allowing it to be aggregated into smaller 
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number of themes based upon philanthropic engagement and motivation. I utilized Glaser, Strauss, & 

Strutzel’s constant comparative method (1968) to analyze responses. This data analysis technique was 

chosen because it allowed for the continuous comparison of newer data with existing data allowing 

researchers to build upon existing categories and themes to develop new or inform existing theories or 

theoretical framework. This method was also selected because it would allow me to use the existing 

literature and research examining student motivations to build a predetermined codebook that would help 

me to label and understand or identify themes that may emerge through reading and analyzing responses. 

Convergent Analysis 

As a mixed method study, my goal was to understand how the examination of both quantitative 

and qualitative data would influence potential discoveries of codes and themes that were not evident 

when analyzing the data solely as quantitative data or qualitative data. Findings from the quantitative data 

were solely based upon the 14 pre-determined motivations. After identifying themes that emerged from 

the qualitative data, I was able to go back and do a comparison of how the quantitative motivations 

aligned with those new motivations. I also examined the frequencies of the qualitative responses of 

participants to determine the overall percentages of their responses aligned with established codes.  

Coding of Transcripts 

Coding was done manually, analyzing each of the interview participant’s responses to questions. 

A spreadsheet was created where column headers represented one of the twelve interview questions, and 

rows represented the individual students being interviewed. The full interview text was captured and 

placed in the appropriate cell. Next, text was edited so that only comments indicating student motivations 

remained. Remaining text was then labeled by individual sentence and associated with respondent and 

interview question. Students were assigned a label of R1- R20, with R1 representing the first student’s 

interview, and R20 the last. 
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After the initial data was organized, another spreadsheet was created, this one using the 12 

interview questions as the header for columns and 14 pre-determined motivations as the row header. 

Labeled student responses from the previous excel sheet were then transposed onto the new sheet based 

upon the motivation indicated, and how well these responses aligned with one of the 14 predetermined 

motivations. Any response that did not fall neatly into one of the 14 predetermined categories was placed 

into the generic “other” category. 

Using the “other” category as a base to build new themes/codes, interview responses were then 

re-analyzed to determine what similarities existed between those solely in the “other” category. This 

analysis allowed for the discovery of new themes that were not evident during the initial review of 

interview responses. I reexamined student responses to determine if those responses would more 

appropriately align with the newly identified themes. The new codes (N=8) that emerged from 

reexamining students’ interview responses captured their philanthropic motivation in a more robust and 

authentic way. Therefore, I ultimately decided to employ these eight factors to categorize students’ 

motivations for philanthropic engagement. These eight motivation factors are presented in Chapter 5. All 

interview responses were able to be categorized into one of the eight new factors of motivations for 

student philanthropic engagement. These factors are labeled into “heuristic” categories that serve as a 

framework for categories student philanthropic motivation. They are not derived from or products of 

factor analysis, but rather emerge from the literature and practice in student philanthropy. 

Data Validation/Credibility 

Reliability 

Yin (2009) stated, qualitative researchers should document the steps taken throughout their 

study to capture as many of the steps throughout the procedure as possible which would help in 

determining if their approach is reliable. Gibbs (2007) provided tools that qualitative researchers could use 

to ensure reliability. One of these tools is to check transcripts ensuring that there are no errors or obvious 

mistakes. To ensure reliability, each of the interviews, whether through a phone call in or a face -to -face, 
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was recorded via BlueJeans© teleconferencing, a voice over Internet program. Audio from each interview 

was then transcribed by the professional automated transcription service, Temi. Once completed, audio 

files were emailed back with both audio and text attached, allowing me to go through each interview and 

ensure that the transcribed text was accurate based upon what was said by the student and make 

corrections as needed. 

Gibbs (2007) also recommended ensuring that there was no drift occurring when defining codes. 

This can be done by regularly reviewing data with the codes and by writing memos about their definitions. 

Throughout this study the codes identified were all defined with an actual definition as well as descriptions 

of the types of activity that will be associated with it which allowed me to ensure that student responses 

would again be more accurately attached to the appropriate themes which have emerged. 

Triangulation 

To test for the accuracy and credibility of my qualitative findings, I employed multiple strategies 

to ensure qualitative validity. One of the methods used, Triangulation, allows for the converging of data 

from several sources which helps in justifying established themes (Creswell, 2014). I have analyzed the 

data from both the quantitative results in the form of the Likert results and the qualitative data in terms of 

interview responses to see the ways in which both fit with the predetermined themes. This allowed for 

examination of similarities or differences in students’ response to the questionnaire, the rankings of 

motivations into top five from those responses, and the quantification of qualitative responses when 

examining philanthropic motivations.  

Role of Researcher 

When I started this study, I was working both as a fundraiser for a national philanthropic 

organization managing all their educational based fund-raising efforts, as well as a graduate teaching 

assistant in a philanthropy course specifically for managers. It was working in these capacities that first 

piqued my interest in understanding and examining undergraduate student philanthropic engagement. As 

a fundraiser, I managed all our efforts in the United States and abroad, working within the K-12 market as 
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well as analyzing data which would allow us to enter new markets where our organization was not as 

strong on college campuses.  

One of the barriers I encountered in this task was the lack of information about which 

organizations or students on campuses would most be interested in working with an organization like ours. 

I found that the same questions I had myself about ways in which I can better perform my job were the 

same questions that the students in my fund-raising course were asking, specifically how and where do we 

focus our efforts and attention to best engage current undergraduate students, and which students would 

be most responsive to the messaging. It was this line of questioning which led me to focus my study on the 

area of undergraduate student philanthropic motivation to gain a better understanding. 

Going into this study with an understanding of some characteristics and motivations that have 

been attributed to philanthropist in general, I had some ideas and concepts that I already believed to be 

true. I had to be sure not to allow these biases to shape my findings or the codes established. Recognizing 

that I could not completely remove these thoughts from my decision-making processes I tried to ensure 

that they were minimized and did not influence research or data analysis. One of the ways in which I 

sought to do this was by the utilization of the 14 predetermined codes; this allowed me to only place 

interview responses in buckets that matched based upon already established criteria.  

One of the ways in which my personal affiliations influenced this study is my membership in my 

fraternity Alpha Phi Alpha fraternity, incorporated. As a member of my fraternity, I have access to the 

national database of all the brothers in the United States and abroad. Using this database, I was able to 

email all brothers initiated in and still affiliated with an undergraduate chapter who provided their email 

address. As the result of this list being utilized, a larger percentage of respondents and my study where 

African American men.  By extension, I was also aware of some of the efforts that participants mentioned 

in their responses as they were also part of the national programs mandated by our fraternity, or I have 

been aware of due to proximity of the chapter to my home chapter and our assisting them with their 

efforts. This familiarity allowed me to ask these participants focused follow- up questions because I was 
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more knowledgeable of specific philanthropic activities, they participated in that they may have 

overlooked or under reported during our conversation. 

Another area I was mindful of with regards to my bias is associated with my being an African 

American man that attended a historically Black college or university, as well as my being Christian and 

growing up in a Christian environment, and being exposed to giving via those mechanisms early in life. 

What this bias looked like in action, was an expectation that students attending historically Black colleges 

would be more philanthropically engaged than others. Another assumption, or bias, that I came into this 

with was the belief that students located in the southern portion of the United States would be more 

inclined to be philanthropically involved. I also believed African Americans in general to be more motivated 

to give based upon their affiliation with a historically Black college, being in a fraternity or sorority, family 

history, or religious affiliation. In order to try to avoid being influenced by these factors and/or 

characteristics when analyzing the qualitative data, I made sure to not have any identifiers which would let 

me know the respondent’s demographic information; instead respondents were labeled R1-R20. 

Ethical Considerations 

Creswell (2014) states that researchers need to be aware of and anticipate potential ethical issues 

that may arise throughout their study. He goes on to state that writing about these anticipated ethical 

issues is a requirement when making an argument for a study as well as being an important topic in the 

format when putting forth proposed studies. Some of the ways in which I worked to ensure that I engaged 

in ethical data collection included: submitting my study proposal to Temple University's Institutional 

Review Board for approval before having participants start the study. I informed participants of the general 

purpose of the study, what they could expect by going through the study, and that anytime they could 

choose to opt out of the study. They were also informed that they could also reach out themselves to 

Temple’s IRB office to get more information about the study. All students signed the consent form 

indicating that they were aware of this arrangement (see APPENDIX E). When getting ready to speak with 

students one- on- one I would let them know at the start of the interview that at any time they could end 

the interview and back out of the study. At the conclusion of each interview I thanked students for their 
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participation and again reminded them that at any time they could ask to have their information removed 

from the study. Data was not shared with anyone and were kept secure via a password protected account 

on the computer. To avoid any situations which could potentially allow for students to be identified I also 

changed the names of participants and instead used pseudonyms. 
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CHAPTER 4 

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS 

 

Introduction 

 

 This mixed method study examined undergraduate students’ and their thoughts, perceptions, 

awareness, and motivations for personal engagement in chosen philanthropic activities. The study also 

examined students’ demographic variable information to determine factors which might influence the 

types of preferred philanthropic activities they engage in which is the focus of the current chapter. It is my 

assumption that if there are primary characteristics associated with donors who happened to be high 

value donors, then there must also be characteristics associated with donors who are not members of 

families with high net worth. It is also my belief that these characteristics would also be observable 

through undergraduate students’ chosen forms of philanthropic activities as well as their motivations for 

doing so.  

The purpose of the quantitative portion of this study was to answer the first research question: 

are there discernible philanthropic groups that can be determined for undergraduate students based 

upon demographic variables?” To accomplish this, I examined quantitative survey data to determine 

connections that may exist between student demographic data and motivations for engaging in 

philanthropy. I also sought to find out what types of philanthropic activities in which students were 

engaged.  

An electronic survey (see APPENDIX B) was created and shared students via email and social 

media with higher education administrators and undergraduate. Snowball sampling was also used, with 

students encouraged to share the survey with peers. Quantitative analysis of study data is presented 

below in three sections. Section 1 provides a descriptive analysis of students and colleges/universities 

demographic information, section 2provides analysis of student demographic variables and self-perceived 

motivations, and Section 3 presents correlations between self-identified primary motivations and 

student/institutional demographic variables.  
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Section 1: Descriptive Data on Participants and Colleges/Universities 

 In total, there were 206 respondents to the electronic survey. Students were located throughout 

the United States, with 26 students residing in the Midwest, 99 located in the Northeastern U.S., 63 

students hailing from the South, and 18 out West. Most respondents were men (60.58%); women 

accounted for 47.98% of respondents with 1.44% identifying as another preferred gender identity. Most 

respondents self-identify as Black (58.65%), followed by White (23.08%), Latinx (5.77%), and Other 

(5.29%). (See Appendix G). This sample group does not necessarily reflect the general demographics of 

American college students. 

College/University Affiliations/Designations 

Of the 206 respondents, 203 were full- time students and only three part- time. All student years 

(classifications) were captured with 1st year students being least represented with 10 respondents; 

seniors were most represented (92 respondents), 30 respondents were sophomores, with juniors 

composing the remaining 74 respondents.  Most students resided on campus (130) versus commuting 

(76). Student also report currently attending their original institution of matriculation (164) while 42 

students reported that they were transfers into their current institution. Represented majors were 

inclusive of nine fields of study, including Business (most represented with 65 business majors), Liberal 

Arts (48), STEM (36), Communications (23), Public Health (17), Engineering (12), Arts (3), Education (2) 

(see APPENDIX G). 

Political and Organizational Affiliations  

The survey also sought to capture data about students’ political and organizational affiliations. 

Students leaned heavily Democratic (62.62% respondents); Independents (12.62%), No affiliation 

(14.08%), and Republican (9.22%); three respondents identified as a member of another party. Students 

were very active on campus with most respondents (81.55%) indicating that they are a member of at least 

one student organization on campus compared to only 38 (18.45%) that reported having no group 

affiliations. Group affiliation included membership in sports organizations (32 students), social Greek 
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letter organizations (85 students), professional Greek letter organizations (24 students), student 

leadership position (74 students), academic/professional organization (63 students), an unofficial student 

organization (14 students), Honors group (41 students), Multicultural organization (23 students), 

philanthropic organization (38 students), political organization (11 students), young alumni group (8 

students), special interest group (48 students).  

Of the 168 students with organizational memberships, 29 (17.26%) reported being in just one 

campus organization; many were in multiple organizations with 30 (17.86%) reporting membership in two 

organizations, 47 (27.98%) holding membership in three, 37 (22.02%) with four memberships, and 24 

students (14.29%) reporting membership in five or more organizations. Within these organizations, 

students are not just members, but also leaders with 51 students (30.36%) indicating that they hold at 

least one leadership position in an organization to which they belong. 58 students (34.52%) report 

holding two leadership roles within organizations, 19 (11.31%) were leaders of three, and 12 (7.14%) 

served as the head of four organizations (see APPENDIX G). 

Funding Sources for Expenses 

Demographic information such as funding sources for school, student employment, and debt 

level was provided by respondents. Some students also secured loans to cover expenses with 105 

students (50.97%) reporting that they had loans to partially cover their college cost and 45 students 

(21.84%) reporting using loans as their primary source of funding for school. 56 students (27.18%) 

reported that they had no student loans. Students with loans had varying levels of debt; 76 students 

(36.89%) reported a debt balance less than $10,000, 24 students (11.65%) reported a balance between 

$10-$20,000, 50 students (24.27%) reported a balance between $20-$30,000, 21 students (10.19%) 

reported a balanced between $30-$40,000, 19 students (9.22%) reported a balance between $40-

$50,000, and 16 (7.77%) students reported having a balance exceeding $50,000. It is important to 

understand the impact that student debt will have on students’ ability or willingness to give. Pottick, 

Giordano, and Chirico (2015) spoke of these concerns and the impact it has on policies being 

implemented as well as administrators at institutions finding alternative methods of securing funding. 
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In addition to loans, some students received scholarship funding to cover college costs, with 110 

students (53.40%) receiving at least a partial scholarship and 28 students (13.59%) reporting being the 

recipient of a full scholarship; 68 (33.01%) received no scholarship funding to cover their expenses. 

Cunningham and Cochi-Ficano (2003) report that institutions can expect alumni to be more likely to give if 

they received need-based financial support in the form of scholarships as students, with an increased 

level of need-based scholarships provided correlating with a greater amount of voluntary support. In 

addition to scholarships and loans, some students also worked for money. 71 students (34.47%) reported 

that they worked solely to cover leisure expenses, while 93 students (45.15%) reported that they worked 

to cover both leisure and school expenses. Not all students worked, with 42 (20.39%) reporting that they 

had no job.  

Level of Philanthropic Engagement 

The survey also examined students’ level of philanthropic activity as well as where these 

activities took place. Almost three-quarters of respondents (151 students/73.30%) reported that they 

participated in philanthropic activities when back at home and/or on campus over the course of the year 

(January 2017-October 2017). When examining the frequency of these engagements 25.73% of students 

(53) reported having no participation in philanthropic activities, 31.55% (65 students) responded that they 

have participated between one and three times, 21.36% (44 students) indicated participating 4-6 times, 

and another 21.36% (44) shared they engaged in seven or more philanthropic activities during this period 

of time. Feldman, Nixon, Brady, Brainer-Banker, and Wheeler (2013) found that approximately 83% of 

respondents in their study made a financial gift to an organization in 2012. This is not far off from the 

numbers reported through students participating in this study, with 74.27% of students stating they have 

engaged in at least one philanthropic activity during the time.  

With regards to passive philanthropic engagement, 73.79% of students (152) reported that they 

participate passively in philanthropy when they are on campus. The frequency for these types of 

engagements over the course of the year (January 2017-October 2017) ranged from never participated 

with 24.76% (51 responses), 1- 3 times with 35.44% (73 responses), maybe once a month with 17.48% (36 
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responses), multiple times a week with 19.42% (40 responses), and daily with 3.88% (8 responses) (see 

APPENDIX G). 

Section 2: Correlations Between Factors (Faces) and Demographics 

 

Findings indicate that some demographic variables have been found to be statistically significant 

with certain philanthropic faces. Data was analyzed using ANOVA to determine if means were statistically 

significant. Analysis found areas in which a correlation exists between the philanthropic faces and student 

demographic variables includes- numbers of political and/or organizational memberships held, number of 

leadership positions held within the groups, frequency of participation (see Table 4.1 below).  
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Table 4.1- Correlation Matrix 
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Gender
# M

em
berships

# Leadership Positions
# Tim

es 

Participating

Past Year 

Participation

Full/Part 

Tim
e

Scholarship
 Loans

Residence
Transfer

Som
eone 

pays 
 Debt

Altruist- 
0.02

.140*
0.11

.315**
0.11

-0.08
-0.05

0.00
-0.06

-0.02
-0.07

-0.04

Repayer
-0.10

.208**
.145*

0.02
-0.02

-0.11
0.00

0.02
0.02

0.02
0.03

-.137
*

Planner
-0.04

-0.01
0.08

0.09
0.07

-0.09
-0.05

0.02
-0.09

0.03
0.02

-0.05

Uplifter
0.05

0.10
0.07

0.13
.181*

-0.10
0.03

0.03
-0.01

0.08
-0.08

-0.08

Connector
0.00

.228**
.155*

.365**
0.15

-0.11
-0.03

-0.03
-0.01

-0.11
0.04

-0.11

Socializer
-0.09

.217**
.144*

0.20
0.09

-0.11
-.190

**
0.00

0.05
-0.13

0.08
0.05

Responder
-0.09

-0.01
-0.03

0.05
0.04

-.157
*

-.137
*

0.08
-.175

*
.167

*
-0.01

0.03

Dynast
-.254

**
.444**

.419**
.248**

0.15
-0.08

0.02
0.07

0.08
-.201

**
-.160

*
-0.01

Tag Along
0.06

0.04
0.01

0.06
0.11

-0.08
0.00

0.08
0.07

0.04
0.04

0.00

Devout
-0.04

.217**
.150*

0.07
-0.07

-0.13
0.02

0.01
0.04

-0.05
0.06

-0.05

Goalie
0.00

0.13
0.14

.292**
0.16

-0.12
-0.08

0.03
0.08

0.07
0.01

0.01

Com
petitor

-0.12
0.06

0.06
0.04

0.09
-0.11

-0.07
0.09

-0.10
-0.05

-.141
*

0.03

Organizer
-.184

**
.229**

.277**
.297**

.324**
-.152

*
-0.02

0.08
0.00

-0.08
-0.03

-0.07

An Adm
inistrator asked

-0.02
0.07

0.12
0.00

-0.02
-0.07

-0.05
.145

*
0.07

0.10
-0.01

0.02

*. Correlation is significant at the 

0.05 level (2-tailed).

**. Correlation is significant at 

the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Political/Organizational Memberships and Philanthropic Motivations (Faces) 

For the Altruist, Repayer, Connector, Socializer, Dynast, Devout and Organizer, there was a 

positive correlation with an increase in the number of memberships held. There was also found to be a 

positive correlation between the number of leadership positions held within those organizations and the 

Repayer, Connector, Socializer, Dynast, Devout, and Organizer motivations. Having a better way to 

determine the relationship of political affiliations and engagement on philanthropic activity is going to be 

important for millennials and generation Z as they are positioning themselves as the most politically 

liberal generation in recent history (Saratovsky & Feldman, 2013)  

Frequency of Philanthropic Engagement and Philanthropic Motivations (Faces) 

The Organizer is the only motivation which shows any correlation with whether students 

engaged in philanthropic acts over the past year, showing a positive correlation. The Altruist, Connector, 

Socializer, Dynast, Goalie, and Organizer all show a positive correlation with an increased rate of 

participation, aligning with students reporting they have participated more often in the past 12 months. 

Section 3: Relationship between demographic variables and motivations  

 

A 5-point ordinal Likert scale was used, capturing students’ responses to 15 questionnaire items 

with their answers indicating how likely each variable would be to influence the philanthropic activities 

they chose to engage in. Questions were each representative of one of the 14 motivational factors (faces), 

with students rating the influence of specific factors on decisions ranging from, 1) “Does not describe me 

at all”, to 5) “Describes me very well.” Likert scales are frequently used because they allow researchers to 

gather and analyze data related to phenomenon only measurable via an ordinal/nominal scale 

(Jakobsson, 2004).  

The study survey uses Likert scale items to assess student self-described influencers since the 

value assigned to these data would be considered discrete as opposed to a clearly defined or restricted 

range (De Winter & Dodou, 2010). Another benefit to utilizing a Likert scale is its ability to measure the 

attitudes of study participants, examining responses to survey questions related to a specific topic, in this 
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case how well each statement described an influencer of philanthropic engagement and its impact on 

engagement,  thus gaining insight into cognitive and affective components of attitudes (McLeod, 2018). 

The variables examined with this Likert scale were students’ self-assessment of how well each 

statement described their motivation for philanthropic engagement and variables associated with student 

characteristics. To avoid students being influenced by what they perceived the label associated with the 

motivation (faces) to mean about them, students were provided a sentence which described and defined 

the motivation (faces). (see APPENDIX F). After completing the questionnaire, students then ranked their 

top five motivational influencers of the initial 14 philanthropic motivations in descending order from 

those most to least likely influence engagement (see Table 4.2 below). Based on the pre-determined 

themes, the top five influencers align with the Uplifter, Connector, Socializer, Goalie, and Altruist.  

Table 4.2- Top Five Philanthropic Motivations 

Themes-
Categories 

Descriptions/Motivations Mean  

UPLIFTER 
I want to help others to build and or gain knowledge/skills/abilities so that 

they can help themselves 
4.42 

CONNECTOR 
I enjoy working on projects/activities that help connect people to needed 

resources 
4.35 

SOCIALIZER 
I like the social aspects and building personal 

networks/connections/opportunities 
4.22 

GOALIE I like working on a team and/or alone to reach a goal 4.14 

ALTRUIST I want to save/help the recipients of service 4.05 

PLANNER I am Interested in using strategy/planning to help a cause 4.04 

DYNAST 
I am a part of a group with a history of supporting (family, 

fraternity/sorority, another group) 
3.69 

COMPETITOR 
I join activities that allow competition/are fun to participate in, that also 

happen to benefit others 
3.69 

TAG ALONG A friend/peer asks 3.67 

RESPONDER I am moved by spontaneous needs/events (ex. disaster relief) 3.57 

REPAYER 
I benefitted from the goods/service and I want to help others now that I can 

(i.e. donating to support an organization that previously gave you a 
scholarship) 

3.45 

DEVOUT 
I feel morally compelled, I must (i.e.  required to participate as a mandate), 

and/or my religious beliefs dictate I participate 
3.30 

ADMIN ASKED An administrator at the schools asks 2.91 
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Participant/College/university Descriptive Data and Philanthropic Motivations (faces) 

There were several observations made regarding college location and factors influencing 

philanthropic engagement with significant differences found for certain factors including, the Socializer 

(4.54) and the Organizer (3.96) philanthropic motivations and students attending a school located in the 

Midwest, the Dynast (4.54) and Devout (3.71) both showing an association to schools in the South (see 

Table 4.3 below). 

 
Table 4.3 Motivation (Face) and Location 

 

 MW NE S W 

Socializer 4.54* 4.09 4.41 3.83 

Dynast 3.88 3.06 4.54* 3.89 

Devout 3.15 3.10 3.71* 3.17 

Organizer 3.96* 3.29 3.75 3.61 

 

There was also a significant difference for both the Dynast (4.01) and Organizer (3.71) with both 

associated with males (see Table 4.4 below).  

Table 4.4- Motivation (Face) and Gender 
 

 Males Females 

Dynast 4.01* 3.19 

Organizer 3.71* 3.28 

 

With regards to Race, there were five motivations with significant difference; four of which were 

associated with Black students: Socializer (4.35), Dynast (4.07), Devout (3.52), and Repayer (3.57). The 

fifth, Goalie (4.29), was more associated with being a White student (see Table 4.5 below). 

Table 4.5- Motivation (Face) and Race/Ethnicity 

 

 Asian Black Latinx White 

Repayer 3.20 3.67* 2.92 2.88 

Socializer 3.87 4.35* 3.58 4.17 

Dynast 2.67 4.07* 3.17 3.08 

Devout 2.67 3.52* 2.92 2.98 

Goalie 3.53 4.16 4.00 4.29* 
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 Philanthropic Motivations (Faces) and College/University Designations 

On-campus residency is one of three college/university designations based on student 

descriptive data that shows a significant difference. The first, the Responder, is associated with commuter 

students (3.82) versus residential (see Table 4.6 below). 

Table 4.6- Motivation (Face) and Residence 
 

 Commuter On Campus 

Responder 3.82* 3.42 

 

The second college/university designation which showed statistical significance was student status as a 

first-time, full- time student or transfer student. As presented in Table 4.7 (see below), transfer students 

showed two significant differences with the Responder (3.93) showing significance with transfer students, 

and the Dynast (3.85) with first-time, full-time status. 

Table 4.7- Motivation (Face) and Transfer 
 

 Yes No 

Responder 3.93* 3.48 

Dynast 3.07 3.85* 

 

The third college/university designation was the Dynast (4.09) showing statistical significance with 

students in their senior year (see Table 4.8 below). 

Table 4.8- Motivation (Face) and Year in School 
 

 1st Sophomore Junior Senior 

Dynast 2.07 2.97 3.62 4.09* 

 

 Philanthropic Motivations (Faces) and Funding Sources 

Three student funding sources were found to show statistical significance with relation to 

philanthropic motivation including- 1) level of scholarship funding, 2) if someone pays for their 

educational expenses, and 3) if a student held employment and if so, the purpose for the job. When 

examining the funding sources for a student's education, it was found that students who receive a partial 



66 
 

scholarship showed statistical significance with the Altruist motivation (4.21), whereas students that 

showed statistical significance with the Socializer (4.50) reported receiving no scholarship funding (see 

Table 4.9 below). 

 
Table 4.9- Motivation (Face) and Scholarship 

 

 No Partial Full 

Altruist 3.97 4.21* 3.64 

Socializer 4.50* 4.09 4.07 

 

Table 4.10 (see below) shows a significant difference for the Competitor motivation (3.90) with 

respondents who shared that they had someone at least partially providing for their educational 

expenses, not including scholarships.  

Table 4.10- Motivation (Face) and Someone pays for education 
 

 No Partial Completely 

Competitor 3.76 3.90* 3.26 

 

Lastly, when looking at student employment, not having a job was statistically significant with 

regards to the Devout motivational factor (3.67) (see Table 4.11 below). 

Table 4.11- Motivation (Face) and Having a Job 
 

 No Leisure Leisure + 

Devout 3.67* 2.86 3.58 

 

Level of Philanthropic Engagement  

The study also examined students actively engaged in philanthropic acts at home and on campus, 

there were six philanthropic faces which showed a significant difference including the Altruist (4.22), 

Connector (4.48), Socializer (4.33), Dynast (3.93), Goalie (4.25), and Organizer (3.73), with each showing 

significance with those participating actively while at home (Table 4.12). 

 
 



67 
 

Table 4.12- Motivation (Face) and Active in Philanthropy 
 

 Yes No 

Altruist 4.22* 3.60 

Connector 4.48* 4.00 

Socializer 4.33* 3.93 

Dynast 3.93* 3.02 

Goalie 4.25* 3.82 

Organizer 3.73* 3.04 

 

With regards to students engaged in passive philanthropic acts, Table 4.13 shows there was 

significant difference with five motivations, Altruist (4.22), Connector (4.48), Socializer (4.33  x ̅ ), Dynast 

(3.93), Goalie (4.25), and Organizer (3.73). 

Table 4.13- Motivation (Face) and Passive Philanthropy 

 

 Yes No 

Altruist 4.14* 3.81 

Connector 4.47* 4.00 

Socializer 4.32* 3.94 

Dynast 3.88* 3.15 

Organizer 3.65* 3.24 

 

Section 3: Summary of Quantitative Findings  

The purpose of this quantitative analysis was to determine what, if any, influencers of student 

engagement in philanthropic activities could be associated with primary philanthropic factors (faces).  

After analyzing relevant research pertaining to college student philanthropy, I was able to determine that 

there were 14 overarching motivations and influences which could encourage students to participate in 

philanthropic activities. These were designated as the original 14 factors (faces) including, Altruist, 

Repayer, Planner, Uplifter, Connector, Socializer, Responder, Dynast, Tag Along, Devout, Goalie, 

Competitor, Organizer, an Administrator Asked, and lastly a category which indicates something outside 

of the 14 listed above, that was simply labeled as ‘other’. Later portions of this study provide further 

analysis of student philanthropic faces through qualitative and mixed methods data analysis.  
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Factors Influencing Philanthropic Motivations and Associated Faces 

Ultimately, for research question #1 “Are there discernible philanthropic faces (factors which 

influence philanthropic motivation and engagement) that can be determined for undergraduate students 

based upon demographic variables? If so, what might they be?” Findings from this study indicate that yes, 

there are discernible philanthropic faces that are correlated with demographics (see Table 4.1 ) as the 

Altruist, Repayer, Connector, Socializer, Responder, Dynast, Devout, Goalie, Competitor, and Organizer 

are significantly correlated with at least one of the student demographic variables.  The philanthropic 

faces that were not found to have associated demographics were the Planner, Uplifter, Tag along, 

Administrator asked, and “Other”.  

Demographic Variables and Associated Factors (Faces) 

When examining mean differences in student demographic areas, there were several found to 

show statistical significance with philanthropic faces. These included college characteristics (e.g., 

location), student classification and identifiers, political and organizational affiliations, a student’s 

education funding sources, and level of philanthropic engagement.  

The institutional demographics associated with the first area, “Participant/Institutional specific 

descriptive data”, were the geographic location of the institution with Socializers & Organizers showing 

statistical significance with students in the Midwest, and Dynast, Devout showing significance with 

students in the South, 

Participant demographics which influenced association with motivational factors include- the 

student’s gender with the Dynast and Organizer motivations showing statistical significance with male 

students, student’s race with the Socializer, Dynast, Devout, and Repayer motivations showing to be 

statistically significant with Black students while the Goalie motivation was significant with White 

students (see Table 4.4). It is worth noting that this high representation of philanthropic faces associated 

with Black students may be due to the over representation of Black respondents to this survey in 

comparison to students from another group. 
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The next area, “Student designations/identifiers with their respective College/University”, 

showed that on-campus residency showed statistical significance with Responders and was associated 

with commuter students, and if students were currently attending their original institution of 

matriculation with the Responder motivation being statistically significant with transfer students (see 

Table 4.5).  The motivation associated with college/university designation was the Dynasts, which showed 

statistical significance to Seniors. 

The Responder philanthropic face showed statistical significance with both transfer students and 

commuters (see Table 4.6). For commuters, this could be a result of students that commute not being as 

accustomed to seeing or hearing promotions on campus compared to students that reside on campus 

who may now be so accustomed to hearing/seeing promotions that they have become background noise. 

For transfer students, I believe the “newness” of the area for a transfer student increases the likelihood of 

association with the Responder, essential because of their lack of continuous presence on the campus 

causes students to be more inclined to respond to written/spoken promotions. They may also be trying to 

make up for time “lost” by now actively working to establish themselves within their new institution, 

seeking out or being more aware of promotions as they seek out peers/joining organizations and work to 

build their “school spirit”.  

“Political/Organizational affiliations” was found to be statistically significance with the Altruist, 

Repayer, Connector, Socializer, Dynast, Devout, and Organizer philanthropic faces and were all associated 

with students belonging to an organization.  Furthermore, increasing the number of organization 

memberships showed a correlation with the Altruist, Repayer, Connector, Socializer, Devout, Organizer 

philanthropic faces (see Table 4.1). 

I believe it would be expected for students that are members of organizations to be associated 

with the previously mentioned philanthropic faces as membership in many organizations on college 

campuses come with an expectation of some form of service, or in some instances the students join the 

organizations specifically with the intent of providing service and engaging in philanthropy such as Penn 

State’s THON’. Conley (1999) found that giving from alumni who report having been actively engaged 
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members of philanthropy-based organizations as undergrads shows significant difference in participation 

rates compared to those who were not. This was due to the level of information these students had about 

the importance of giving to specific causes, with the organizations themselves serving as a vehicle for 

continuously communicating the expectation of members. I believe this same level of expectation exists 

for students participating in ‘THON’ style events, as they are legacy events on their campus with a 

reputation and history to maintain.  

The Dynast is the only philanthropic face associated with organization membership that does not 

show a correlation when increasing number of memberships. I believe this can be attributed to students 

associating with the Dynast being more likely to   commit to the same specific cause(s) supported by their 

group/family as opposed to spreading out support amongst many. Goldseeker and Moody (2017) found 

that when it comes to high value donors of this generation, that honoring and continuing their family’s 

philanthropic legacy was a factor when deciding how and when to get involved with certain causes. This 

could be expected to be true for students that have a connection to causes regardless of social economic 

status due to past group or family relationship with the cause or organization.  

The fourth area, “Funding Sources for Expenses”, had philanthropic faces associated with three 

factors including level of scholarship funding with Altruist for students receiving partial scholarships (Table 

4.8), if someone provides funding for their educational expenses with Competitor for students with 

someone providing at least partial support (Table 4.9), and if a student held employment with students 

more likely to not have a job associated with Devout, (see Table 4.10). 

The fifth and final area associated with “Level of Philanthropic Engagement” showed an 

association with philanthropic faces based upon the type/location of engagements, with students actively 

engaged both at home and on campus, more associating with the Altruist, Connector, Socializer, Dynast, 

Goalie, and Organizer, while students engaging passive philanthropy are associated with the Altruist, 

Connector, Socializer, Dynast, and Organizer (Table 4.10). The connection with so many philanthropic 

faces to involvement while at home and on campus shows the potential impact of previously modeled 
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behavior by parents or others back home when it comes to philanthropic engagement that influences 

continued participation.  

For the faces aligned with students actively engaged in philanthropy at home and on campus 

(Altruist/Connector/Socializer/Dynast/Goalie/Organizer), it could be assumed that experience as a 

member of a family, community, or an organization with a history of philanthropic engagements grooms 

students, making them accustomed to engaging in service towards others. Many families often give to or 

support the same cause regularly, building affinity within their family across generations. Students 

organizations at many institutions support a national charity/cause as well. This is supported by 

Goldseeker and Moody (2013) who found students spoke about how their parents inspired them and 

their philanthropic engagement, directly or tacitly, by modeling giving behaviors.  

College students are also aware that volunteering in service and philanthropic projects looks 

good to future potential employers, especially for those students holding leadership positions or playing a 

pivotal role in the success of events. Lastly, college is viewed as an opportunity by some students to be 

better able to contribute to their communities and the world at large through the attainment of 

knowledge, skills, and/or wealth that they can use to work towards positive changes. The 2013 Millennial 

Impact Report found that 43% of respondents to their survey were interested in participating in or joining 

philanthropic groups geared towards younger people interested in the nonprofit sector partially to 

broaden their skillset for future professional use. Another 56% shared they joined to be around other 

people their age with shared interests.   

Students engaged in passive philanthropic acts are associated with the Organizer, which makes 

sense as these students are aware of the behind the scenes work it takes to for a successful event thus, 

they support their fellow organizers. For Dynast, it is the past family/group association with the cause 

which could spur the support, out of habitual support. Socializers may support an organization’s cause 

after approaching a table/group and interacting with the members, more of a friendly gesture to them 

than an actual interest in the cause.  
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CHAPTER 5 

QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

Introduction 

This study sought to gain an understanding of the perceptions of, and motivations for, 

philanthropic engagement amongst U.S. undergraduate students. This research design incorporated a 

convergent mixed methods approach to capture both quantifiable characteristics (race, sexual 

identity/orientation, classification, institution type/location, and financial status) as well as qualitative 

factors influencing perceptions of and motivations for philanthropy and philanthropic engagement.  

Quantitative data were collected via electronic survey; qualitative data were collected via personal 

interviews with participants who were selected from a pool of students that 1) completed the electronic 

questionnaire and 2) indicated willingness to be contacted for follow up interview (see APPENDIX I). A 

mixed methods approach allows analysis and integration of data which helps in shaping the development 

of the theoretical framework of the study (Creswell, 2014).   

Chapter 4 presented findings from the quantitative analysis of research data; this chapter presents 

the qualitative findings from 20 semi-structured interviews. Qualitative interviews allow for the collection 

of useful data when researchers are interested in learning about the views and opinions of participants 

(Creswell, 2014). Interviews were conducted via BlueJeans© teleconferencing with students having the 

ability to call in or log in via a shared link. Interviews were recorded, transcribed, and coded to determine 

what commonalities, if any, could be determined about participants’ motivations for and perceptions of 

philanthropic engagement.  

This section of the study specifically addresses the first part of research question # 2:  

Are there common factors which motivate/influence the types of activities undergraduate 

students in the U.S. support philanthropically?  

This question is answered through an analysis of qualitative data from students who describe their 

awareness, perceptions and understanding of philanthropic engagement. The Chapter is divided into three 



73 
 

sections: 1) description and profile of student participants, 2) qualitative interview data from students, and 

3) exploration and analysis of themes (philanthropic faces).  

Section 1: Descriptive Data on Participants and Colleges/Universities 

 In total, there were 20 participants with students located throughout the United States with two 

students located in the Midwest, 12 students located in the Northeastern U.S., five students hailing from 

the South, and one student located in the West. Most participants were men (65%); women accounted for 

35% of participants. No students self-identified as another preferred gender identity. Fifteen participants 

(75%), self-identified as Black; White participants (4) made up 20% of participants, and one student (5%) 

identified as Latinx (5.77%) (see APPENDIX J). A summary of the interviewees is presented in Table 5.1. 

Table 5.1- Interview Participants Demographic and Background Information 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Student Gender Race/Ethnicity Location # Orgs Class 

Aaliyah Female Black S 4 Senior 

Abrianna Female Black NE 2 Sophomore 

Adalia Female White NE 2 Junior 

Adelaide Female Black NE 3 Sophomore 

Africa Female White NE 4 Sophomore 

Afyia Female Black NE 3 Sophomore 

Aiyden Male Black NE 5+ Junior 

Andres Male Black NE 4 Junior 

Antonne Male Black S 3 Senior 

Booker Male Black S 3 Junior 

Brayton Male Black W 4 Junior 

Aiesha Female White NE 0 Junior 

Akeiyla Female Black NE 2 Senior 

Chaquille Male Black S 5+ Senior 

Alexis Female Latinx NE 1 Senior 

Althea Female Black S 5+ Senior 

Cornell Male White NE 0 First Year 

Damien Male Black MW 1 Sophomore 

Darius Male Black NE 2 Senior 

Efrem Male Black S 3 Senior 
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College/University Affiliations/Designations 

Of the 20 participants, all but one was full- time students. All student years (classifications) were 

captured with 1st year students least represented with just one participant; students in their senior year 

were most represented (8 participants), there were six participants in their junior year, and five 

sophomores. Most students resided on campus (15) versus commuting (5); these students also typically 

report currently attending their original institution of matriculation with only one student reporting that 

they were a transfer into their current institution. Represented majors were inclusive of six fields of study 

including Business, with two business majors, Liberal Arts (4), STEM (3), Public Health (4), and lastly most 

represented with five students, Communications (see APPENDIX J). 

Political and Organizational Affiliations  

Students were primarily Democratic (65%), five had no political affiliation (25%), and the 

remaining two were Republican (10%). All but two students belonged to an organization. Collectively, these 

18 students held memberships in 43 organizations. Most students were in more than one organization 

(16), two participants reported being in just one organization, two others held five or more memberships. 

There were five students with memberships in two organizations, another five belonging to three 

organizations and four students sharing they hold membership in four different organizations. Within these 

organizations, students are not just members but also leaders with 51 (30.36%) students indicating that 

they hold at least one leadership position; others report holding multiple leadership roles with 58 (34.52%) 

students being leader of two organizations, 19 (11.31%) leading three, and 12 (7.14%) serving as the head 

of four organizations (see APPENDIX J). 

Funding Sources for Expenses 

Demographic information such as funding sources for school, student employment, and debt level 

was provided by participants. Most students received scholarship funding to cover college costs with 17 

students (85%) receiving such funding. Two students received full scholarships, while 15 received at least a 

partial scholarship two students reported receiving no scholarship funding to cover their expenses.  
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Most students also secured loans to cover expenses with 17 students (85%) reporting that they 

had loans, 16 reported these funds were used to partially cover their college cost and just one student 

reported using loans as their primary source of funding for school. Three students (15%) reported that they 

had no student loans. Students with loans had varying levels of debt. Eight students (40%) reported a debt 

balance less than $10,000, three students (15%) reported a balance between $10-$20,000, six students 

(30%) reported a balance between $20-$30,000, and three (15%) students reported having a balance 

exceeding $50,000. 

In addition to scholarships and loans, most students also worked for money. Ten students (50%) 

reported that they work solely to cover leisure expenses, while eight students (40%) reported that they 

worked to cover both leisure and school expenses. Not all students worked, with two (10%) reporting that 

they had no job (see APPENDIX J). 

Section 2: Awareness, Perceptions and Understanding of Philanthropic Engagement   

Respondents were asked a set of open-ended questions intended to gauge their thoughts, 

awareness, perceptions and understanding of philanthropic engagement (see Table 5.2). 

Table 5.2- Interview Questions 
 

Q1- When you think of philanthropy what comes to mind? 

Q2- How can people engage in philanthropy? 

Q3- Can you think of a philanthropist that you admire, if so what about them is it that you admire? What 
types of causes do they support? 

Q4- If you had to create your own definition of philanthropist what would it be? 

Q5- Given your definition, do you consider yourself to be a philanthropist? Q5A- If yes- How do you 
decide what types of activities/events you support? 

Q6- What types of philanthropic activities take place on your campus? 

Q7- Which/if any have you participated in and why? 

Q8- What was your favorite experience/activity? 

Q9- What can/what has your university done that you think would motivate you to want to donate after 
you graduate? 

Q10- Describe the philanthropic culture on your campus? 

Q11- If I gave you $1M that you could spend on anything you wanted except for something that would 
personally benefit you, how would you use it? 

Q12- Which of the seven faces of philanthropy do you think best describes you? 
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Through examination of transcripts, I was able to understand participants’ perceptions and 

understanding of philanthropy as an overall concept, and the idea of what factors are considered when 

labeling someone a “philanthropist”. When asked to share their thoughts on philanthropy from several 

different perspectives, I realized that students’ beliefs on and perception of philanthropy were fluid, with 

student’s perception of a person’s status as “philanthropist” influenced by factors such as the 

impact/method/amount/motivation of philanthropic engagement.  

For some students, the idea of philanthropy aligned with the traditional concepts of philanthropy 

with students understanding fundamental concepts such Chaquille who, “usually thinks of philanthropy as 

financial backing towards something, more like an investment with a good heart”, and Booker, “A lot of 

times philanthropy is associated with relation to money, financial support”, Adelaide believed that people 

could engage in philanthropy by, “participating in fundraisers, making donations, and providing charity, 

generosity”, Darius, “giving back to the less fortunate”, Efrem, “paying it forward without anything in 

return”, Brayton, “have a purpose when it comes to a greater cause for a greater good”, and Akeiyla, 

“charitable work as an approach to societal issues”. 

When asked to create their own definition to describe what a philanthropist is, many similar 

sentiments were expressed Chaquille defined it as, “A giver. One who gives of his or her time or resources 

to be able to further a cause and contribute to a cause, whether that'd be the cause of an organization or 

person”. Akeiyla believes it to be, 

someone that promotes or is fighting for social justice or equal opportunities 
and the wellbeing of certain populations that tend to not have all the tools and 
resources that they need in order to be stable, Darius- someone who gives back, 
not because they have to, but because they want to. 

 

Other students, such as Efrem, found it easier to discuss their views on what a philanthropist is by sharing 

their position on what would disqualify a person or act from being recognized as philanthropic,  

I don't want to confuse community service and philanthropy; the intentions are 
different even if it's the same act. Philanthropy comes from a deeper passion, 
comes from a place of wanting to serve whereas volunteering comes from a 
place of wanting to aid/help others, or you're looking for something in return 
like hours for school. 
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Overall, a consensus among interview participants was their belief that philanthropy is not limited 

to providing money/financial support. Many students shared that they believe in the concept of in-kind 

giving, which is the giving of their time/services/other non-monetary assets. Damien felt, “It's not just 

something you can define because people do things just for publicity too”, Darius highlighted the ways in 

which people can engage, “It's not so much giving money, people usually chalk it up to that, but you can 

help serve in the community, volunteering is a form of philanthropy”, Adelaide spoke of sharing 

“knowledge/information”, while Alexis preferred to “Host events to give supplies/book bags like churches”. 

Above all other components, students viewed their use of “Time” as one of the most valuable 

assets available for philanthropic giving highlighted by Adelaide, “I’m limited in financial resources but rich 

in other ways; knowledge, information, above all time. As students we have time and flexibility in our 

schedules that we won't have when we graduate, Time is a precious commodity”, Booker, “giving of your 

time is a big thing in philanthropy organizations need volunteers”, and Alexis, “a person who dedicates time 

and money or not even their personal money, but taking the time to fundraise for specific cause that, that 

they think is important”. 

Philanthropic Awareness 

 Through these interviews, I learned more about what types of philanthropic activities registered 

on students’ radars, as well as who and/or what factors influenced their awareness of philanthropy. As can 

be expected, the usual names associated with philanthropy came up in the conversation. Aiyden spoke of 

Bill Gates,  

Gates gives like billions and billions of dollars to like research just like 
everywhere, he wants to better the world at any possible way with whatever 
funding that he has, he's one of the richest people like period of all the time and 
someone who can get their money and time away in order to try and help make 
the world a better place. 

Adelaide mentioned Ellen DeGeneres, 

I think she's a phenomenal philanthropist and she changes people in such a 
powerful way with kindness and humor, she also changes big things, you know, 
as you know, with large sums of money she's able to give that financial capital, 
um, to things that she believes in. 
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And Oprah was mentioned by both Africa, “she is one of the most charitable people that I can think of, she 

genuinely cares and give back to those who need it”, and Afyia,  

She does so much for education, especially for girls in the US and abroad. She 
builds schools in Africa, and here in the states, I know that she tries to send two 
to three students to college completely free. She might call herself doing a good 
deed, but I would call her a philanthropist. 
 

Perceptions of ‘Self’ as Philanthropist 

 As mentioned earlier on, students were asked to create their own definition of 

philanthropy. They were later asked if they would consider themselves to be a philanthropist based upon 

the definition they created. This allowed for an interesting observation on students’ perceptions of 

themselves as philanthropist, and how it aligned with their ideas of philanthropy and philanthropist. 

Antonne associated his philanthropy with his business, “I do consider myself to be a philanthropist, I give 

out a lot and supporting a lot through my business, I mean just this month alone, we gave 11 students 

scholarships”, while Abrianna looked at her work in the community, “yea. I do a lot of work with the kids in 

my community, we also work with other groups for women and children Women in Need and poverty with 

children.  

Some students enthusiastically declared their status as a philanthropist and the issues/causes 

supported such as Aiyden, 

Yes, I do consider myself a philanthropist. I decide a cause I want to support 
usually based on if it's like really affecting me, I think that's kind of how it is for 
most people if it's greatly affecting me or if something I really passionate about, 
I kind of had like a burning, passion about like homelessness. I'm not fond of 
seeing homeless people.  

 

Other students were not as confident in declaring themselves to be a philanthropist, even when their 

actions and activities fit their definition to the letter. I refer to these students as hesitant philanthropist, 

those that acknowledge their work, but feel the need to downplay or discredit themselves/their efforts due 

to not meeting a self-imposed metric, usually amount of money. Sentiments shared by these students 

include Andres, 

I wouldn't consider myself to be a philanthropist yet, only because I'm like I 
don't have the money to do it, but when it comes to giving the time and like 
sharing the knowledge I know about different things I would say yes. 
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Akeiyla, stated “I don't consider myself a philanthropist, I haven't done enough to consider myself one, but 

on the other hand I don't think I'm not a philanthropist”, Booker echoed sentiments of doubt and 

confirmation,  

To a certain extent. I wouldn't say I'm as big as a philanthropist as I would one 
day hope to be, I don't have the time or the resources as I try to give where I can 
monetarily but also try to give as much time as I can. 

 

In addition to money, students were left feeling conflicted about their individual role as 

philanthropist since they were not participating solely for personal interest and instead, they were engaged 

as a member of an organization or a larger group. This could be seen clearly with Aiesha, 

Yea, I do consider myself a philanthropist, I guess because my definition is based 
on how much I do it. It's not so often and it's usually driven by just being part of 
something bigger and that's not just like an initiative that I take on just for 
myself as an individual and not being part of something.  
 
Ultimately, it appears that students want to give or do more philanthropically than they can 

and/or are currently, and as such this causes them to question their identity as a philanthropist solely 

based on scale, which Aaliyah said explicitly in her response, 

I definitely would say so, but it's kind of hard to see myself as a philanthropist 
because I feel like philanthropist are looked at on a bigger broader level 

 

On Campus Philanthropic Efforts/Events 

  

Most students shared that they are aware of philanthropic events taking place on their respective 

campuses, efforts usually led by other students, especially fraternities and sororities. Many efforts that 

students cited were reoccurring events to support organizations such as St. Jude’s, March for Babies, 

‘THON’ inspired events, and causes unique to specific campuses. In addition to reoccurring events, 

students also spoke about often seeing efforts on campus which are hosted in response to a sudden/recent 

crisis or event. Whether it be in support of a reoccurring event a spontaneous response, the most noted 

philanthropic activity taking place on campuses was tabling by student groups to raise funds and/or 

awareness for a cause. 
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Aiesha shared, 

a lot of organizations like fraternities and sororities, the Honors College all these 
programs require you to have service credits, I'm a part of the honors college so 
I know each semester I have to do a service project where I have to  volunteer 
my time somewhere it has to be approved. In addition, the university really 
pushes us to engage with the community.  

 
On Althea’s campus, 

they have a stand up all night for St. Jude's event where they're like tabling in 
our university center, trying to get people to donate money, I'll probably donate 
there. Different Greek organizations, they sell like little wristbands and different 
things to give back to organizations, I probably give to that. I know our AKAs had 
a table like for breast cancer awareness and I bought like a little wristband for 
like a dollar or so. 
 

Some students, like Abrianna, spoke of seeing events that were hosted by identity-based groups on 

campus, with efforts taking place to help those often marginalized and least supported, 

I don't see a lot of that at the school by the school, but I know the clubs that're 
within the school do a lot like NAACP, and women and gender studies, Black 
Student League, they do a lot of fundraisers. For example, when the hurricane 
hit the Caribbean, we did a lot of fundraisers where we got money and 
donations with clothes and shoes also, we are giving back to Flint, Michigan. We 
have a water fundraiser coming up but yeah most of the stuff that we do for 
charity to give back are through groups on campus and not the actual School. 

 

Influences of Philanthropic Engagement 

 Many students shared that some of the people they most credit as being influential in their 

decision to participate in philanthropic activities include people, groups, and causes that they have 

personal connections to or relationships with. Adelaide’s inspiration was her mentor, Dr. Tamra Burke, 

Here at the college, Dr. Tamra Burke, the director for the P.L.A.C.E fellows’ 
program (Philanthropy Leadership And Community Engagement), which I'm a 
part of. She's also the director for the Center for leadership studies program and 
the program chair. She gives back in a way that not many people do, she just 
really has a very grassroots idea of community engagement and it's really 
powerful and she pulls in students along with her.  
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In addition, Africa spoke of being moved by the generosity of an alumnus of her institution, 

 

Donald Bellisario donated $30,000,000, not to the school at large, but to the 
College of Communication specifically, where I’m a student, so that's kind of 
reworking everything we do, it's given the whole program to facelift. 

 

 Membership in a Greek letter organization also influenced students’ philanthropic engagement. 

Many students reported that their initial exposure to a given cause was through an initiative supported by 

their fraternity or sorority, with some completely intertwining their personal philanthropic identity with 

that of their organization. Older members within the fraternities and sororities were cited as mentors and 

models for younger members, shaping their interests and engagement in philanthropic activities on the 

local and national levels. Booker, a member of Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity, Inc., talked about how leadership 

in his organization impacted him, 

our district director, Don Westin, he's kind of placed that impact on all the 
chapters in the state, he’s focused on us giving of our time as well as monetarily. 
I admire him for trying to reach others to be more involved long-term in 
philanthropic endeavors to make sure you're doing more than just donating and 
leaving.  

 

For Akeiyla, it was the national president of her organization, 

I'm a member of Zeta Phi Beta Sorority Incorporated and we do a lot of 
philanthropy work. My current Grand Basileus (national president) is very 
involved in giving back to older adults and veterans. It's a powerful movement 
because Zeta has so many different chapters and we all support the same cause 
on the chapter level and national level, it creates such a big impact. 

 

When discussing external influencers of philanthropic engagement students also provided insight 

into their internal thought processes when deciding whether to participate. These internal thoughts often 

centered around students’ interest in the specific cause, others participating, and investments of available 

time and energy. Cornell expressed that each of these factors were considering before he commits,  

I think it would depend on how I'm feeling if I have the time and energy to 
basically justify supporting some cause. I normally decide if for example if my 
friends are involved in something and they tell me about it and then I'd be 
willing to support it if I agree. 
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Another factor that I became aware of with participants was the way in which intersectionality of identities 

(race, gender, and geographic origin) influenced philanthropic actions as well as those considered by 

students to be philanthropist. Some of the most visible examples of philanthropy discussed by students 

included the work of popular rappers, singers, and other artists they supported. For example, Aaliyah 

shares, 

So, I say celebrities, more so geared within the music industry are philanthropist 
I’m aware of. Chance the Rapper gives more as far as philanthropy directly to 
impact education, especially in the Chicago area. I like him based off my musical 
choice as well, I like him as an artist. He doesn't portray himself as the typical 
artist who raps around whatever the topic may be that really comes off 
negative, he shows more of a positive side. I also like Alicia Keys. She is very big 
on giving back money as far as HIV and AIDS education, she’s also one of my 
favorite artists.  
 

Althea’s inspiration was Beyoncé, 

I like her project, the “BeyGood” campaign, which gives back to different 
organizations. She helped a lot with the hurricane that hit down in Texas and 
just like different events recently. She's more powerful with her money, but she 
doesn't want her name out there, she does it just because she wants to do it 
behind the scenes. 

 

Some students also spoke about the ways in which they recognized social justice-oriented actions as 

philanthropic efforts, and how this influenced behaviors. Abrianna spoke of Colin Kaepernick,  

a lot of his money with from the NFL he donates to youth in need from the community 
that he comes from, and I really appreciate that. I especially appreciate him for his 
movement and kneeling on the field.  
 

Andres, and others, spoke of recently slain rapper Nipsey Hussle, and the influence the rapper had on him 

and why,  

I look at a lot of hip-hop moguls, the biggest in my eyes right now is Nipsey Hussle, he's 
very active in the community, especially LA where he’s from. He comes from a gang 
banging background, the stereotypical “inner city Black male” and I come from a 
background very similar to that, so that’s someone I look up to.  

 

Chaquille was inspired by hip-hop mogul, Drake’s random act of kindness towards a fan, 

He invested in this young high school student a few weeks ago out of nowhere, that 
changed her life really because she didn’t know where she was going to get the money to 
go to school with and then she all of a sudden had it because of his generosity. 
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Section 3: Analysis of themes and Summary of Qualitative Findings 

Overview of Themes 

The following section presents an overview of the themes from which student motivations were 

built. These themes are derived from Prince and Files’ Seven Faces of Philanthropy (1994), with additional 

motivations reflecting common themes found within existing literature on millennial students, the group 

immediately preceding generation Z on college campuses, examining the ways in which they viewed and 

participated in philanthropic activities. Using the established code book, interviews were dissected with a 

focus on repetition, metaphors, analogies, similarities, differences, linguistic connectors, and theory related 

material which allowed for the discovery of relevant codes, themes, sub-themes related to Generation Z 

college students and their motivations for and perceptions of philanthropic engagement and include- 

1. Altruist (I want to save/help the recipients of service) 
2. Repayer (I benefitted from the goods/service and I want to help others now) 
3. Planner (I am Interested in using strategy/planning to help a cause) 
4. Uplifter (I want to help others to build and or gain knowledge/skills/abilities so that they 

can help themselves) 
5. Connector (I enjoy working on projects connecting people to needed resources) 
6. Socializer (I like the social aspects, building networks/connections, opportunities) 
7. Responder (I am moved by spontaneous needs/events (ex. disaster relief) 
8. Dynast (I am a part of a group with a history of supporting (family, organization) 
9. Tag-Along (Going because a friend/peer asks) 
10. Devout (I feel morally compelled, I must (i.e.  required to participate as a mandate), 

and/or my religious beliefs dictate I participate) 
11. Goalie (I like working on a team and/or alone to reach a goal) 
12. Competitor (I enjoy competition/fun events, that also happen to benefit others) 
13. Organizer (I like creating and recruiting others for opportunities for philanthropy) 
14. An admin asked (An administrator at the schools asks) 
15. Another reason (A reason not mentioned before) 

 

Revisiting Faces: Factors Influencing Undergraduate Philanthropic Motivations and Engagement  

Using the qualitative handbook as a guide, an initial review of interview transcripts occurred; 

analysis resulted in the fragmentation of text, capturing relevant words, sentences, messaging and aligning 

them with the appropriate conceptual components (Bernard & Ryan, 2010). Through this open coding 

process, a large portion of the data fit neatly into predetermined boxes; all other data were placed in the 

“other” category for further review. Due to such a large amount of text being placed into the other 
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category it was determined that the existing labels/themes included in the coding handbook would not be 

sufficient to capture all of the reasons provided by participants for why they engage in their chosen 

philanthropic activities.  

The text in the “other” category served as the foundation for the second round of open coding of 

the transcripts. Initially, the text was analyzed solely using the “other” category, which allowed for the 

development of more precise themes which better captured and reflected participant responses. Bernard 

and Ryan (2010) suggest analyzing text to identify important quotes or expressions. Once completed and 

exemplars were identified, findings were relabeled and recoded appropriately to better capture emerging 

themes resulting in the reduction of identified themes, bringing the total number to 11. When examining 

some of the pre-existing categories, it was determined that one category specifically, Paying Back/Paying 

Forward served as a singular primary motivation with 3 subcategories- Identity Based Givers, Spirited 

Givers, and General Givers, thus bringing the total number of motivations to eight.  

The Philanthropic Motivations (Faces) of Undergraduate Students 

The goal in qualitative research while performing open coding, is to work to identify/discover 

components of the story which helps you in creating the conceptual components as you establish the 

framework in which your research is grounded (Bernard & Ryan, 2010), while also working to aggregate 

your data into the smallest number of manageable and logical themes (Creswell, 2014). Ultimately, I 

condensed the themes, more appropriately capturing the essence of undergraduate student philanthropic 

engagement and motivations for participation in such activities. These themes centered on students’ 

perceptions and understanding of philanthropy, with students viewing both as fluid concepts instead of a 

cemented idea.  Interview participants were of the same mind when sharing their perception of what 

denotes one’s status as “philanthropist” with the moniker being bestowed upon an individual with 

consideration of their impact, method, amount, and motivation of philanthropic engagement.  
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These themes, described below with aligned comments from student interviews, serve as the 

basis for the eight primary philanthropic motivations (faces), with students not limited to a single face, and 

include:  

1. Paying back/Paying forward (three subcategories-Generalist/Identity based/Spirited Givers) 

2. Social/Responsive givers 

3. Virtuous/Emotional givers  

4. Community builders/givers  

5. Reciprocal givers  

6. In-kind givers  

7. Experiential/Neophyte givers  

8. Legacy givers  

 

Analysis and Summary of the Philanthropic Motivations (Faces) of Undergraduate Students 

The purpose of this qualitative analysis was to address the first part of research question # 2- Are 

there common philanthropic faces which motivate/influence the types of activities undergraduate students 

in the U.S. support philanthropically? After analyzing interview participant transcripts, I determined that 

there does appear to be common factors which motivate and or influence the types of activities that 

undergraduate students in the United States support philanthropically. These were labeled as the primary 

philanthropic motivations, which are explained in further detail below.  

Paying Back/Paying Forward 

A person motivated by this face would be moved to participate in philanthropic acts that are 

centered on the concept of "repaying" a past kindness/gift/action that allowed the individual an 

opportunity. This motivation includes three subcategories- Identity Based Givers, Spirited Givers, and 

General Givers (people who will give to any cause/organization indiscriminately). Interview respondents 

associated with this face often spoke about giving back, particularly in working to provide scholarship 

money, address homelessness, food insecurity, and increasing access to needed resources for those that 

come from similar communities and backgrounds. They also participated in philanthropic acts to help 
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future individuals avoid experiences/hardships they've endured/witnessed/become aware of. This face was 

highlighted by students and activities such as Africa who shared, 

I've worked closely with ‘She's the first’ on campus, which deals with students that are 
first in their family to go to college., I think that that's a real honor. I  mean, I personally 
can't relate to that, but I understand why that's such a big deal and it's something that 
people really strive for, especially if you came from a great family that go to go to college 
it's a huge, huge thing. 
 

Another participant, Efrem, spoke about his past experiences and their impact, 

I put myself back in those shoes, you know, and I remember being in elementary school 

and being like oversized and being super fat and feeling like I didn't appreciate my image 

and having low self-esteem because of that. And I think the bathroom oftentimes that 

was kind of like a place where I could get away from people or I could go into a stall and 

just kind of get away for a few seconds and not have to worry about my image. I can only 

imagine being in those restrooms now with those positive messages that said, you know, 

I am powerful. I am enough. Or if a dream big, whatever it was that we put on all those 

different walls, I can imagine going into that space and seeing those signs to combat the 

negative thoughts that I had about myself. So, paying it forward. 

Afyia spoke about her time in high school, and its impact, 

My high school was a nonprofit organization, um, and it's a private school and so, you 

know, someone had to go out and get money from other people so that I could go to 

high school for free. And so, I think that's why I would give money to my high school 

because I want to be able to support a student the way someone supported me and my 

dreams and my aspirations to go to college. 

 

Higher education institutions should be mindful of students that align with this face, especially 

with the prevalence in which students are dependent upon scholarships to finance their education. These 

students understand and appreciate the personal financial benefit they receive from scholarship funding, 

and as such value and are motivated to participate in activities which will help future students access the 

same level of education with reduced debt. Freeland, Spenner, and McCalmon (2015)  showed that 

scholarships were one of the strongest significant predictors of student giving, and Cunningham and Cochi-

Ficano (2002), found that institutions that provide a greater amount of need-based scholarships receive 

greater voluntary support from alumni. 
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Identity Based Givers 

A person motivated by this face would be moved participate in philanthropic acts that 

support/uplift others based upon their identity including but not limited to- race, ethnicity, sexual identity, 

sexual orientation, and lower- SES. Several participants indicated that factors associated with their personal 

identity (including but not limited to- race, ethnicity, sexual identity, sexual orientation) influenced their 

current behaviors and could influence future giving. Examples of causes these individuals would support 

include events that are specifically catering to targeted populations/groups. This would include 

organizations such as Black, LatinX, LGBT, Male/Female, etc. These individuals may also be discouraged 

from supporting causes or organizations they feel don’t support, cause harm to members of, or conflict 

with an individual or groups’ identity and/or beliefs.  

Many of the same students shared how significant the donations of past alumni have been in 

relation to improving their current situations on campus and as such they also felt a need to give back to 

continue this legacy of support at their institution or the organizations within their institution that support 

marginalized populations in the future. Andres shared the importance he placed on their Blackness and its 

role in their philanthropic leanings, 

 
I think the philanthropic activities I participated in the most were the ones that are 
centered more towards the African American Community because I’m African American, 
my Bloodlines history is very deep in this country is very  intertwined to the historic 
aspect of what Black people go through this country so I think those are the ones for me. 

 
Aiyden also spoke of the ways in which their experiences were shaped because of being a Black man, 

 

My favorite activity was working on the class gift because I was actually a part of that 
executive board that made the decision on what type of gifts the 2018 class should be 
donating to the school. So that is something I'd say with my favorite part because I 
actually had to say, especially as a Black man at Penn state, sitting at a table with a whole 
bunch of white people, I actually have a say in something that can actually help benefit 
the school. So that was probably my proudest and one of my favorite moments is 
philanthropy that I've had here.  
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Drezner (2015) reported that diverse communities with racial and ethnic variety within its 

membership approach the concept of philanthropy in a unique way due to their cultural understanding, 

with actions often manifest as forms of obligatory acts or acts ended for social uplift. Findings from this 

study support this as many students shared that the importance of supporting their community had been 

instilled within them by family upbringing, cultural practices, and religious influence. Other students spoke 

about being influenced by celebrities that come from similar communities or backgrounds. These students 

often mentioned the rapper Nipsey Hustle and the work that he did within his community, Beyoncé and 

the work of her foundation and the community she serves, Jay-Z and how he uses his money and influence 

to shape communities of color, as well as how some celebrities such as Colin Kaepernick have sparked 

change with regards to social movements and social justice.  

A few students indicated that at this time they had no intention of making financial contributions 

to their institutions after graduation directly because of a perceived lack of support or attention by the 

institution towards members of marginalized populations. Abrianna spoke about the importance of feeling 

truly seen and included on her future decisions, 

If my school wanted me to give back after graduating, they could be more inclusive with 
the Multicultural groups on campus, I don't see a lot of that here and whenever they do 
it, you feel like they're just using that as a diversity token, if they were a little bit more 
inclusive I would be motivated to give back but as of right now I'm not. 
 

This is consistent with past literature which indicates that these types of feelings of being ignored, 

dismissed, and at times used can cause current students and alumni to not be motivated to give back 

(Affleck, 2004; Drezner, 2010).  

Spirited Givers 

Amongst interview participants, school pride was evident, with many students speaking with great 

affection for their institutions and their desire to see them thrive and succeed in the future. If this feeling of 

affinity toward the institution at large was not present, then there was often an area or group within the 

institution that students felt connected to and wanted to support in some capacity. These individuals were 

labeled spirited givers, a person moved to support current/past educational institutional institutions. 
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Vervoort and Gasman (2016) found that emotional attachment to one’s institution is a predictor of future 

support. Development officers at institutions already consider ways to design solicitations which appeal to 

these feelings of affinity to solicit donations (Drezner, 2009). Incorporating the use of philanthropic faces 

into practices could help shape these messages specifically based on the specific primary factors which 

influence individual students.  

Examples highlighting instances of students being influenced or displaying actions associated with 

this face includes Chaquille speaking on the impact of attending an HBCU on his philanthropic leanings,  

I understand the history of my university, a historically Black institution. It's no secret that HBCUs 

often suffer from financial hardships that other university don't due to issues of state funding, but 

often it's a result of unfair laws and funding. 

Aisha, as a transfer student at her institution found her connection through this identity,  

I'm a transfer student this is my second semester at my school and they honestly they just do so 

much like they want you to succeed they want to make sure you have a job after you graduate. I 

have so many professors that I can email or go to and ask for anything and they are just so 

amazing. My school just started this program called “Ruse”, it's for high school students and I'm 

one of the mentors for them. You’re guiding and helping these kids’ network and become the 

future business leaders, and it is something I would be interested in doing after I graduate. I feel 

that my school and all my professors have helped me so much that I would definitely want to help 

them. 

Alexis found their role as member of the residence life team to be the identity which most inspired them 

and their philanthropic leanings towards their institution,  

I've been involved with resident life for three years already, so I've really built my identity 

with the university through living on campus and working with the department. Getting 

to know my residents and providing a space that is ah, you know, collective and very 

inclusive. So, I would probably say if I had some money in time, I would probably donate 

to providing a space for students and residents to go because I know that some halls 

don't have like a nice lounge I've learned along throughout my years here about building 

a community. Um, so yeah, I would probably build a place that people can go to. 

Social/Responsive Givers 

A person motivated by this face would be moved to participate in philanthropic acts that also 

allow for having a good time. These people enjoy activities/events that allow for socializing/celebrating. 

These people enjoy fun/time with friends; recognition of their support may be more important than actual 

beneficiary/cause supported. These individuals like to enlist others, getting people to sponsor their 
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participation in an event/activity. They also like attending formal events (i.e. balls, galas), and they would 

be interested in attending a charity event primarily because it would be fun/socializing with friends. They 

are interested in helping local groups/families that have been impacted by a life changing event- fire, flood, 

and death. They will actively support online giving requests via Go-Fund me, CashApp, etc.  

Direct solicitation and giving amongst peers are indicative of the connections that students share 

with their campus community (Hurvitz, 2010). This connection with “community” also lends itself to having 

many students supporting causes through social activities, where technically attendees are supporting but 

they are attending primarily to have fun. Younger college students understand the impact and influence of 

their interconnectedness via various social networks and platforms and know their ability to maximize 

reach when sharing information on causes. They also recognize that this is not often viewed as something 

of merit or it does not receive the proper recognition (Feldman, 2014).  

Many responses also spoke to the influence of an immediate call to action, often supporting 

spontaneously in response to requests by those on campus, especially when concerning sudden life 

altering situations and disasters, for Abrianna, this was one of her favorite experiences with philanthropy 

on her campus  

My favorite philanthropic activity that I participated in was definitely the hurricane 

Harvey drive, so many people came out and supported us we had so many donations we 

got a lot of money and donations to send to these countries and the states in the South 

and also a lot of clothes. 

 
Students, like Akeiyla, spoke of showing support in the form of tabling and online giving, with students 

giving themselves and then resharing requests for support via social media platforms, text, and GroupMe,  

A lot of times when I'm walking in the Union and I see an organization tabling, I know that 

my money's going towards a cause so it'll drive me to participate, even if I wouldn't 

necessarily want to buy the product they're selling, because I know that they need that 

dollar and it matters way more than my pleasure of whatever they're selling. So, I think 

that's really, it's like a small effortless action, but I think that goes a long way. 
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Afyia also spoke about how her ability to give back through tabling impacted her,  

I think the tabling for the Alzheimer's March was my favorite because I got to meet more 
people that way instead of just participating in the walk or the run simply because most 
people when they run they like to have music in or you know, they just really don't 
engage in conversations, so the tabling allowed me to talk to people, get some great 
networking and just meet new people from all walks of life and it was a really great 
event.   
 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers 

A person motivated by this face would be moved to participate in philanthropic acts based upon 

personal, societal, and religious morals/norms/expectations. These people are moved by appeals to 

emotion or receive “joy” by supporting. These individuals believe acting/participating is the “right thing to 

do”. An example is a person motivated to support religious causes/institutions. These people will support 

causes that they feel "make sense". Generally, these individuals are not concerned with recognition/praise 

and may prefer anonymity. Examples of causes they would be interested in would include supporting 

religious institutions/events or donating to help a cause they believe to be morally correct; these 

individuals are drawn to supporting medical causes.  

It was of no surprise that religion also played a role in student’s decisions to get involved with 

their chosen causes, with many students recounting past experiences with parents and other family 

members and how their religious foundation directly led to their charitable spirit, even when they were no 

longer active practitioners. It has been found that early life experiences such as birthdays or confirmations 

are a good way for young people to gain exposure to giving and highlighted that most religions at their core 

promote and teach philanthropic values (Wagner, 2003). Booker, recounted his past experiences with his 

parents and other family members and how their religious foundation directly led to his charitable spirit, 

even when they were no longer active practitioners, 

So I think it all stems from a strong religious background, my dad's a pastor, so growing 

up in the church and his stressing of, you know, giving above and beyond to the church, 

just knowing that, when God blesses you it is with the intent of you not keeping that 

blessing to yourself but blessing others. Um, and beyond that, being able to be someone 

who's fortunate enough to go to college and get a good degree and whatnot, I'll be very 

well off with my life. I'm almost feeling like I have a responsibility to help others and you 

know, not only continue the ministry but in the education system. I'm giving back to 
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others, those same opportunities I received and really just always having that hand down 

to reach in and lift others up.  

Other students, like Efrem, spoke of the importance of just being of service to others,  

I just like serving, I like to consider myself a servant in all things. I think service is very 

important and I think it speaks to the humanity part, so the moral part of myself, the 

reason I do service, the reason I'm involved in those philanthropic works, I think it's good 

to do good things in the world. It hasn't always been the return to me physically or 

financially, but I, I believe on a spiritual level that my life is better because of the service 

that I do. All the service that I do reflects my desire just to see others do well or assist 

them in becoming better than what they currently are. 

Community Builders/Givers 

A person moved to participate in philanthropic acts that connect their institutions and 

organizations to their off-campus community and have interests centered around building communities 

would be associated with the community builder/giver. Three of the top five choices why individuals give to 

charity included a feeling of obligation to aid the less fortunate; to improve the community; and to make 

the world a better place (Brown & Kou, 2003). Participants that possessed traits associated with this face 

spoke about the ways in which they provided support for organizations in their home and school 

community, working with campus-based club/organizations to provide resources to community members 

in the form of classes, trainings, research, etc.  

Vervoort and Gasman (2016) found that amongst donors from underrepresented groups, 

dedication to uplifting others and their communities was a factor which influenced support. Examples of 

activities that would be of interest to this group include providing for organizations in your home/school 

community, or working with campus-based club/organization to provide resources to community members 

in the form of classes, trainings, research, etc., Causes supporting children and education as highlighted by 

Abrianna’s efforts, 

I do a lot of work with the kids in my community, especially during the summer when we 

do lunch programs and them on trips and stuff like that. We also work throughout the 

school year also with other groups for women and children, especially women in need 

and living in poverty with children. We have a homeless woman shelter up here, so we 

just reached out to work with them, back in Philly we partner with Education Works 

summer camps, so I guess it’s about partnerships and teaming up with the right people.   
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Antonne, also spoke about participating in activities geared towards supporting the local community 

surrounding his institution,  

Just this past weekend, 12 students and I went to help support ‘So others might eat’, a 
local organization, we were just feeding the homeless from 6pm to 10am, I participated 
in that because once again you have an organization which has already done the hard 
part and donated the money to make it possible for you to feed these students and 
merely they need volunteers to come and help so that they can get this food out to the 
people. I just felt like the organization was really well put together, the mission was really 
well put together, and you’re able to hands on see the change you're making. 
 

Reciprocal Givers 

Reciprocal givers were students that participated in philanthropic acts with the intent of also 

personally benefiting including tax breaks/monetary gain, recognition/clout, and connections to 

individuals/networks. Some respondents spoke specifically about the thought given to how they would 

personally gain from their philanthropic contributions, whether it be through credits received, connections 

made, clout and recognition, and tax breaks for their personal businesses. Some students were also aware 

of the potential career benefits that could be parlayed from their philanthropic engagements by using 

them to highlight transferable skills, show leadership and teamwork, or to help build their resumes.  

Gordon (2007) spoke about the ways in which college students are advised to enhance their resumes to 

increase consideration for admission when applying to graduate programs by highlighting their civic 

experiences which could make them appear more well-rounded to admissions committees.  

When asked what inspire her to want to be engaged philanthropically with her institution in the 

future, Aaliyah spoke about the personal benefits associated with supporting the alumni association, 

The alumni association definitely makes it known what we can gain, the benefits from it 

(joining/supporting alumni association). I've gone and sat through interest meanings of 

when I plan to be alumni that you know I would want to definitely take part in doing like 

them advocating that we still get access to the football games and different stuff like that 

would make me want to give back to the school. 
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Aiyden highlighted the professional benefits of engagement, 

The main reason why I wanted to become involved in the 2018 class gift campaign, um, as director 

of communications was because I thought it will look good on a resume for somebody such as 

myself. 

In-Kind Givers 

A person motivated by this face would be moved to make donations not monetarily. Instead they 

would be giving of their time/services/knowledge/other non-monetary assets. Examples of in-kind donors 

would be those interested in donating of time at an organization performing specific tasks as opposed to 

money. Most participants responded that they have engaged in a form of in-kind giving at some point, 

which means that have donated non-monetary assets such as their time or services, or support of a cause.  

Feldman (2015) found that millennials viewed in-kind giving, specifically with regards to their time, abilities, 

network, or voice, as equal to their ability to make financial contributions, when they were given out of 

“love for humankind”. Many of the students reported volunteering their time within their school 

community specifically because they felt they did not have the means to donate and have a significant 

impact, but they had plenty of time that could be given, including Andres who shared, 

Giving of your time is the biggest thing you can do to have an impact on the community. 
Show people that you care by putting the effort to better the community around you 
better, make things better for those that look like you, kind of you seeing yourself in 
those you are helping. Help by bringing others up with you as you rise in society, try to 
open those doors that were opened for you. I want to be inspirational to the kids the 
same way that I had people that were inspirational for me, people that kept me out of 
trouble by taking their time to talk to me. The most recent thing I did was I recorded 
some children books for “Books for Bars” at my school, that was a fun experience they 
are just audio books for children. That was good feeling, they can read along with my 
voice, it’s crazy someone kid is actually going to hear this. 
 

For Brayton, the act of bringing joy through the gifting of a toy was most impactful, 

There was an event, a concert, and you could bring a certain amount of money or a 
certain object, something such as toys to get in, they would be sent to sick children. The 
fact that I could bring a toy and then it'll go to a dying a kid in need just appealed to me 
personally. 
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Experiential/Neophyte Givers 

Some interview participants shared that they were newly exposed to and just gaining experience 

with concepts of philanthropy, usually by way of a class/course or volunteer services. For those newly 

inducted into the work of philanthropy, as well as those with a little more experience under their belt, they 

often spoke about how their philanthropic trajectory or the work focused on was a direct result of the 

mentorship of a former or current mentor of professor. Benenson, Moldow, and Hahn, (2014) speak about 

the impact that having hands- on participation and activities makes a positive difference in students’ levels 

of confidence with regards to their philanthropic abilities, skills, and knowledge.  

This could be seen in a number of the students who identified with the neophyte/experiential face 

as they often spoke with high regard and gratitude about the increased knowledge they gained on issues 

that impact their community as well as the skills they now had to make a difference in affecting positive 

change within. For Adelaide, her participation opened her eyes to new ways of viewing the world and those 

in need, 

I think as many privileged White, for the most part, middle class students who really care 

and you know, I'm saying this a little sarcastically, um, and who really care and want to 

make a difference and that sort of thing. And then when you come in, your idea of 

philanthropy is community service. When I came in I was exposed to a lot of different 

types of people I had not previously been exposed to and that's really powerful and that's 

something that many, many, many people go through when they enter into their 

undergraduate years You just have this kind of incubator of all types of people. Um, and 

so kind of learning to switch my mental model about what poverty looked like, what 

people, you know, who "need help" in quotes look like and what those systems look like. 

That was really powerful! It was the idea of changing the community and philanthropy 

and getting involved in these types of engagement and community engagement 

organizations was really powerful and life changing. 

Aisha credits her experiences with philanthropy at school with her increased level of engagement,  

I think more so because of being at my school, now I am more philanthropic. I never like 

really volunteered before, like in the community, or did any kind of service. I was never 

big into the church or anything but last semester, we had two classes and they required 

us to do a civic engagement project with a non-profit in the Camden. We had to do two 

projects with it, and it was like the first time I was like engaged with a nonprofit 

organization, before that I never really knew much about them. I think being at my school 

has made me a philanthropic person. 
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 For Andres, his participation in his coursework had real world financial impact on those in need, 

I took a class, a non-profit consulting course. One of the assignments I came up with was 

a fundraising kit, it was for the organization ‘Bringing Hope Home’, they help cancer 

patients deal with their medical bills. They're not a very big organization yet, but they are 

known in the tri-state area. I came up with a kit called ‘Capture the hope’, I got the idea 

from my high school spirit week, it's like capture the flag for the most money so it's 

Capture the hope! The elementary school used the box for five days and in one week 

they raised $2,000. It was so successful that they implemented it at other schools. My 

project was the most successful from that class.  

Legacy Givers 

Many students aligned with the legacy giver; a person moved to participate in philanthropy due to 

past familial, organizational, personal connections. The types of activities in which students regularly 

reported supporting those with a history of familial/group giving or being directly impacted by a 

disease/ailment. Afiya’s family has a history with Alzheimer’s and this is what motivates her to participate, 

I gave $20 for the march for Alzheimer's and then I ended up tabling with the 

philanthropy club here. What connected me to that is because I've had two grandparents 

died because of Alzheimer's and before they passed, you know, I sat back and watched 

how quickly a lot of things changed for them. So that was something that hit home for 

me. 

Another area with large levels of support and participation were students taking part in institution specific 

legacy events such as THON such as Africa, 

I'd say probably the THON event hits close to home. My cousin, who is now 35, had 

leukemia as a baby and I'm at this event and I think of, you know, all of these families 

whose children have died and passed away and they weren't quite as lucky as my family. 

Participating in the national programs of Greek letter organizations was also often cited for exposing and 

piquing interest in philanthropy. Booker shares, 

Every year my fraternity gets a new service chair and they decide what philanthropy we'll 

do; our current service chair really focuses on local issues. A lot of the times I look at 

places where I can serve more, so being there and my impact will be greater there. I also 

like activities where I’m able to bond with people , that's one reason I liked the Food Bank 

for example, a lot of the people who work there are older, knowing that, you know, I can 

offer something that isn't a big financial burden to me, but I can take a few hours on my 

day to help here. Or, like when we go read to the kids or help them with homework or 

anything like that, it's that kind of stuff where it's like me and for us it's just so easy. But 

to the people we're helping, it is a big impact. 
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To see students continuing to support initiatives that they have  grown up supporting or that 

they've seen family and friends participating in is not surprising as previous studies have shown that 

parental role modeling, and involvement in groups have been shown to have a correlation with whether or 

not young people decide to give in the future (Benenson, Moldow, & Hahn, 2014; Freeland, Spenner, & 

McCalmon 2015). While many of the participants were in Greek letter organizations, studies suggest 

student involvement in a special interest group of any kind is the key; type of organization did not influence 

giving behaviors.  

Ultimately, it has been determined that there are common factors which motivate/influence the 

types of activities undergraduate students in the U.S. support philanthropically. As such, the next chapter 

of this study will provide further analysis of student philanthropic faces through mixed methods analysis of 

data examining if philanthropic motivations can in fact be segmented into distinct groups based upon 

philanthropic faces. 
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Chapter 6 

CONVERGENT DATA RESULTS 

As stated previously, this study incorporates a mixed methods design. This format was selected to 

best capitalize on the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative design studies, while also providing 

additional support for their shortcomings. According to Creswell, Hanson, and Clark (2007), mixed method 

research designs involve making philosophical assumptions that guide the direction of the data collection 

and analysis as well as incorporating approaches of both formats throughout the many phases of the study, 

and that the combination of these techniques will provide a better understanding of the research problems 

than either approach would alone, providing more robust findings. Through the examination of multiple 

types of data, findings from mixed method studies can enhance validity of findings (Creamer, 2018). This 

chapter is a testament to this practice, as the ways in which the data were examined through convergent 

analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data. In this chapter, I reexamine the data, exploring the ways 

in which findings from the quantitative sections inform new perspectives of qualitative data, and vice versa.  

In the previous chapter, I found there were common factors which motivated the types of 

activities undergraduate students supported philanthropically. This chapter will address the second part of 

research question #2, determining if these motivations can now be segmented into distinct groups based 

upon philanthropic faces.  In doing so, this chapter  presents findings from qualitative and quantitative data 

collected from participant surveys and interviews, specifically looking at the ways in which they converge 

and support each other or diverge, which may indicate opportunities for further study and examination 

(Creswell, 2014).  

Primary Philanthropic Motivation (Face) by Individual Interview Question 

With the establishment of distinct segments in which students could be assigned based upon their 

philanthropic motivations (faces), I re-analyzed all responses for each interview question, focusing on the 

responses provided and placing them into appropriate thematic schemes. Student responses were counted 

and averaged against the total number of responses inclusive of all motivations for the given question. 
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When possible, this allowed for the identification of the top three primary faces being established for each 

question. Student responses allowed for the question to be looked at through their eyes, allowing them to 

free associate philanthropy with past experiences and knowledge. In this section, I provide excerpts from 

student interviews. These quotes served as evidence of the how the student’s responses align with one of 

the 8 faces of philanthropy. 

Q1-When you think of philanthropy what comes to mind? 

Goldseeker and Moody (2017) found that the upcoming generation of donors valued supporting a 

mission or cause that aligns with their values and beliefs that they believe is out to make a difference in the 

world, listing this as a primary motivation for engaging in philanthropy. The next factor that they found was 

most important to the participants of their study with regards to motivation for engagement was a sense of 

responsibility, or fulfillment of an obligation as a person with the ability to give back to society.  Findings 

from this study show similar values, that when thinking of philanthropy as a concept student response 

most aligned with equal parts Virtuous/Emotional Givers and Community Builders/Givers with both 

accounting for 27.27% of responses. Answers associated with Virtuous/Emotional included thoughts of 

philanthropy centered around “sponsors and people giving money or donations to good causes”, “Doing 

things for people” and “Generous people that try to give to a cause that they think is most valuable to them 

and something that is valuable to society”.  

Responses aligning with Community Builders/Givers spoke of “Community Service”, “Doing good 

things for the people around you”, “Individuals coming up with smart ideas or something new/different 

that's useful for a community/group of people”, and comprised another 27.27% of responses to the 

question (see table 6.1 below). This concept of philanthropy as a form of community service is a common 

belief amongst millennials and Generation Z as many were required to perform a designated number of 

community service hours as part of their high school curriculum. They are also aware of service-based 

projects or organizations which are heavily marketed to them such as America Corps and the Peace Corps; 

thus, the idea of both long- term and short- term volunteering and service has always been a part of their 

norm (Saratovsky & Feldman, 2013). These types of beliefs are also strengthened due to exposure in 
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coursework that allows students to gain firsthand knowledge and experience through experiential learning. 

These courses allow students to use their gifts and their talents to assist with either real nonprofit 

organizations or to come up with situational activities which give them experience with things such as grant 

writing and decision making, board membership , or planning and strategy to help an organization or a 

cause (Olberding, 2009).  

Paying Back/Paying Forward was the next most prominent (21.21%) of all responses. Student 

responses centered around  “A sense of giving back”, “Giving back”, “Giving back to the community”, and 

“Paying it forward without anything in return, giving everything in the hopes of helping or assisting 

someone else” and “Giving to those that have less than/not presented with the same opportunities that 

you have”. This commitment to giving back is not unique to the current student population on campuses. 

Other generations were also driven to give back to causes or individuals that were important to them. One 

of the differences is that the current students are more driven by the ideas of alignment of values and 

feelings of obligation and less about having to pay back something that they derived personal gain or 

benefit from (Goldseeker & Moody, 2017).  

With increased exposure to philanthropy-based courses and opportunities of engagement 

students are learning more about their communities and their roles within. As a result of this increased 

awareness, students are developing an increased sense of responsibility towards those that may need 

assistance and appear to be invested in making a greater impact on their communities (Ahmed & 

Olberding, 2007).   

Table 6.1- Quantified results for Q 1 

New Faces/Definition 
Q1-When you think of philanthropy what comes 
to mind? # responses (N=33) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 1 

Paying back/Paying 
Forward-  

7 21.21% 

Identity Based Givers- 0 0.00% 

Virtuous/Emotional 
Givers-  

9 27.27% 

Community 
Builders/Givers-  

9 27.27% 

Reciprocal Givers-  2 6.06% 
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Table 6.1 (CONTINUED)- Quantified results for Q 1 (continued) 

New Faces/Definition 
Q1-When you think of philanthropy what 
comes to mind? # responses (N=33) 

Percent of Response 
for Question 1 

Reciprocal Givers-  2 6.06% 

In-Kind Givers-  2 6.06% 

Neophyte/Experiential 
Givers-  

2 6.06% 

Legacy Givers-  1 3.03% 

Responsive Givers-  1 3.03% 

Social Givers 0 0.00% 

Spirited Givers 0 0.00% 

 

Q2- How can people engage in philanthropy?  

When examining the ways in which people can engage in philanthropy, students were found to 

connect most strongly with the In-Kind Giver.  Almost thirty-five percent (34.38%) of all responses (see 

table 6.2 below)specifically made mention of non-monetary giving such as “giving of your time is the 

biggest thing you can do to have an impact on the community”, “Giving up your time, and taking action 

without expectation of personal benefits” “Giving of your knowledge/information” “Work to help open 

someone's mind, give them the information and other things that they need to succeed” and lastly  

“Providing mentorship”. Kang (2005) proposes that students who engage in philanthropic activities outside 

of monetary contributions, such as donations of time through service, have the potential for long- term 

positive giving in the future. The Community Builders/Givers had the second most responses (18.75%). 

Respondents spoke of “Doing good things for the people around you, Community service, and 

Volunteering”, “Volunteerism”  “just being there in the community, doing whatever it is that is needed”, 

“show people that you care by putting the effort to better the community around you better”. 
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Table 6.2- Quantified results for Q 2 

New Faces/Definition 
Q2- How can people engage in 
philanthropy? # responses 
(N=32) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 2 

Paying back/Paying Forward-  4 12.50% 

Identity Based Givers- 1 3.13% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers-  4 12.50% 

Community Builders/Givers-  6 18.75% 

Reciprocal Givers-  0 0.00% 

In-Kind Givers-  11 34.38% 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers-  0 0.00% 

Legacy Givers-  4 12.50% 

Responsive Givers-  1 3.13% 

Social Givers 1 3.13% 

Spirited Givers 0 0.00% 

 

Q3- Can you think of a philanthropist that you admire, if so what about them is it that you admire? What 

types of causes do they support?  

The Identity Based Giver is the dominant philanthropic face that students are categorized into 

when examining philanthropists admired by students, with 21.74% of all responses (see table 6.3 below). 

For a number of students, they connect with philanthropists from similar backgrounds, like Nipsey Hussle, 

who was admired for his impact on his community, with students stating they were encouraged to make 

investments in their home neighborhoods and getting others from the neighborhood to do the same, 

modelling Nipsey’s format. Others referenced Oprah, “she touches areas that are common but her impact 

within those areas are different from the norm, she does a lot of philanthropic work with females in 

Africa”, “because we are in the south, some of our issues may have to face racism, um, but really it boils 

down classism, they're all sorts of underlying systems of injustice that perpetuate that system”. Drezner 

and Garvey (2015) speak about concepts of community which are directly related to identity, which leads 

to unique methods of giving and engaging in philanthropy connected to a sense of obligation and social 

uplift within ethnically and racially diverse communities. This is highlighted with the emphasis on Nipsey 
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Hussle and the methods in which he uses to give back to his community, and how students plan to 

replicate this style in their own communities back home.  

 Paying Back/Paying Forward and Legacy Givers had equal response rates with 17.39%. Looking at 

philanthropists that students admire, Chance the Rapper was mentioned. When speaking on why he gives 

and does what he does, students felt connected, “shows  that not only is he a rapper but he gives back to 

his community and does it through giving supplies or whatever the case may be to help the education more 

than the public system”. “Sean Combs is a big one as well, he has given back in the form of creating a 

charter school and Academy within the area that he's from, he didn't go far out to make it happen. But he 

started in his hometown”. Taylor and Skeeter (2010) found that millennials were most likely to be actively 

engaged in support of causes rather than specific organizations or institutions because of the ways in which 

student can see tangible outcomes from their engagement so it would be expected that many students 

would speak about celebrities who are making an impact within communities similar to their own. Wagner 

(2003) found this to be especially true amongst African- Americans who are more likely to contribute on a 

personal or situational basis. 

Responses provided by participants that aligned with the Legacy Giver often included the 

influence of mentors, especially those within their fraternity/sorority, whose impact encouraged giving of 

students’ time as well as monetarily, promoting involvement. This would be expected as participation in 

these groups usually includes service mandated by national and/or executive leadership, with an 

expectation chapters will support a given cause or organization, often the same one each year (Gordon, 

2007). The type of group that the student holds membership in is not important; the factor which appears 

to influence engagement and giving is if the group is a special interest group (Okunade, Wunnava, & Walsh, 

1994). Family members were also a source of inspiration, one student shared  how her sister inspires her 

“she (younger sister) volunteers her time quite often, I admire it because she's only eight”, another spoke 

of parental influence, 
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I will definitely say my parents, my parents support a lot of local causes a lot of 
educational causes typically and that's really where the focus has been for me as 
well. Educational, hands on, direct to the consumer when I'm able to help. 

 

In their study, Goldseeker and Moody (2017) found that 89.4% of next generation donors cite their parents 

as an influencer of their philanthropic engagement. 

Table 6.3- Quantified results for Q3 

New Faces/Definition 

Q3- Can you think of a 
philanthropist that you admire, 
if so what about them is it that 
you admire? What types of 
causes do they support? # 
responses (N=23) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 3 

Paying back/Paying Forward-  4 17.39% 

Identity Based Givers- 5 21.74% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers-  2 8.70% 

Community Builders/Givers-  1 4.35% 

Reciprocal Givers-  1 4.35% 

In-Kind Givers-  0 0.00% 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers-  3 13.04% 

Legacy Givers-  4 17.39% 

Responsive Givers-  1 4.35% 

Social Givers 0 0.00% 

Spirited Givers 2 8.70% 

 

Q4- If you had to create your own definition of philanthropist what would it be? 

When provided an opportunity to create their own definition of what a philanthropist would be, 

33.33% of participants provided responses that aligned with the Virtuous/Emotional Givers, making it the 

most prominent group for this question (see table 6.4 below). Though many responses spoke of monetary 

contributions, it was the intent for giving that most mattered. This could be seen clearly by students 

highlighting the importance of not “just giving”. One student shared what they admired most was the 

anonymity of gifts, “people like Oprah giving huge sums of money and not to be seen, but just because 

they want to invest in people”, which aligns with Rooney and Nathan (2003), who emphasize the point that 

simply giving and engaging in and of itself is not philanthropy, as true philanthropy should encompass 
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voluntary action, for the public good, which is purposeful in practice and intent. Other character traits that 

would be indicative of a virtuous/emotional giver includes a focus on “Someone who is selfless and cares 

about giving back to people who need it”, “a good person trying to do good things for other people”. 

Others spoke of doing philanthropy as a means of serving the greater good, positioning it as “the 

counterweight of the counterbalance to all the negative we put into society”, making sure to emphasize 

the overall impact on a societal level, “someone who dedicates their time, money, effort and energy into a 

cause that not only promotes a more humane society, but a more just society”. 

The factor for philanthropic engagement with the next largest number of responses was Paying 

Back/Paying Forward which totaled 23.81% of all responses with examples such as “a person who places a 

large emphasis on giving back to others “giving back because I'm able to give”, “any person or group of 

persons that gives their own resources to the benefits of others whether they be involved in the benefit or 

not”, “people giving back to the community and giving all the goodness that they received back into it”, “ a 

philanthropist is someone who gives back, not because they have to, but because they want to”. 

Lastly, the third most prominent factor (face) was the In-Kind Giver, with 19.05% of responses. 

These answers showed the importance of giving as more than just a monetary transaction in the minds of 

participants. This was highlighted by statements such as “a philanthropist is anyone interested in using 

their powers for good, whatever that may be, whatever they're good at, whatever their strengths are using 

those for good to impact someone else”, “someone who shares their knowledge and ideas to help bring 

other people forward and uplift them”, Time was the most mentioned thing that students shared they had 

to “give”; many also spoke about feeling how undervalued that was. “people who donate their time rather 

than money to help something or someone who is less fortunate. People who donate their time to make a 

difference to benefit an organization that needs it”.  

Interestingly, this question was the only question with most responses centered around just a few 

categories, with no participants responses associated with Reciprocal Givers, Neophyte/Experiential Givers, 

Legacy Givers, Responsive Givers, Social Givers, Spirited Givers.  
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Table 6.4- Quantified results for Q4 

New Faces/Definition 

Q4- If you had to create your 
own definition of philanthropist 
what would it be? # responses 
(N=21) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 4 

Paying back/Paying Forward-  5 23.81% 

Identity Based Givers- 3 14.29% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers-  7 33.33% 

Community Builders/Givers-  2 9.52% 

Reciprocal Givers-  0 0.00% 

In-Kind Givers-  4 19.05% 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers-  0 0.00% 

Legacy Givers-  0 0.00% 

Responsive Givers-  0 0.00% 

Social Givers 0 0.00% 

Spirited Givers 0 0.00% 

 

Q5- Given your definition, do you consider yourself to be a philanthropist? 

According to participants, when looking at themselves and determining if they would consider 

themselves to be a philanthropist, most indicated that they do, at least minimally. An examination of 

responses showed that participants were likely to fall into either the Virtuous/Emotional Givers or Legacy 

Giver category, both with 20% of responses (see table 6.5 below). Responses that centered around the 

virtuous/emotional giver highlighted the value placed upon meeting the needs of people and organizations 

because it is the right thing to do,  

I never do anything for the recognition, I truly do it out of the goodness of my 
heart and I think that that's what goes along with being a philanthropist, you're 
not doing it for your name to be somewhere, you're not doing it so everyone 
knows who you are. You're doing it because you want to do it and for the better 
of others.  
This would be important for development professionals to understand as they work towards the 

cultivation and stewardship of students coming from families of high net worth. Goldseeker and Moody 

(2017) found that these students felt that due to their wealth and privilege they feel a sense of duty to give 
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and to do so without the recognition that their parent or older relatives would have expected such as 

named buildings. This could mean an opportunity to development new strategies which would most appeal 

to these future high value donors. 

Students’ comments that align with the virtuous/emotional face include the focus on the 

outcomes of engagement, “at the end of the day nothing else matters until people have their basic needs 

met, until we meet the most basic needs of people and not just "our people”. One of the things that 

became clear was also the importance of legitimacy of the organization or the causes supported. 

Millennials, and it may be assumed Generation Z, expect to be able to access information about the 

organization easily and quickly, including information as to where their donation is going and how it would 

be used (Saratovsky & Feldman, 2013). Students in this study expressed similar sentiments, stating they are 

generally moved “based on what cause is being supported, there's a lot of different organizations and 

issues in the world that people raise money and awareness for. But I usually just support ones that I really 

stand with”, “I really don't have like a criteria if I give or not, as long as it sounded like the organization 

sounds legit, something I believe and stand for I'll give to it” and ensuring they are supporting causes that 

are legit and impactful “it's like you know how people say stuff about the Red Cross, them not giving that 

money to the organizations like the different, um, disasters. It's like stuff like that I'd probably be a little 

weary of”.  

Responses aligned with the Legacy Givers spoke about duty and obligation, “it's my duty as the 

granddaughter of a serviceman to always give to their causes. My grandfathers on both sides were both in 

the military, so anything in that direction”, others spoke of family history connecting them to causes, “Saint 

Jude’s Children’s Hospital was my dad's mother's favorite charity. She ended up dying around 52, so it was 

something that I just kind of grew up being passionate about”. Some spoke about the ways in which they 

viewed their connection to their respective organizations as their entry way into philanthropy,  

It's kind of hard to see myself as a philanthropist because I feel like 
philanthropist are looked at on a bigger broader level, but I would also be one 
because of the fact that I do give back through the philanthropy that my 
organization sponsors, so even though it might not be as big, I still would 
consider myself a philanthropist because I was still a sponsor.  
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The Neophyte/Experiential Givers was the third most occurring face with 16.67% of responses. 

Olberding (2012) reports that students exposed to philanthropy via coursework report increased 

awareness of nonprofit organizations, societal issues, feeling more directly responsible for helping others, 

and further motivated them to make monetary donations to charities and volunteer. Feldman, Nixon, 

Brady, Brainer-Banker, and Wheeler (2013) found that college students are also motivated to seek 

membership in groups and organizations which would allow them to build or enhance skills for future 

professional aspirations. Students statements aligning with this face highlighted their exposure to 

causes/issues thanks to professional interests, “health causes are near and dear to me because I'm an 

aspiring physician myself”, and their academic courses,  

I will definitely say me being a sociology major and social work major has 
opened my eyes up to the fact of the matter like there are the groups that need 
focusing on. That's what I want to get my masters in, I want to specifically 
research or just learn more about the prenatal care of younger women, 
especially teens. 
 

Table 6.5- Quantified results for Q5  

New Faces/Definition 

Q5- Given your definition, do 
you consider yourself to be a 
philanthropist? 
If yes- How do you decide what 
types of activities/events you 
support? # responses 

Percent of Response for 
Question 5 

Paying back/Paying Forward-  2 6.67% 

Identity Based Givers- 2 6.67% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers-  6 20.00% 

Community Builders/Givers-  3 10.00% 

Reciprocal Givers-  1 3.33% 

In-Kind Givers-  1 3.33% 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers-  5 16.67% 

Legacy Givers-  6 20.00% 

Responsive Givers-  4 13.33% 

Social Givers 0 0.00% 

Spirited Givers 0 0.00% 
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Q6- What types of philanthropic activities take place on your campus? 

When examining respondents’ awareness of the types of philanthropic activity on their campuses, 

responses associated with Legacy Givers were most prominent with 27.91% responses speaking to this (see 

table 6.6 below). Again, ‘THON’ and ‘THON’ inspired events were amongst the most visible examples of 

philanthropic activities for students to participate in on campus.  

The biggest philanthropic activity on my campus is THON, the largest student run 
philanthropy organization in the entire world, it is the largest and probably the most 
popular organization and most powerful organization that we have here on campus. Last 
week they donated just a little over $10,000,000 
 

Greek letter organizations were also prominent on campus in the eyes of many students,  

A lot of the fraternities and sororities do some kind of fundraising events, they'll have the 
dance-a-thons and a big carnival for ‘Relay for Life”. Athletic teams do more stuff in terms 
of a local endeavors, which I appreciate more. 
 

Students’ responses for awareness of activities on their campuses also centered around the 

Community Builders/Givers with 13.95% of responses, with respondents highlighting the various campaigns 

and requests for support they encounter on campus for causes which impact the community, these could 

be easily listed by student responses such as “there are quite a few honestly. I'm the current president of 

our campus chapter of the non-profit ‘Cleaning You’, there’s also ‘Habitat for Humanity’, and Queen in 

You”, and “we have a couple of different groups on campus, a prominent one is an organization called  

‘Columbia College Served’, it’s really just a service organization where people go out to serve on Friday 

afternoons”. This student also spoke about an organization on campus that specifically works to promote 

philanthropy on campus and beyond, the P.L.A.C.E. Scholars program, “the P.L.A.C.E scholars program is 

another organization I am a member of, P.L.A.C.E stands for philanthropy leadership and community 

engagement,  we try to advocate for a little bit more of the community engagement part”.  

Participation in many of these activities and organizations were motivated by mentors in the 

student’s organization, or a member of the faculty/administration. Students seeing individuals that they 

respect and admire actively engaging in a cause and recruiting them directly serves as a powerful tool for 

motivation as it inspired students to also buy into the cause (Pottick, Giordano, & Chirico, 2015). 
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The Responsive Givers had 13.95% of responses associated with it. An example that many 

students spoke of was their experiences with the Flint water crisis and hurricanes. One shared,  

I’m president of the NAACP chapter on campus, when the hurricane hit the Caribbean 
recently we got money and donations with clothes and shoes to send to those in need 
also, we will be giving back to Flint, Michigan, we have a water fundraiser coming up. 
 

Another stated, 

Last year we gave a whole bunch of water Flint, funded by Walmart, we had various 
organizations that came together, like the NAACP, the various fraternities and sororities, 
along with the SGA and so on to raise money for victims of the recent hurricanes that we 
had this past fall, and  to Flint. 
 

Table 6.6- Quantified results for Q6  

New Faces/Definition 
Q6- What types of philanthropic 

activities take place on your 
campus? # responses (N=43) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 6 

Paying back/Paying Forward-  4 9.30% 

Identity Based Givers-  4 9.30% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers- 2 4.65% 

Community Builders/Givers-  6 13.95% 

Reciprocal Givers-  0 0.00% 

In-Kind Givers-  4 9.30% 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers-  1 2.33% 

Legacy Givers-  12 27.91% 

Responsive Givers-  6 13.95% 

Social Givers-  2 4.65% 

Spirited Givers-  2 4.65% 

 

Q7- Which/if any philanthropic activities have you participated in and why? 

When determining the reasons students chose to participate in selected philanthropic activities, 

factors aligned with Legacy Givers had the highest response rate with a total of 18.92% responses (see 

table 6.7 below). In addition to “Hoot-a-thon” styled events, students spoke of events hosted by their 

organizations,  “we (her sorority) support the ‘March for Dimes’, we're big on that, so we have a lot of 

events in which our proceeds go towards ‘March of Dimes’”. Others spoke about hometown connections, 

“I liked supporting St. Jude's, I'm from Memphis so I know how big and important it is”. Events that 

students participated in in the past also often influenced participation, “the major ones I participated in 
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myself was probably the walk and I did that when I was in high school, I did that because, well it was kind of 

a school wide thing too”. 

Table 6.7- Quantified results for Q7  

New Faces/Definition 
Q7- Which/if any have you 
participated in and why? # 

responses (N=37) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 7 

Paying back/Paying Forward- 5 13.51% 

Identity Based Givers- 3 8.11% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers- 4 10.81% 

Community Builders/Givers- 5 13.51% 

Reciprocal Givers- 1 2.70% 

In-Kind Givers- 5 13.51% 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers- 1 2.70% 

Legacy Givers- 7 18.92% 

Responsive Givers- 2 5.41% 

Social Givers 3 8.11% 

Spirited Givers 1 2.70% 

 

Q8- What was your favorite experience/activity? 

Students’ favorite activities that they have participated in most often aligned with the Social 

Givers face with 22.22% of responses (see table 6.8 below), with respondents speaking of the importance 

of working and being together. These aspects of engagement center around the value of collective 

participation and building of the sense of community, which encompasses a key aspect of philanthropy,  a 

concern for others beyond self and a push to serve a public good, and doing so by building community to 

make a contribution to support a cause (Rooney & Nathan, 2003).Highlighting the value placed on this 

togetherness, were responses such as “I kind of liked how everybody was just supporting each other”, and  

I love the idea of Deepher Dude, it's a boy pageant hosted by another organization on 
campus,I think it's a really interesting way to get people to come, just make it like a 
friendly competition and knowing that the money is going toward something way more 
important.  
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With 16.67% of responses, the next most prominent category was the Community Builders/Givers. 

This was made clear through students repeated mentioning of how important impacting their community 

was,  

I learned so much and built strong relationships with the community in which I had been 
wanting to impact, but hadn't been able to do so until I stepped out and, you know, got 
my hands dirty and did the community work in order to build that relationship.  
 

Another talked about their experience with community initiatives,  

They would send us off to different communities, different locales and pretty much it's 
just community service for the whole day. But I also like it because it's the communities 
that you can see and that you travel to later dates and you could like see the difference 
that you make in those communities, which is very nice.  

 

The Legacy Giver motivation was next with 13.89% of student responses. Students spoke of their 

past experience such as, “since the summer after 7th grade I've done a mission trip or a service trip at 

school, now I've decided to join one of the clubs on campus that goes on service trips to Appalachia”, and 

again the important role in which Greek letter organizations play in shaping concepts of philanthropy in 

students was highlighted, 

My fraternity was an avenue where I could come together with a group of 
likeminded young men who all sought a similar mission, we all came from 
different backgrounds and all walks of life, but we were united in the name of 
fraternity. 
 

Table 6.8- Quantified results for Q8 (continued next page) 

New Faces/Definition 
Q8- What was your favorite 

experience/activity? # 
responses (N=36) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 8 

Paying back/Paying Forward- 4 11.11% 

Identity Based Givers- 1 2.78% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers- 2 5.56% 

Community Builders/Givers- 6 16.67% 

Reciprocal Givers- 0 0.00% 

In-Kind Givers- 3 8.33% 
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Table 6.8 (CONTINUED) - Quantified results for Q8 (continued from last pagea0 

New Faces/Definition 
Q8- What was your favorite 

experience/activity? # 
responses (N=36) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 8 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers- 3 8.33% 

Legacy Givers- 5 13.89% 

Responsive Givers- 2 5.56% 

Social Givers- 8 22.22% 

Spirited Givers- 2 5.56% 

 

Q9- What can/what has your university done that you think would motivate you to want to donate after you 

graduate? 

I wanted to know in what ways students felt that their institutions could influence giving 

behaviors, and how that aligned with their philanthropic “faces”. Examining the data, replies were 

prominent in the Spirited Givers category, with 36.36% of responses (see Table 6.9 below), students shared 

responses such as 

I love my school, my school is not perfect and my school definitely had its share of trials 
but I understand that that school laid a great foundation in my education that I'm able to 
go anywhere I want it to go because of the investment they made in me and ultimately 
what that education got me, it helped me to have a unique experience that I know for a 
fact that I would not have gotten anywhere else.  

 

Some students spoke about the responsibility and importance of alumni giving- 

It's an issue of a lack of alumni philanthropic support. If you compare the alumni giving 
rates of other universities in our state, like the University of Alabama Auburn, for 
instance, and compare them with giving rate of my own university it’s a night and day 
difference. It's important to note and because of that that's one thing that will inspire me 
to give because I want my school to continue.  

 

Another important aspect mentioned was the ways in which students would funnel their money 

to specific programs and departments as opposed to the overall institution,  

My college, the College of Communications has donated their time and their resources to 
me, they've given me a great platform to just be myself and to connect me with different 
alumni throughout the entire planet, so that's something that I'm  really grateful and 
really valuable. So that's probably another reason why like one day later down the line, 
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maybe in 10-15 year, once I get stable, have a family and hopefully I have some money in 
the bank that I would donate a lot of money to my college. Basically, saying thank you, 
College of Communications, for everything that you have done for me and it helped me 
get in whatever position that I am in today.  

 

It is important to be mindful of statements like these from current students, as evidence supports that 

alumni give more when they feel that their institution contributed to their education (Miller, 2011). 

Paying Back/Paying Forward followed with 24.24% of responses. This was highlighted by students 

sharing that they would be influenced to give because they felt that their institution played an impactful 

role in their personal and professional development, “I think seriously the experiences that I've had here 

have just been great experiences thus far, they've always been learning experiences that have shaped me 

in more ways than one”. Others again highlighted the importance of alumni giving and how their 

undergraduate experience was directly influenced, 

At some point in time some of the stuff we were able to do has been sponsored through 
the alumni so it's a sense  that if my class or the previous classes or the classes after don't 
do it those things won’t continue to get sponsored.  
 
Lastly, was a sense of gratitude for being given an opportunity by the institution. One student 

attending a historically Black college shared his story on his institution shaped his outlook on future 

obligations because of the investment he felt they made in him, 

What would inspire me to give back is that I understand that going to college wasn't 
something that was just a given for me. I wasn’t a great high school student, I was smart, 
but because I had amazing standardized test scores, they took a chance on me. They told 
me over the phone when I got my scholarship, we're going to make an investment in you, 
we're going to offer you a full scholarship and free tuition, free out of state fees, and 
we're also going to offer you a book scholarship and supply a stipend.  
 
The guy who was the admissions director at the time said you don't have to thank me 
now, I want you to come here and I want you to do well, and when you graduate I want 
you to give back and then you can thank me 10 times over. I came and I did well, I did 
very well, I’ll be graduating with honors. I have traveled and studied abroad, and 
competed on a national trivia team, there's a whole lot of stuff. I had a wonderful 
undergraduate experience and I know that it was only because someone took the time to 
invest in me to further my dreams when other schools didn't necessarily seem possible.  
 
I understand it's really not something that I thought “would be nice” if I did it, 
but instead that's my responsibility at this point to reinvest in my school because 
my school has already invested in me.  
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Drezner (2009) spoke about the ways in which development teams can utilize tactics which would work to 

capitalize on the emotional connections and bonds that many students at these institutions have for theirs 

schools in order to foster alumni giving.  

With 21.21% of responses, Identity Based Givers were the third most prominent. Several 

responses centered on the ways in which some institutions worked to uplift members of marginalized 

groups, 

I think a big thing is they've put programs into place such as PEER, which is a helping 
minority students and women in engineering. They've just really been supportive of my 
academic journey as well as a lot of others and seeing how my school has used the 
resources that it has financially to support those organizations that can support the 
students. Just being able to really see that yes, our school has money and that they're 
able and willing to help me and other minority students, wanting to see them succeed, 
and protect them. 
 

Another student spoke about the impact of their school taking actions to protects undocumented students 

on campus,  

One thing that my university has done that makes me want to come back and donate is 
the fact that we are in a sanctuary school. Immigrants who are not really documented  
can come to the campus and are safe from I.C.E agents, I feel that that's such a brave 
thing to do time at this time where if you don't comply with the federal government. But 
to just be so brave in the face of danger like that convinces me that my school truly does 
care about the issues at hand when it comes to minorities and underrepresented people 
and that would make you want to come back and donate. 
 

Others spoke about the role of their identity on their campuses, with being a minority on campus, 

institutions, and the connection,  

I feel that even like some of the harder experiences,  just being a Black girl on a more 
predominantly white college campus has benefits and challenges, so I think I would give 
back because I know that there are plenty of students here just like me in that sense, and 
that want to get more involved and are pursuing college and higher education. 
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Table 6.9- Quantified results for Q9  

New Faces/Definition 

Q9- What can/what has your 
university done that you think 
would motivate you to want to 
donate after you graduate? # 

responses (N=33) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 9 

Paying back/Paying Forward- 8 24.24% 

Identity Based Givers- 7 21.21% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers- 1 3.03% 

Community Builders/Givers- 3 9.09% 

Reciprocal Givers- 1 3.03% 

In-Kind Givers- 0 0.00% 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers- 0 0.00% 

Legacy Givers- 1 3.03% 

Responsive Givers- 0 0.00% 

Social Givers- 0 0.00% 

Spirited Givers- 12 36.36% 

 

Q10- Describe the philanthropic culture on your campus. 

When describing the philanthropic culture which exists on their given campuses, student 

responses were most associated with the Community Builder/Giver and the Legacy Giver, both with 

21.43% of responses (see Table 6.10 below). Responses aligned with the community builder/giver when 

describing the philanthropic culture on campus showed some students felt the presence of efforts on 

campus, 

My University has a very unparalleled ability of taking diverse people and getting them to 
work together in accomplishing similar goals. The University assimilates students to 
understanding of truth and service and its importance to the community around them 
and link to the community within the campus.  
 

At times, students felt there were things taking place but that there could be more of an effort made,  

I think there's definitely a lot being done by the students here already, by the faculty and 
staff here already. I think that they could do a better job at reaching out to alumni and 
parents more than they do right now. To be inclusive of everyone that takes part here in 
this university. 
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Some students shared they felt the philanthropic culture on campus was lacking,  

I don’t feel like the school pushes students to engage in philanthropy a lot in terms of 
giving back to the community or to the school. There's not really a lot that everybody 
does, but you know, other than trash runs, and stuff like that now, but it's not a lot of 
culture within the school.  
 
Responses associated with the Legacy Giver highlighted the influence of other students, 

specifically upperclassmen on the philanthropic culture on campus, “Yeah they definitely see it with the 

upperclassman, I feel like the new students feel like they have something for all to be a part of when we 

see the upperclassmen giving back”. Again, ‘THON’ and similar events were mentioned as legacy events on 

their campuses and the weight these types of programs hold with students sometimes using participation 

as opportunities for self-exploration or personal benefit, “I also see people who are in it for the status 

because there is a lot of status that comes with it. I guess joining this huge organization would be great for 

that”.  Students who are already involved in philanthropic causes or activities serve as great models to 

other students, they make good representatives for a cause or an organization as they can personally attest 

to the impact of participation. 

The third most prominent motivation aligned with the Spirited Giver, with students speaking 

about the ways in which their schools do well with engaging alumni and ways in which they could be 

engaged differently. Giving for students goes beyond monetary contributions as highlighted by the last 

statement. Students want alumni to also begin giving things such as their time, talent, and knowledge; by 

creating a common resource pool within the alumni network that current students can tap into can help 

students to feel their degrees hold more weight and thus have more value (Hurvitz, 2010).   

I do think one of the areas that we do lack in, is the talent part, I don't think they have 
enough alumni that come back with the resources that they have equipped on the inside 
of them. So yes, I can donate money to help you stay in school, but can I use my talents 
and my resources and my business and my networking skills that get you to the next level 
beyond the money part of things,  I think that's the part of the philanthropy piece that 
we're missing.  
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More than one student spoke about the impact of attending a school with a large sports program 

and the ways in which that influences philanthropic giving to the schools,  

Yeah, I definitely think it's strong (culture of philanthropy), the only thing I really don't 
like about our philanthropic cultures is a lot of it is centered around sports and athletics, 
specifically football. A lot of time donations are huge, like $3,000,000 or so towards 
football and their students. There's more to our campus than football.  

 
Table 6.10- Quantified results for Q10 

New Faces/Definition 
Q10- Describe the philanthropic 

culture on your campus # 
responses (N=27) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 10 

Paying back/Paying Forward- 3 10.71% 

Identity Based Givers- 1 3.57% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers- 2 7.14% 

Community Builders/Givers- 6 21.43% 

Reciprocal Givers- 2 7.14% 

In-Kind Givers- 1 3.57% 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers- 2 7.14% 

Legacy Givers- 6 21.43% 

Responsive Givers- 1 3.57% 

Social Givers- 0 0.00% 

Spirited Givers- 4 14.29% 

 

Q11- If I gave you $1M that you could spend on anything you wanted except for something that would 

personally benefit you, how would you use it? 

If given one million dollars to be used as they saw fit, many of the actions that students said they 

would take was influenced by the concept of Paying back/Paying Forward with 35.48% of responses (see 

Table 6.11 below), with examples given focusing on making an impact to help others like them or that 

come from similar backgrounds, 

I would invest in the financial literacy of those in lower class communities. I think that’s 
been one of my biggest challenges because I come from a background where no one I 
know is very financially literate, no one taught me what to do with my money how to 
save it so I’m still learning myself. If I could pay to have a set of kids not have to worry 
about what I went through, I would invest in that wholeheartedly without hesitation.  
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Other participants spoke about the desire to assist a cause that directly impacted them or 

someone they cared about, “I would say March of Dimes. March of Dimes is close to my heart because I 

have a cousin who was premature who was on the more serious side of almost not being able to live so I 

would say definitely give back to that”. There was a definite emphasis in supporting education 

opportunities designed to get more children into college, 

Well I have a nonprofit myself where I give away scholarships in my community for males, 
I'll give back to my organization allowing us to provide even more scholarships for people 
in my hometown. I'd definitely give some back to my university, the scholarship 
foundation, probably my old schools as well since there was a huge lack of resources 
there, elementary, middle, high school.  

 

Students also spoke about the importance of contributing back to their home communities, 

I will definitely take it back to Philly and help the schools that I can because it's a shame 
how low poverty they are, they don't have the money or the resources to properly 
educate their students. I would give it to the specific schools I went to because it's easier 
to trace where the money is going. 

 
 
Responses associated with Virtuous/Emotional Givers were the next most prominent (29.03%) 

with examples highlighting the importance of supporting others or causes because it is the right thing to 

do, fulfilling a basic human need such as medical help. Again, the sentiments shared by many students 

aligned with one of the central tenets of philanthropy, a desire to reduce human suffering utilizing vehicles 

designed to impact education, human services, healthcare, and other people centered and helping based 

areas (Rooney & Nathan, 2003). 

From just personal experiences I'm really passionate about healthcare, so I think I would 
use that money find some sort of facility in which people can go for free. I'm a big 
believer in universal healthcare, people are dying in America because they don't have 
health insurance, because they just can't afford it, too expensive.  I would fund some sort 
of healthcare free healthcare facility for the community. 
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Responses associated with Community Builders/Givers (16.13%) were the third most occurring. It 

was important for students that aligned with this category to have real impact on the communities in which 

they live, 

I would use that money to build a space that the community, not just our students, but 
others in North Philadelphia, where the local community can take advantage of our 
resources, our books, our technology.   
 
 

and those surrounding their institutions especially around education,  

I would build in some type of program or some type of outreach program where 
we can really connect with the community and utilize our resources and have 
access to better opportunities, finding better work or getting into the school, 
especially for high school students and middle school students around here. We 
have a bunch of public schools surrounding university, so I would say building a 
facility that they can utilize so that they can consider college for themselves. 
 

Table 6.11- Quantified results for Q11 

New Faces/Definition 

Q11- If given $1M you could 
spend on anything except 
something that personally 

benefits you, how would you 
use it? # responses (N=31) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 11 

Paying back/Paying Forward- 11 35.48% 

Identity Based Givers- 2 6.45% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers- 9 29.03% 

Community Builders/Givers- 5 16.13% 

Reciprocal Givers- 1 3.23% 

In-Kind Givers- 1 3.23% 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers- 0 0.00% 

Legacy Givers- 0 0.00% 

Responsive Givers- 1 3.23% 

Social Givers- 0 0.00% 

Spirited Givers- 1 3.23% 

 

Q12- Which of these do you think best describes you (provided seven faces of philanthropy list) 

When describing which of the seven faces of philanthropy students self-identified most with, 

27.03% responses were centered around Paying back/Paying Forward (see Table 6.12). This could be seen 

clearly when students spoke about how they or others benefited from a cause or past support and how 

that is their motivation for engaging in the future,  
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Because the first bullet point says I personally benefited from the organization, I myself 
haven't personally benefited from the organization, but I do have a close family member 
that has. A family member was treated at CHOP, which is one of the reasons I like Hoot-a-
thon so much. 
 

Students also wanted to be involved in addressing specific areas of interest that are known to be plagued 

with resource deficits,  

I would want to support the arts and education because that's something that we lack in 
Philadelphia, I feel like that's one thing that I would want to focus on, that I'm passionate 
about. I've always been part of like the nonprofit organization or after school program 
and I feel like it really impacted my life and hopefully it can continue to do that for many 
other people.  
  
Responses were next most associated with the Virtuous/Emotional Giver (18.92%), which often 

included a focus on religion and a being raised in a religious family,  

Now, I also believe in scripture where God honors you when you do good causes, when 
you support the needs of others, not to be seen before others, you do it because it's the 
right thing to do. I do tend to support religious institutions, like I go to church weekly, 
sometimes multiple times per week. Um, I'm a musician and I'm also a preacher's kid so I 
do tend to give to churches when I go just because. 
 

They also reported participating because for them it just makes sense and is important to support the 

cause or organization,  

I don't necessarily say that I'd give for religious reasons or that I support non-profits for 
religious reasons,  but I do believe that it's the will of God for people to be able to, to give 
to the needs of others. For instance, we're getting water to flint, Flint has no clean water, 
so I'm going to support that thing.  Not because God said it, No, you ain't gotta be deep. 
Flint needs clean water, I like clean water, these people are not very far from me and 
they need clean water and I kind of want them to have clean water too and I'm in a 
position to help them get clean water, so it makes sense to me to get it to them and I 
would like to do that. 
 
Though students spoke about religion, it would be important to understand the role of religion 

both culturally and religiously as younger generations are becoming less observant of traditional religious 

norms, with millennials being the least religious group since these data trends have been observed 

(Saratovksy & Feldman, 2013). 
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Table 6.12- Quantified results for Q12 

New Faces/Definition 
Q12- Which of these do you 

think best describes you (seven 
faces list) # responses (N=37) 

Percent of Response for 
Question 12 

Paying back/Paying Forward- 7 18.92% 

Identity Based Givers- 1 2.70% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers- 10 27.03% 

Community Builders/Givers- 6 16.22% 

Reciprocal Givers- 1 2.70% 

In-Kind Givers- 0 0.00% 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers- 0 0.00% 

Legacy Givers- 5 13.51% 

Responsive Givers- 1 2.70% 

Social Givers- 6 16.22% 

Spirited Givers- 0 0.00% 

 

The Primary Factors (Faces) Influencing Students Philanthropic Motivations and Engagement  

The three primary factors (faces) connected to philanthropic motivations and engagement were 

determined for the overall study based upon an analysis of the total responses to 12 semi-structured 

interview questions. These interviews resulted in the collection of 386 total unique responses which were 

analyzed and categorized based upon their association with one of the established factors for philanthropic 

motivation. Paying Back/Paying Forward and Virtuous/Emotional Givers motivational factors, each with 

16.62% of responses, were the primary motivational factors associated with student responses (see Table 

6.13 below). The Community Builder/Giver was the third most prominent motivational factor based upon 

total responses (14.81%). The remaining faces listed from most to least represented by responses were: 

Legacy Givers, In-Kind Givers, Identity Based Givers, Spirited Givers, Responsive Givers, Social Givers, 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers, and Reciprocal Givers. 
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Table 6.13- Quantified results for total interview responses 

New Faces/Definition Total # Responses (N=386) Percent of Total # 

Paying back/Paying Forward- 64 16.62% 

Identity Based Givers- 30 7.53% 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers- 64 16.62% 

Community Builders/Givers- 57 14.81% 

Reciprocal Givers- 10 2.60% 

In-Kind Givers- 32 8.31% 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers- 16 4.16% 

Legacy Givers- 50 12.99% 

Responsive Givers- 20 5.19% 

Social Givers- 20 5.19% 

Spirited Givers- 23 5.97% 

 

Primary Philanthropic Motivations (Faces) of Individual Student Participants 

To gain an understanding of the individual philanthropic faces of participants, qualitative 

responses for each participant were quantified, examining each response, and determining how many were 

associated with each philanthropic motivation (face). With this done, the primary philanthropic faces were 

determined based upon the percentage of their responses associated with a given face (see Table 6.14 

below).  

Table 6.14- Quantified results for primary philanthropic faces (continued next page) 

# of 
student 

responses 
associated 

with 
motivation 

(face) 

1st philanthropic 
motivation (face) 

% 
2nd philanthropic 
motivation (face) 

% 
3rd philanthropic 
motivation (face) 

% 

Aaliyah 
(N=24) 

Paying 
Back/Forward 

29.2 Identity Based Givers 16.7 
Community 

Builder/Givers & 
Legacy Givers 

16.7 

Abrianna- 
(N= 17) 

Virtuous/Emotional 
Givers 

17.7 Legacy Givers 17.7     

Adalia (N= 
16)  

Virtuous/Emotional 
Givers 

31.3 Legacy Givers 25 
Community 

Builder/Givers 
18.8 

Adelaide 
(N= 24) 

Community 
Builders/Givers 

25 
Neophyte/Experiential 

Givers 
20.8 

Virtuous/Emotional 
Givers 

16.7 
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Table 6.14 (continued)- Quantified results for primary philanthropic faces (continued from last page) 

# of student 
responses 

associated with 
motivation 

(face) 

1st philanthropic 
motivation (face) 

% 
2nd philanthropic 
motivation (face) 

% 
3rd philanthropic 
motivation (face) 

% 

Africa (N= 21) 
Virtuous/Emotional 

Givers 
28.6 Legacy Givers 23.8 In-kind Givers 19.1 

Afyia (N=18) 
Paying 

Back/Forward 
33.3 

Virtuous/Emotional 
Givers 

22.2     

Aiyden (N=24) 
Identity Based 

Givers 
16.7 

Virtuous/Emotional 
Givers 

16.7 Spirited Givers 16.7 

Andres (N=27) In- Kind Givers 22.2 
Paying 

Back/Forward 
18.5 

Virtuous/Emotional 
Givers & 

Community 
Builders/Givers 

18.5 

Antonne (N= 15) 
Community 

Builders/Givers 
33.3 Reciprocal Givers 20 Legacy Givers 20 

Booker (N= 21) 
Community 

Builders/Givers 
19.1 In-Kind Givers 19.1 Legacy Givers 19.1 

Brayton (N= 14) 
Virtuous/Emotional 

Givers 
42.9 

Identity Based 
Givers 

14.3 In-kind Givers 14.3 

Aiesha (N=15) 
Paying back/Paying 

Forward 
20 Legacy Givers 20     

Akeiyla (N=18) Legacy Givers 22.2 
Paying 

Back/Forward 
16.7 

Responsive Givers 
& Social Givers 

16.7 

Chaquille (N=26) 
Virtuous/Emotional 

Givers 
23.1 

Paying 
Back/Forward 

15.4     

Alexis (N=21) 
Virtuous/Emotional 

Givers 
23.8 

Community 
Builders/Givers 

19.1 Social Givers 19.1 

Althea (N=18) 
Paying 

Back/Forward 
27.8 

Community 
Builders/Givers 

16.7 Legacy Givers 16.7 

Cornell (N=15) 
Paying 

Back/Forward 
40 

Community 
Builders/Givers 

13.3 In-kind Givers 13.3 

Damien (N=16) 
Paying 

Back/Forward 
25 

Community 
Builders/Givers 

25     

Darius (N=18) 
Community 

Builders/Givers 
22.2 

Paying 
Back/Forward 

16.7 Responsive Givers 16.7 

Efrem (N=17) 
Paying 

Back/Forward 
29.4 

Virtuous/Emotional 
Givers 

17.7     
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When examining the primary philanthropic motivation (faces) of the 20 participants based upon 

individual demographic variables there were interesting observations that are described below. 

Gender  

Looking at participants based upon gender, the primary philanthropic faces were 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers and Paying Back/Forward, with a lone respondent having Legacy as their primary 

face. The primary philanthropic motivations of male participants were more widespread with Community 

Builders/Givers (4), Paying Back/Paying Forward (3), and one each for Identity Based Givers, In-Kind Givers, 

Neophyte/Experiential Givers, and Reciprocal Givers. 

Race/Ethnicity 

Due to the recruitment methods used to identify participants for this study, Black students made 

up a disproportionate number of respondents in both the overall study and the follow- up interviews. As 

such, I only looked at the Black respondents to see if there was anything of note amongst these students. 

The most prominent philanthropic faces of respondents were Paying Back/Paying Forward (5) and 

Community Builders/Givers (4), followed by Virtuous/Emotional Givers (3), Identity Based Givers (1), In-

Kind Givers (1), Legacy Givers (1).  

For Black women, the primary philanthropic face was Paying Back/Paying Forward (3), while males 

were primarily motivated by being Community Builders/Givers (4). Interestingly, there were three 

participants who showed Virtuous/Emotional Givers as their primary philanthropic face, two of which were 

males while only one female had this face as a primary motivation.  

Geographic Location 

Of the 20 participants, twelve students were in a Northeastern state, with the rest coming from 

other parts of the United States. With this geographic representation, I opted to compare the participants 

in the Northeast to the other students. Students in the Northeast were labeled as a Virtuous/Emotional 

Givers with four students aligning with this face, followed by Paying Back/Paying Forward (3) , Community 

Builders/Givers (2), and Identity Based Givers (1), In-Kind Givers (1), and Legacy Givers (1). Their 
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counterparts located elsewhere in the country had less diversity with Paying Back/Paying Forward being 

the most prominent (4) followed by philanthropic faces of Community Builders/Givers (2) and 

Virtuous/Emotional Givers (2).  

Someone Pays for Schooling 

I examined the relationship between funding of education (if a student’s education was paid for by 

someone completely, partially, or not at all). It appears that this variable does show an association with a 

student’s philanthropic face, as three out of five students that report having their education paid for 

completely and two out of six that report having their education partially paid for have been labeled as 

having their primary philanthropic face be Paying Back/Paying Forward. None of the four students that 

reported having no one paying for their school were labeled with Paying Back/Paying Forward as their 

primary philanthropic motivation.  

Student Employment 

Students were asked if they had employment while in school, and if so, was the job intended to 

cover solely leisure activities or if it was to provide finances for both leisure and school related expenses. 

While there was variety with primary philanthropic faces, only the nine students (9) that worked solely for 

leisure were found to have Community Builders/Givers present as their primary philanthropic face.  
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Chapter 7 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

This study examined undergraduate students’ philanthropic behaviors with the purpose of 

determining if distinct philanthropic motivations (faces) emerged based upon student characteristics 

including, race/ethnicity, sexual identity/orientation, political affiliation, classification, institutional 

characteristics, major, religion, debt level, employment, organization memberships, leadership positions, 

and passive/active philanthropic engagement and practices. As college students transition into their role as 

alumni, it is important for higher education development staff to encourage and maintain an ongoing 

relationship with the institution and gain an understanding as to how to develop effective stewardship 

strategies for this group. Having the ability to segment students based upon demographic information 

which captures motivations for engagement of students would allow higher education development staff 

to be more capable of developing ask vehicles and donation requests which would more closely align with 

the intrinsic motivations of donors (Prince & Files, 1994).  

This chapter will present a summary of findings from previous chapters,  my reflections on the 

study and interviews, as well as provide recommendations for future research in the areas of fundraising 

and development, specifically as it relates to better understanding the motivations which guide current 

college students decisions for the types of philanthropic activities, causes, and organizations to support. 

This research is important because it adds to the existing scholarship within the realm of fundraising and 

development, specifically adding to the area of student motivation which is one of the least understood 

and studied areas of undergraduate student philanthropy (Miller, 2011). Though there have been 

improvements made in the ways in which colleges and universities are utilizing segmentation to shape 

solicitation efforts, as well as designing their ask vehicles and materials, there still needs to be 

improvements in the area (Drezner, 2008).  There is little guidance available for how administrators can tap 

into this successfully, as it is an under researched area with best practices yet to be established for 

approaching students about fundraising that will be deeply impactful on campus (Hurvitz, 2010). With a 

better understanding of the intrinsic and extrinsic motivations behind students’ decisions when it comes to 
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choosing the types of philanthropic activities, causes, and organizations they support, administrators and 

others can design appeals, ask vehicles, and messaging that would appeal to targeted students. This could 

also be helpful in the development of student philanthropy education programs, which could ultimately 

help institutions to strengthen an underutilized and underdeveloped revenue stream.  

Summary of the Findings  

 This mixed method study was designed to gain a better understanding of what motivates current 

college students to select the types of philanthropic activities, causes, and organizations they choose to 

support. Specifically, this study sought to determine if these motivations could be segmented into distinct 

categories, allowing for students’ motivations to be understood based upon their intrinsic motivations. To 

examine which variables, if any, influenced student motivations, students were provided an electronic 

survey which captured as much demographic data as possible. Ultimately, the goal was to answer two 

questions, Research Question #1: Are there discernible philanthropic faces that can be determined for 

undergraduate students based upon their motivations for philanthropic engagement? If so, what might 

they be? and Research Question #2: What, if any, relationship exists between student demographics and 

the ways in which a student decides to be philanthropically engaged? The summary of findings will address 

these questions below, with sections organized around 1) Quantitative Results; 2) Qualitative Results and 3) 

Convergent/Mixed Results. 

Quantitative Results 

Amongst participants of this study, findings indicate that there are relationships that exist 

between certain student demographic variables and their philanthropic motivations (faces), with the eight 

primary motivational categories from the original coding handbook- Socializer, Organizer, Dynast, Devout, 

Repayer, Goalie, Altruist, Connector, Responder, and Competitor (see APPENDIX F).  

Socializers were found to self-identify as Black, were located within the Midwestern portion of the U.S.; 

they held membership in at least one organization. The more memberships and the number of leaderships 

positions held within these organizations showed a correlation with being associated with this group. These 
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students generally did not receive scholarship funding, were engaged in philanthropy at home, and 

engaged in passive philanthropy on campus. 

Organizers were located within the Midwestern portion of the U.S.; They were members of at least one 

organization. The more memberships and the number of leaderships positions held within these 

organizations are correlated with being associated with this group. These students were more likely to be 

male, engaged in philanthropy at home, and were engaged in passive and active philanthropy on campus. 

Dynasts were found to self-identify as Black, be located within the Southern portion of the U.S., were more 

likely to be male. They also tended to hold Senior status, have been attending their college of origin (not a 

transfer), engaged in philanthropy at home, and were engaged in passive philanthropy on campus. 

Devouts were found to self-identify as Black and located within the Southern portion of the U.S.; they were 

members of at least one organization. The more memberships and the number of leaderships positions 

held within these organizations correlated with being associated with this group. They were more likely to 

not be employed. 

Repayers were found to self-identify as Black and be a member of at least one organization. 

Goalies were found to self-identify as White, engaged in philanthropy at home, and engaged in passive 

philanthropy on campus. 

Altruists were found to be members of at least one organization. The more memberships and the number 

of leaderships positions held within these organizations correlated with being associated with this group. 

These students generally received partial scholarship funding but not full, engaged in philanthropy at 

home, and engaged in passive philanthropy on campus.  

Connectors were found to be engaged in philanthropy at home and engage in passive philanthropy on 

campus. These students were found to be members of at least one organization. The more memberships 

and the number of leaderships positions held within these organizations are correlated with being 

associated with this group. 
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Responders were found to be commuters and have transferred into their current college/university. 

Competitors were found to have someone paying at least partially for their educational expenses (not 

scholarships). 

Summary of Qualitative Results 

Using the established code book, interviews were dissected with a focus on repetition, metaphors, 

analogies, similarities, differences, linguistic connectors, and theory related material which allowed for the 

discovery of relevant codes, themes, sub-themes related to Generation Z college students and their 

motivations for and perceptions of philanthropic engagement. Once completed and exemplars were 

identified, findings were relabeled and recoded appropriately to better capture emerging themes resulting 

in the reduction of identified themes, bringing the total number to 11.  

When examining some of the pre-existing categories, it was determined that one category 

specifically, Paying Back/Paying Forward served as a singular primary motivation with 3 subcategories- 

Identity Based Givers, Spirited Givers, and General Givers, thus bringing the total number of motivations to 

eight and include-1) Paying back/Paying forward (3 subcategories-Generalist/Identity based/Spirited 

Givers), 2) Social/Responsive givers (consolidated from social and responsive as separate motivations), 3) 

Virtuous/Emotional givers, 4) Community Builders, 5) Reciprocal givers, 6) In-kind givers, 7) 

Experiential/Neophyte givers, 8) Legacy givers, with students not limited to a single face.  

Summary of Mixed Method Results 

The themes discovered through qualitative analysis served as a tool to further analyze interview 

responses, allowing me to examine how philanthropic faces aligned with students’ thoughts on 

philanthropy internally and externally. This was used to examine, 1) the overall primary philanthropic 

motivations/faces inclusive of all participants, 2) the primary philanthropic motivations/faces for each 

participant individually, and 3) the primary philanthropic motivations/faces for each interview question 

associated with the concept within. 
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Q1-When you think of philanthropy what comes to mind? 

Findings from this study show similar values, that when thinking of philanthropy as a concept student 

response most aligned with equal parts Virtuous/Emotional Givers and Community Builders/Givers with 

both accounting for 27.27% of responses. Paying Back/Paying Forward was the next most prominent 

philanthropic motivation/face with 21.21% of all responses. 

Q2- How can people engage in philanthropy?  

When examining the ways in which people can engage in philanthropy, students were found to connect 

most strongly with the In-Kind Giver (34.38%). The Community Builders/Givers had the second most 

responses (18.75%).  

Q3- Can you think of a philanthropist that you admire, if so what about them is it that you admire? What 

types of causes do they support?  

The Identity Based Giver was the dominant philanthropic face when examining philanthropists admired by 

students, with 21.74% of all responses. Paying Back/Paying Forward and Legacy Givers had equal response 

rates with 17.39%.  

Q4- If you had to create your own definition of philanthropist what would it be? 

When provided an opportunity to create their own definition of what a philanthropist would be, 33.33% of 

responses aligned with the Virtuous/Emotional Givers, making it the most prominent motivation. This was 

followed by Paying Back/Paying Forward with 23.81% of all responses, and lastly, the third most prominent 

factor (face) was the In-Kind Giver, with 19.05% of responses.  

Q5- Given your definition, do you consider yourself to be a philanthropist? 

According to participants views on themselves being philanthropist, most indicated that they do, at least 

minimally. For this question, the Virtuous/Emotional Givers or Legacy Giver category, each received 20% of 

responses. The Neophyte/Experiential Givers was the third most occurring face with 16.67% of responses.  
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Q6- What types of philanthropic activities take place on your campus? 

When examining respondents’ awareness of the types of philanthropic activity on their campuses, Legacy 

Givers were most prominent with 27.91% of responses, followed by the Community Builders/Givers with 

13.95% of responses, the Responsive Givers also had 13.95% of responses.   

Q7- Which/if any philanthropic activities have you participated in and why? 

When determining the reasons students chose to participate in selected philanthropic activities, factors 

aligned with Legacy Givers accounted for 18.92% responses. Three other motivations each received 13.51 

responses, thus I decided to not include them as a factor as there were too many with the same value.  

Q8- What was your favorite experience/activity? 

Students’ favorite past activities most often aligned with the Social Givers face with 22.22% of responses. 

With 16.67% of responses, the next most prominent category was the Community Builders/Givers. The 

Legacy Giver motivation was next with 13.89% of student responses.  

Q9- What can/what has your university done that you think would motivate you to want to donate after you 

graduate? 

Students feelings as to what that their institutions could do to influence giving behaviors most often 

aligned with the Spirited Givers category (36.36% of responses). Paying Back/Paying Forward followed with 

24.24% of responses. With 21.21% of responses, Identity Based Givers was the third most prominent.  

Q10- Describe the philanthropic culture on your campus. 

When describing campus philanthropic culture, responses were most associated with the Community 

Builder/Giver and the Legacy Giver, both with 21.43% of responses. The third most prominent motivation 

aligned with the Spirited Giver (14.29%).  
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Q11- If I gave you $1M that you could spend on anything you wanted except for something that would 

personally benefit you, how would you use it? 

If given one million dollars many of the actions that students said they would take was influenced by the 

concept of Paying back/Paying Forward with 35.48% of responses with, Virtuous/Emotional Givers, next 

most prominent (29.03%), finally with 16.13% of responses was the Community Builders/Givers.   

Q12- Which of these do you think best describes you (provided seven faces of philanthropy list) 

When describing which of the seven faces of philanthropy students self-identified most with, 27.03% 

responses were centered around Paying back/Paying Forward, making it the primary motivation.   

The Primary Factors (Faces) Influencing Students Philanthropic Motivations and Engagement  

The three primary factors (faces) connected to philanthropic motivations and engagement were 

determined for the overall study based upon an analysis of the total responses (N=386) to 12 semi-

structured interview questions. For the overall study, Paying Back/Paying Forward and Virtuous/Emotional 

Givers were the primary motivations each having received 16.62% of responses. The Community 

Builder/Giver was the third most prominent motivational factor based upon total responses (14.81%). The 

remaining faces listed from most to least represented by responses were: Legacy Givers, In-Kind Givers, 

Identity Based Givers, Spirited Givers, Responsive Givers, Social Givers, Neophyte/Experiential Givers, and 

Reciprocal Givers. 

Primary Philanthropic Motivations (Faces) of Individual Student Participants 

To gain an understanding of the individual philanthropic faces of participants, qualitative 

responses for each participant were quantified, examining each response, and determining how many were 

associated with each philanthropic motivation (face). With this done, the primary philanthropic faces were 

determined based upon the percentage of their responses associated with a given face (see Table 6.14 

below).  
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Limitations 

 This study was limited by several factors including self-selection bias. Self-selection bias can arise 

when study participants are able to opt in or out of the study. This can result in data not being as 

representative of the population as you would like when hoping to gain an understanding of behaviors. This 

may be most noticeable with the number of Black men that participated in this study. This large number of 

Black men was due to the survey being shared through a network of undergraduate fraternity members. 

They would complete the survey and share it with their friends as well, usually, I would assume other Black 

men.  This large number of Black participants also skewed data so that some comparisons could not be 

made amongst race. 

Another limitation that I believe arose was the timing of the data collection for the study. Data 

collection began at the start of the Fall semester. This was prior to the start of classes at most institutions 

and before most student programming had begun. As a result, some responses of students may not have 

been as useful as others due to limited experience/exposure to campus activities, opportunities to join 

student organizations.  

While an electronic survey was convenient and allowed for the collection of data in locations I 

would not have been able to easily visit physically, I believe that missing out on the face- to- face 

interaction reduced the number of responses for the study as I was able to get many students to hear my 

request for participation and agreeing versus reading an email appeal. Many of the emails were found to 

be unopened or opened but ignored. 

Implications of study 

 Oftentimes, an issue that arises with young alumni giving is a feeling of inability to help in an 

impactful way due to limited financial capacity. As a result of this, many young alumni do not make 

financial contributions to their institution in the immediate years upon graduating; thus with time they are 

less likely to give as they began to forget their attachment to their institution (Dovidio et al., 2017). 

Participants in this study showed that current undergraduate students in the United States want to be 
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engaged in philanthropy in meaningful ways that go beyond monetary contributions, ways that may even 

be more impactful and long lasting.  With better information available as to how to tap into these 

motivations, as well as how to design alternative methods of engagement around them, higher education 

fundraising and development professionals can potentially increase participation of their current student 

body as well as their alumni groups in philanthropic efforts, specifically as it relates to supporting their alma 

mater and building a culture of philanthropy on campus. Bennet (2013) describes a campus culture of 

philanthropy as existing when all stakeholders on a college campus are working collectively to advance the 

benefits of participating in philanthropic activities; people are brought together in order to increase or 

improve the quality of life and the community on campus and at large, fosters a shared responsibility, 

stakeholders understand, believe, embrace, and engage based upon their responsibilities in a collaborative 

and donor focused manner, ultimately working to transform a college or university's culture from the inside 

out.  

A large body of scholarship around collegiate philanthropy involves the giving behaviors, patterns, 

and motivations for alumni of various institutions. These findings often center on the overall experiences 

that these alumni had which encouraged them to want to be more giving such as participation and student 

organizations (Freeland, Spenner, & McCalmon, 2015; Miller, 2011; Hurvitz, 2010; Weerts, Sanford & 

Glushko, 2010); the feeling or belief that their degree or quality of education benefit their overall 

development in life period (Pottick, Giordano, & Chirico, 2015; Hurvitz, 2010), exposure to our participation 

in philanthropic based coursework or activities while they were undergraduate students (Benenson, 

Moldow, &Hahn, 2014; Olberding, 2012; Millisor & Olberding, 2009; Olberding, 2009) , financial impact 

(Pottick, Giordano, & Chirico, 2015; Freeland, Spenner, & McCalmon, 2015; Hurvitz, 2010; Masterson, 

2010) and other such collegiate experiences from which her desire to give is based upon.  

One of the disconnects that exist between current students and higher education development 

professionals is a lack of understanding by these professionals when it comes to understanding what 

motivates current students to choose the types of philanthropic activities they participate in, as well as how 

current college students begin to formulate their thinking on giving (Miller, 2011; Hurvitz, 2010; Weerts, 
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Sanford, & Glushko, 2010). This study aids in increasing an understand of the ways in which these students 

are exposed to and conceptualize the ideas of philanthropy and philanthropic engagement. 

Uncovering the philanthropic motivations of undergraduate students will allow for development 

staff to be more intentional in the design of their ask vehicles, programs, and operational functioning 

overall by having millions of students across the country philanthropic motivation (faces) segmented down 

to manageable numbers based upon specific characteristics and variables (Prince & Files, 1994). With this 

information they will be able to more strategically address two of the most significant areas in which 

increased alumni giving would impact- revenue for the university, and aiding in increasing institutional 

ranking which is influenced by the percentage of alumni that make donations (Miller, 2011).  

With tuitions at the highest levels in years, many students feel that their institutions do not 

actually need the money provided by alumni (Masterson, 2010). Identifying other motivational influencers 

that could encourage alumni to give other than a financial need would enable the institution to still collect 

alumni donations centered around other factors which alumni value, which development staff would know 

by having access to segmented data around the motivations of alumni while they were college students.  

Though research centered around younger givers, such as the millennial group, is increasing in 

volume, when examining philanthropy and philanthropic giving based upon age groups more focus is 

placed upon older generations. Millennials have been found to be the most philanthropically engage 

generation ever with almost 90% of members of this cohort supporting a cause or organization that they 

believe in. Millennials are engaged in philanthropy via donation of time, knowledge, skills, and other non-

monetary attributes, with at least 70% of members of this group stating that that is how they engage in 

philanthropy (Johnson, 2016).  

Following millennials, the youngest cohort on campus, Generation Z, makes up close to 25% of the 

U.S. population.  It is important for higher education development staff and fundraisers in general to gain a 

better understanding of characteristics specific to this population and what motivates them to get engaged 

in different causes or organizations as characteristics for these potential future donors are widely unknown 
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(Miller, 2011). This study helps to illuminate some of the unknown areas around internal thoughts and 

motivations of current college students when thinking about and engaging in philanthropic activities and 

provides insight into the concepts which students consider with regards to what makes one a 

philanthropist.  

Colleges and universities are working to establish a culture of philanthropy on their campuses 

which includes buy in from all stakeholders such as faculty, staff, alumni, and students (Bennett, 2013). 

Students do not enter college with an inherent knowledge of what makes someone a “good alumnus”; thus 

it is up to those in key areas within the institution to train others, ensuring an understanding of the needs, 

values, and mission of their University, in order to influence philanthropic engagement (Drezner, 2009). 

When development staff are focusing on students specifically, this work will require an emphasis on a 

different set of parameters for determining philanthropic engagement, as the focus will most likely center 

less on explicitly increasing monetary engagement and more on cultivating a pattern of philanthropic giving 

of other assets which are highly valued by students (i.e. time, voice, network, skills, and knowledge). 

Learning the ways in which this newer group of students view the concept of philanthropy, and the ways in 

which they seek to insert themselves into philanthropic engagement, is going to be of the upmost 

importance for those seeking to gain support from this cohort of donors as they differ drastically from past 

generations (Oates, 2004).  

Training of students to become “good alumnus” will require a collaborative effort between various 

institution stakeholders, as working to reshape the culture of an entire college or university would be too 

large of an undertaking for the development staff alone (Bennett, 2013). Students in this study highlighted 

the various individuals that introduced them to, and continues to inspire their engagement in, 

philanthropic activities, an area of interest that is highlighted again is the ways in which students report 

non-monetary philanthropic engagement of mentors, alumni,  staff/administrators, and family and how 

these forms of giving inspire students themselves to become engaged.  
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Future Research 

 My original goal for this study was to collect 500 students from across the United States, with 

students coming from all institution types, representing true diversity. With data from the 206 respondents 

I was able to uncover some interesting findings. I believe that increasing the number of students 

participating in general, and specifically the number of students attending institutions underrepresented in 

this study, and the racial/ethnic diversity of participants will allow for the determination of stronger 

correlations of philanthropic motivations (faces) and student demographic variables. 

 The quantitative portion of this study was based upon scholarship which I believed to be the most 

highlighted motivations for philanthropic motivation, specifically as it relates to donors supporting and/or 

attending institutions of higher education. In total, there were 14 motivations used as the basis for the 

questionnaire provided, with another option for “Other” bringing the total to 15 motivations. I believe it 

would be of use to have this study replicated, replacing the original 14 pre-determined motivations with 

the eight faces established from this study. This should also be completed no sooner than the middle of 

Spring semester, allowing for students to have increased opportunity to have experienced the 

philanthropic environment of their institution.  

 When replicating this study, there should be multiple researchers involved in the coding process. 

Researchers should analyze qualitative data separately, working to determine themes and relevant codes. 

Once completed, results could be compared to assess the similarities between findings. If there is 

agreement amongst coders in the ways in which data are marked or themes established, it would increase 

reliability and validity of findings and help establish if identified philanthropic motivations “make sense” in 

context.  

Conclusion 

 The data collected in this study provided an opportunity to build a framework for which 

undergraduate philanthropic motivations (faces) can be further examined. The findings show that it is 

possible to approach the cultivation of undergraduate students more strategically into active 
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philanthropists (read alumni supporter) by developing a better understanding of what motivates these 

acts. Future research is needed to help grow this specific field of scholarship as current will be an important 

part of the funding formula for colleges and universities for years to come. This study can serve as an 

additional piece of the puzzle which could help higher education professionals in the fundraising and 

development to ultimately see the best ways in which to approach these young philanthropists.  
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APPENDIX A 

Penn State University’s 2016 Student Philanthropy Survey 
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APPENDIX B 

QUANTITATIVE SURVEY QUESTIONS 

 

Identifying characteristics of undergraduate philanthropists 

This survey is being used to collect information from current undergraduate students about their 

participation in philanthropic activities/initiatives, and what motivated them to become engaged. 

 

My email below indicates that I have received and agree with the terms listed in the consent form to 

participate in this study (Please type your university email to agree to participate): 

 

● Are you willing to participate in a follow up interview (via teleconferencing) to discuss your 

responses? I will follow up using your university email 

Yes 

No 

● Institution Attended 

● Gender 

● Age 

● Race/Ethnicity 

● Sexual Orientation (optional/not required) 

● National Origin 

US Student 

International Student 

● Major/Concentration 

● Political Affiliation 

 

1) Are you a member of any organizations on campus? (If not skip to question 6) 

● Yes 

● No 

 

2) How many organizations are you an active member of? 

● 1 

● 2 

● 3 

● 4 

● 5 

● 5+ 
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3) What types of organizations are you a member of? (Check all that apply) 

● Sports Team (varsity, intramural) 

● Greek Letter Organization 

● Greek Letter Organization (affiliated with Service, Major, or professional) 

● Student Leadership Group (class officer, University student government) 

● Unofficial Campus Group created by you and/or friends 

● Honor Society 

● International/Multicultural 

● Philanthropic (Student groups such as phone-a-thons, campus organization supporting 

national foundations/groups-i.e. Relay for Life, Alex’s Lemonade, National MS Society. 

Etc.) 

● Political 

● Alumni Services (any group working with the institution’s alumni for the school) 

● Unofficial Campus Group created by you and/or friends 

● Special interest group/other 

 

4) How many leadership positions do you hold in these organizations? 

● 0 

● 1 

● 2 

● 3 

● More than 3 

5) In a typical week, how many hours do you spend on activities within the groups you participate  

in? 

● 0-5 

● 6-10 

● 11-15 

● More than 15 

6) I am a- 

● Full-Time Student 

● Part-Time Student 

7) I am a- 

Commuter Student 

I reside on campus/campus area 

8) I transferred into this school from another institution 

● Yes 

● No 

 

9) I am currently a- 

● 1st Year Student 

● Sophomore 

● Junior 

● Senior 

10) I receive a scholarship from the institution 

● Yes- Full 

● Yes- Partial 

● No 
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11) I have student loans to pay for school 

● Yes- Full 

● Yes- Partial 

● No 

12) Someone pays for my schooling 

● Yes- Full 

● Yes- Partial 

● No 

13) I have a job 

● Yes- to cover leisure and school expenses 

● Yes- to cover just leisure 

● No 

14) Please select the level of student debt you anticipate having upon graduation 

● 0-$10,000 

● $10,000-$20,000 

● $20,000-$30,000 

● $30,000- $40,000 

● $40,000-$50,000 

● More than $50,000 

 

15) Are you actively engaged in any philanthropic activities back at home, and/or on campus or 

through a campus-based group/organization/initiative? Defined as voluntary giving of your time, 

money, talent, use of your networks (encouraging others to give their own time, talent, money) 

example- raising money for Relay for life/MS walk, donating items to support a cause/organization 

● Yes 

● No 

 

If yes to question 15, How often have you participated this year (January 2017- Current)? If not 

skip to next question. 

● 1-3 times 

● 4-6 times 

● 7+ times 

 

16) Do you engage in passive forms of philanthropic activities on campus or through a campus-based 

group/organization/initiative? Defined as a transaction/exchange (i.e. have you bought an item to 

support another student group or support cause), sharing/retweeting a friends request/causes 

through your social media (i.e. GoFundMe, Relay for life) without adding any comments or tagging 

anyone in your network 

● Yes 

● No 

 

 

If yes to question 16, How often have you participated this past year (January 2017- Current)? 

● 1-3 times max during this period 

● Daily 

● Multiple times a week but not daily 

● Maybe once a month but not more 

 

If no to questions 15 and 16, what would motivate you to get engaged? 



164 
 

17) Please indicate which factors you consider when deciding the philanthropic activities you engage 

in (From items A-O below, please indicate how well the option describes what motivates you on a 

Scale of 1-5, 1 does not describe me at all, 5 describes me very well) 

● A) I participate because I like being a part of groups 

● B) I want to “save”/help the recipients of service 

● C) I benefitted from the goods/service and I want to help others now that I can (i.e. donating to 

support an organization that previously gave you a scholarship) 

● D) I am Interested in using strategy/planning to help a cause 

● E) I want to help others to build and or gain knowledge/skills/abilities so that they can help 

themselves 

● F) I enjoy working on projects/activities that help connect people to needed resources 

● G) I like the social aspects and building personal connections/opportunities 

● H) I am moved by spontaneous needs/events (ex. disaster relief) 

● I) I am a part of a group with a history of supporting (family, fraternity/sorority, another group) 

● J) A friend/peer asks 

● K) I feel “morally” compelled, I must (i.e.  required to participate as a mandate), and/or my 

religious beliefs dictate I participate 

● L) I like working on a team and/or alone to reach a goal 

● M) I join activities that allow competition/are fun to participate in, that also happen to benefit 

others 

● N) I like creating opportunities for philanthropy and recruiting others on board to support 

● O) An administrator at the schools asks 

● P) Other 

 

18) Which 5 items selected above are most important to you when considering philanthropic activities 

to participate in (place letters from your choice below in descending order ranked most important 

to least- ex. A, D, I.O.N) 
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APPENDIX C 

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN QUANTITATIVE STUDY (GENERAL) 

 

 

1) Must be a current undergraduate student 

2) Must be enrolled at a degree granting institution in the U.S. 

3) Must complete the survey and consent forms (available through the links) 

4) Use email provided by the institution 

 

If there are any questions, I can be reached at the email below. Thank you in advance for your 

support. 

 

Tyree E. Williams, M.S.Ed, MBA 

Temple University- EdD Candidate 

Assistant Director of Multicultural Student Recruitment 

Email- FutureDrWilliams2017@gmail.com 

mailto:FutureDrWilliams2017@gmail.com
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INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN QUANTITATIVE STUDY (FRATERNITY BROTHERS) 

 

 

Hey frat, 
My name is Tyree Williams (P-FA12-3), I am a doctoral student at Temple University. I am asking you for 
3 minutes of your time to complete a quick survey for my dissertation study. I need 500 current 
undergraduate students to participate, I have reached out to college bros in the hopes you will be 
willing/able to assist. If every brother I emailed completes it, what would have taken months can take 
hours.  
 
The only requirements to participate are: 

● Must be a current undergraduate student 
● Must be enrolled at an accredited degree granting institution 
● Must submit your university/college provided email address  

 

 

Consent Form: https://goo.gl/forms/JEIDJZVkQoyKPLIj2 
Survey: https://goo.gl/forms/LcULJB1UrSjeJKl02 
 
Tyree E. Williams, M.S.Ed, MBA 
Temple University- EdD Candidate 
Assistant Director of Multicultural Student Recruitment 
Email- FutureDrWilliams2017@gmail.com 
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APPENDIX D 

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN QUANTITATIVE STUDY (CARDS) 
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APPENDIX E 

Consent form to participate in dissertation research for Tyree Williams 

 

Consent form to participate in dissertation research for Tyree Williams 

* Required 

Email address * 

Your email 

Title of research: (original) Unmasking the Faces of Undergraduate Student Philanthropist: The 

Philanthropic Identities of Native Millennials  

Investigator and Department: Tyree E. Williams, Temple University Graduate School of Education 

Read () check to indicate you read 

Why am I being invited to take part in this research? 

We invite you to take part in a research study because you are a current undergraduate student that may 

participate in philanthropic activities at your undergraduate institution or external to your undergraduate 

institution 

Read () check to indicate you read 

What should I know about this research? 

 1) Whether or not you take part is up to you. 2) You can choose not to take part. 3) You can agree to take 

part and later change your mind. 4) Your decision will not be held against you 5) You can ask all the 

questions you want before you decide. 

Read () check to indicate you read 

Who can I talk to about this research?  

If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you, contact the research 

team at:  

1) Tyree E. Williams, M.S.Ed, MBA, EdD Candidate, 433 Ritter Annex 1301 Cecil B. Moore Avenue, 

Philadelphia, PA 19122, FutureDrWilliams2017@gmail.com 

2) Antonne Earl Davis, Ph.D., Professor Bernard C. Watson Endowed Chair in Urban Education Policy, 

Organizational, & Leadership Studies, 433 Ritter Annex 1301 Cecil B. Moore Avenue, Philadelphia, PA 

19122, phone: (215) 204-3002jedavis@temple.edu 

Read () check to indicate you read 

This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board. You may talk to them at 

(215) 707-3390 or e-mail them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the following: 1) Your questions, concerns, or 

complaints are not being answered by the research team. 2) You cannot reach the research team. 3) You 

want to talk to someone besides the research team. 4) You have questions about your rights as a research 

subject. 5) You want to get information or provide input about this research. 

Read () check to indicate you read 

mailto:FutureDrWilliams2017@gmail.com
mailto:irb@temple.edu
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Why is this research being done?  

This study attempts to identify: 1) If a set of motivations shared by undergraduate students exists which 

influences their decisions to participate in philanthropic activities. 2) If yes, the study will also seek to 

determine how these motivations shape the philanthropic identity of various segments of undergraduate 

students 

Read () check to indicate you read 

How long will I be in this research?  

We expect that you will be in this research for less than 20 minutes to complete the initial survey, and 

approximately 30 minutes-1 hour if participating in the follow up interview. Participants will be able to 

review responses before results are submitted for analysis to ensure accurate representation of responses. 

The study is expected to be completed in total 9 months. 

Read () check to indicate you read 

What happens if I agree to be in this research? 

If you agree to participate in the study, you be provided with a link that will direct you to the survey. The 

survey can be completed via computer, tablet, and cell phone. Responses will be sent electronically to 

researcher via the Google Form. Respondents can and are encouraged to share the link with peers. If you 

participate in phase 1 of the study (completing the survey), you will have the ability to opt in to also 

participate in phase 2 of the study (online interview). You opt in by agreeing to participate in phase 2 and 

including your school issued email address to be contacted later. After completing phase 2, the researcher 

will analyze interviews, transcribing and coding responses. Participants will have an opportunity to review 

write ups for accuracy. If at any time you no longer wish to participate in the study you can: 1) simply not 

complete you survey, 2) contact the researcher to opt out of either phase if survey and/or interview has 

been completed. 

Read () check to indicate you read 

What happens to the information collected for this research? 

To the extent allowed by law, we limit the viewing of your personal information to people who must review 

it. We cannot promise complete secrecy. The IRB, Temple University and its affiliates, and other 

representatives of these organizations may inspect and copy your information. Data collected from this 

study may be used by researcher for future work on the topic. Your information will be stored online 

through a password protected account and only accessible to the researcher. 

Read () check to indicate you read 

By entering my email address below, I agree that I have read the terms of consent form above and agree to 

participate in the study (please use your university provided email address) * 

 
Your answer 

Send me a copy of my responses. 
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APPENDIX F 

Coding Handbook- Themes and Descriptions 

Themes-Categories Descriptions/Motivations 

ALTRUIST (A) I want to save/help the recipients of service 

REPAYER 

(B) I benefitted from the goods/service and I want to help others now 
that I can (i.e. donating to support an organization that previously 
gave you a scholarship) 

PLANNER (C)  I am Interested in using strategy/planning to help a cause 

UPLIFTER (D) I want to help others to build and or gain knowledge/skills/abilities so 
that they can help themselves 

CONNECTOR (E) I enjoy working on projects/activities that help connect people to 
needed resources 

SOCIALIZER 
(F) I like the social aspects and building personal 

networks/connections/opportunities 

RESPONDER (G) I am moved by spontaneous needs/events (ex. disaster relief) 

DYNAST 
(H) I am a part of a group with a history of supporting (family, 

fraternity/sorority, another group) 

TAG ALONG (I) A friend/peer asks 

DEVOUT 
(J) I feel morally compelled, I must (i.e.  required to participate as a 

mandate), and/or my religious beliefs dictate I participate 

GOALIE (K) I like working on a team and/or alone to reach a goal 

COMPETITOR (L) I join activities that allow competition/are fun to participate in, that 
also happen to benefit others 

ORGANIZER (M) I like creating opportunities for philanthropy and recruiting others on 
board to support 

ADMIN ASKED (N) An administrator at the schools asks 

OTHER (O) Other Reason not mentioned before 
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APPENDIX G 

STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION (Quantitative) 

Gender 

Gender Frequency Percentage 

Male 126 60.58% 

Female 79 37.98% 

Missing/Other 3 1.44% 

Total 208  

* Males students are majority above due to sampling methods 

 

Race 

Race Frequency 
Percentage 

Asian 15 
7.21% 

Black 122 
58.65% 

LatinX 12 
5.77% 

White 48 
23.08% 

Missing 11 
5.29% 

total 
208  

* Black students are majority above due to sampling methods 
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Geographic Location of Institution 

Location Frequency 

MW 26 

NE 99 

S 63 

W 18 

 

Major/College 

Major/College Frequency 

Arts 3 

Business 65 

Communications 23 

Education 2 

Engineering 12 

Liberal Arts 48 

Public Health 17 

STEM 36 

 

Political Party 

Political Party Frequency 

Democrat 129 

Independent 26 

NA 29 

Other 3 

Republican 19 
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Member of Organizations on Campus 

Member Frequency 

No 38 

YES 168 

 

How Many Organizations 

Number Frequency 

0 38 

1 29 

2 30 

3 47 

4 37 

5 or more 24 

  

What types of Organizations 

Types Frequency 

Sports 32 

Greek Social 85 

Greek Professional 24 

Student Leadership 74 

Academic Professional 63 

Unofficial 14 

Honors 41 

Multicultural 23 

Philanthropic 38 

Political 11 

Alumni 8 

Special Interest 48 
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Number of Leadership Positions 

Number Frequency 

0 67 

1 51 

2 58 

3 19 

4 12 

 

Full or Part Time 

Type Frequency 

Full 203 

Part time 3 

 

Residence 

Residence Frequency 

Commuter 76 

Reside on Campus 130 

 

Transfer Student 

Transfer Frequency 

No 164 

Yes 42 
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Year in School 

Year Frequency 

1st 10 

Sophomore 30 

Junior 74 

Senior 92 

 

Scholarship 

Scholarship Frequency 

No 68 

Partial 110 

Full 28 

 

Student Loans 

Loans Frequency 

No 56 

Partial 105 

Completely 45 

 

Someone Pays 

Someone Pays Frequency 

No 42 

Partial 70 

Completely 46 
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Have a job 

Job Frequency 

No 42 

Just Leisure 71 

Leisure and School Expenses 93 

 

Debt 

Debt Frequency 

Less than 10,000 76 

10 – 20 24 

20 – 30 50 

30 – 40 21 

40 – 50 19 

More than 50 16 

 

Philanthropy at home 

Philanthropy Frequency 

No 55 

Yes 151 

 

Number of Times 

Times Frequency 

0 53 

1-3 65 

4-6 44 

7+ 44 
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Passive Philanthropy 

Passive Frequency 

No 54 

Yes 152 

  

Participate 

Participate Frequency 

0 51 

1 – 3 Times 73 

Maybe once a month 36 

Multiple times a week 40 

Daily 8 
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APPENDIX H 

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN QUALITATIVE STUDY 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Hello, 

 

Last semester, you took part in a survey for my dissertation and indicated that you are willing to 

participate in a short follow up (either by phone or videoconference). I truly appreciate your 

willingness to help, I would not be able to do this without your assistance.  

 

I am hoping to schedule a time to speak with you in the next 2 weeks (2/12/18-2/19/18). 

 

I am including a google form that you can use to submit your contact information. You can 

participate in the interview via: 

● Call in number to participate 

● Downloading the Bluejeans app (which would allow you to essentially Facetime in) 

● You can log in through a camera/microphone enabled computer 

I thank you in advance for your help with this, I literally could not do this without your support! 

 

Registration Link- https://goo.gl/forms/xjVcEI0QnBMrTFfJ3   

 

 

 

Tyree E. Williams, MBA, M.S.Ed 

Temple University- EdD Candidate 

#FutureDrWilliams 
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Hello, 

 

 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the 2nd phase of my dissertation study. I am hoping to 

schedule a time to speak with you in the next 2 weeks (2/2/18-2/16/18) in order to answer a few 

quick follow up questions from the survey you completed for me in the fall. 

 

I am including a google form that you can to submit your contact information. You can participate in 

the interview via: 

● Call in number to participate 

● Downloading the Bluejeans app (which would allow you to essentially Facetime in) 

● You can log in through a camera/microphone enabled computer 

I thank you in advance for your help with this, I literally could not do this without your support! 

 

Registration Link- https://goo.gl/forms/xjVcEI0QnBMrTFfJ3   

 

 

 

Tyree E. Williams, MBS, M.S.Ed 

Temple University- EdD Candidate 

#FutureDrWilliams 
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APPENDIX I 

STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION (Qualitative) 

 

LOCATION Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid MW 2 10.0 10.0 10.0 

NE 12 60.0 60.0 70.0 

S 5 25.0 25.0 95.0 

W 1 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

GENDER Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Male 13 65.0 65.0 65.0 

Female 7 35.0 35.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

RACE Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Black 15 75.0 75.0 75.0 

Latinx 1 5.0 5.0 80.0 

White 4 20.0 20.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  
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MAJOR/COLLEGE Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Business 2 10.0 10.0 10.0 

Communications 5 25.0 25.0 35.0 

Engineering 2 10.0 10.0 45.0 

Liberal Arts 4 20.0 20.0 65.0 

Public Health 4 20.0 20.0 85.0 

STEM 3 15.0 15.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

POLITICAL PARTY Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Democrat 13 65.0 65.0 65.0 

NA 5 25.0 25.0 90.0 

Republican 2 10.0 10.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

ORG MEMBER Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 2 10.0 10.0 10.0 

Yes 18 90.0 90.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  
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# MEMBERSHIPS Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 0 2 10.0 10.0 10.0 

1 2 10.0 10.0 20.0 

2 5 25.0 25.0 45.0 

3 5 25.0 25.0 70.0 

4 4 20.0 20.0 90.0 

5 2 10.0 10.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

FT OR PT STATUS Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Part Time 1 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Full Time 19 95.0 95.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

RESIDENCE Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Commuter Student 5 25.0 25.0 25.0 

Reside on Campus 15 75.0 75.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

YEAR IN SCHOOL Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid First Year 1 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Sophomore 5 25.0 25.0 30.0 

Junior 6 30.0 30.0 60.0 

Senior 8 40.0 40.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  
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TRANSFER STUDENT Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 19 95.0 95.0 95.0 

Yes 1 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

SCHOLARSHIP Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 3 15.0 15.0 15.0 

Partial 15 75.0 75.0 90.0 

Full 2 10.0 10.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

STUDENT LOANS Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 3 15.0 15.0 15.0 

Partial 16 80.0 80.0 95.0 

Completely 1 5.0 5.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

SOMEONE PAYS Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 6 30.0 30.0 30.0 

Partial 9 45.0 45.0 75.0 

Completely 5 25.0 25.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  
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HAVE A JOB Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No 2 10.0 10.0 10.0 

Just Leisure 10 50.0 50.0 60.0 

Leisure and School Expenses 8 40.0 40.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

DEBT Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Less than 10,000 8 40.0 40.0 40.0 

10 - 20 3 15.0 15.0 55.0 

20 - 30 6 30.0 30.0 85.0 

More than 50 3 15.0 15.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  

 

 

PHILANTHROPY AT 

HOME Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid No 4 20.0 20.0 20.0 

Yes 16 80.0 80.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 100.0  
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APPENDIX J 

 8 Factors Influencing Philanthropic Motivation/Engagement 
 (The 8 Faces of Philanthropically Engaged Undergraduate Students)  

 
THEMES/CATEGORIES PERCEPTIONS/MOTIVATIONS EXAMPLES 

Paying back/Paying 
Forward- Subcategories- 
1) Identity Based Givers, 2) 
Spirited Givers 
3) General Givers                              

1) A person moved to participate in 
philanthropic acts that are centered on the 
concept of "repaying" a past 
kindness/gift/action that allowed the 
individual an opportunity. This also includes 
individuals that are motivated to participate 
in philanthropic acts to help  future 
individuals avoid experiences/hardships 
they've endured/witnessed/become aware 
of, 2) A person moved to participate in 
philanthropic acts based upon their identity 
including but not limited to- race, ethnicity, 
sexual identity, sexual orientation, 3) A 
person moved to  participate in 
philanthropic acts specifically geared 
towards current/past educational 
institutional attended 

1) These individuals will support causes 
that they themselves received benefits 
from- i.e. being a past scholarship 
recipient, participation in sponsored 
events, etc... These individuals will also 
support causes that will help others to 
avoid circumstances that donors 
experienced- i.e. homelessness, food 
insecurity, lack of access to resources, 
2) Events that are specifically catering 
to targeted populations/groups, this 
would include organizations such as 
Black, LatinX, LGBT, Male/Female, etc., 
3) Donating to support a specific 
department, activity, group within the 
college/university/school that the 
donor participated in. Likely to support 
efforts that are focused on 
continued/future success of the 
institution and its students.  
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THEMES/CATEGORIES PERCEPTIONS/MOTIVATIONS EXAMPLES 

COMMUNITY 
BUILDERS/GIVERS 

A person moved to participate in 
philanthropic acts that connect their 
institutions/organizations to their off-
campus community. These individuals 
are interested acts centered around 
building communities 

Providing for organizations in your 
home/school community, working with 
campus-based club/organization to 
provide resources to community 
members in the form of classes, 
trainings, research, etc.  

RECIPRICAL GIVERS A person moved to participate in 
philanthropic acts with intent of also 
personally benefit including tax 
breaks/monetary gain, 
recognition/clout, connections to 
individuals/networks 

Supporting a cause that will provide tax 
breaks/benefits, donating with intent of 
having some form of recognition 
(building/scholarship names after 
donor), Support acts that will create 
public goodwill/praise/social capital 

IN-KIND GIVERS A person moved to participate in 
donations of their time/services/other 
non-monetary assets 

Donating of time at an organization 
performing specific tasks. College 
students in the STEM field working with 
local youth to teach them new 
skills/information related to STEM areas. 
These individuals will also engage via 
social media/personal networks to help 
support a cause 

EXPERENTIAL/NEOPHYTE 
GIVERS 

A person newly exposed to and gaining 
experience with concepts of 
philanthropy, usually by way of a 
class/course. These individuals are 
usually admittedly unfamiliar with 
philanthropy or associate philanthropy 
with community service 

Students participating in course work 
centered on experiential learning, 
community service, non-profits with 
projects requiring supporting an actual 
group/organization in the community. 
These individuals may also be working 
under an instructor/mentor learning 
about/engaging in projects to 
improve/uplift a 
group/individuals/community 

LEGACY GIVERS A person moved to participate in 
philanthropy due to past familial, 
organizational, personal connections 

Supporting March for Dimes because of 
history of familial/group giving. 
Participating in institution specific 
Legacy events such as THON. Supporting 
national programs of 
fraternity/sorority/other organization. 
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THEMES/CATEGORIES PERCEPTIONS/MOTIVATIONS EXAMPLES 

SOCIAL/RESPONSIVE 
GIVERS 

1) A person moved to participate in 
philanthropic acts spontaneously in 
response to requests/appeals/asks. These 
individuals are likely to support those 
affected by life altering 
situations/experiencing disasters, 2) A 
person moved to participate in 
philanthropic acts that also allow for having 
a good time. These people enjoy 
activities/events that allow for 
socializing/celebrating. Fun/Time with 
friends, recognition may be more important 
than actual beneficiary/cause supported 

1) Supporting a group that is tabling to 
raise money. Donating to a natural 
disaster relief effort. Helping a local 
group/family impacted by life changing 
event- fire, flood, and death. Will 
actively support online giving requests 
via Go-Fund me, CashApp, etc., 2) 
Getting people to sponsor you to 
participate in an event/activity, 
attending formal events (i.e. balls, 
galas), attending a charity event 
primarily because it would be 
fun/socializing with friends 

VIRTUOUS/EMOTIONAL 
GIVERS 

A person moved to participate in 
philanthropic acts based upon personal, 
societal, religious 
morals/norms/expectations. These 
individuals believe acting/participating is 
the right thing to do, the act makes them 
"feel good". A person motivated to support 
religious causes/institutions. These people 
will support causes that they feel "make 
sense". Generally, these individuals are not 
concerned with recognition/praise and may 
prefer anonymity. 

Supporting religious 
institutions/events, donating to help a 
cause you believe to be morally 
correct, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


