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Abstract 
The recent economic downturn has slowed down public sector severely and the situation is expected to get worse until the economy recovers. This is the main reason why also public higher education has grown to appreciate added support from charitable gifts. Therefore, the competition for private charitable donations has become fierce and donors are exposed to an increasing number of solicitations for support. Moreover, fundraising has been acknowledged as “a persuasive activity that seeks to convince donors to a worthy cause”. Furthermore, in a wider perspective, fundraising is not only the science of raising funds, but also the science of financial sustainability of a social cause. From that reasoning, this research is focused on the public sector, with a particular regard to public universities. The mission of a governmental organization defines the value that the organization intends to produce for its stakeholders and for society at large. The former, in order to get its mission and to create value, needs funds, which are not totally delivered by central governments. Therefore, public universities have to fulfill needs through their functions, supported by fundraising activities, trying to involve several types of stakeholders.
The analysis of the state of the art of the literature shows that fundraising is a topic that deserves a multi-disciplinary and holistic approach relating to the focus of the analysis. Moreover, there are some themes that have been investigated more than others. Besides, some themes have been objects of analysis without any theoretical framework support. Hence, the aim of this thesis is to focus the analysis on fundraising as a means to support university’s outcome. This means that the investigation does not concern with fundraising’s outcome, but it deals with the impact of fundraising output on university’s outcome and, hence, on university’s mission. The assumption behind this study is the triangular relation among the fundraising process’ output, the university’s outcome and the university’s mission. From this perspective, literature is still lacking and calls for further investigations and analyses. 
The research aim of this study is basically to understand, interpret and explain the fundraising phenomenon, process, and activities and how they works within the Italian higher education context. General results will be discussed considering the Resource Dependence Theory framework developed by studies within higher education context. In order to get the research’s aim and to answer to the previous questions, the following chapters will compose the dissertation thesis. First of all, a general introduction about the context, main objectives and contents of the study will be delivered. This section is followed by a general literature review on the topic, with a description of what is the original contribution of the chapters. Afterwards, three essays about the topic are presented, with a specific introduction for each of them and the links to the overall objectives of the thesis. Finally, general conclusions will be stated in the last chapter. 
The first chapter (general introduction) provides an overview of the context of analysis, explaining the reason why the Italian higher education context was chosen. Then, the second chapter concerns a topical and theoretical literature review about the state of the art of fundraising within public universities. This chapter aims at identifying, first of all, the literature to which the study would like to contribute and the literature gap that this thesis attempts to fill. The first essay of this paper (third chapter) discusses fundraising activities and processes within public higher education context, with a special focus on the role of university presidents and academic deans. In fact, fundraising is a shared responsibility among a wide group of institutional leaders. Therefore, internal and external stakeholders expect them to lead the fundraising activity capably, visibly and credibly. Fundraising is a strategic process that regards all the university’s functions, involving several actors, inside and outside the organizational boundaries. In order to answer to the research questions, an organizational model is delivered and a theoretical model is developed, combining “strategic triangle” framework and “resource dependence theory”. The analysis considers the Italian public universities context: the state of the art is discussed considering the models previously stated. Furthermore, a preliminary analysis about a sample of 58 public universities is provided. Then, a qualitative content analysis of 43 integrated long-term strategic plans is performed. The final output is an overview of fundraising role and culture in the Italian public higher education context.
The second essay (fourth chapter) is focused on fundraising as a means to reach the university’s outcome, through sustaining university’s functions. The aim of this paper is to understand which are the fundraising characteristics that influence university’s outcome, in terms of teaching, research and outreach activities. In order to answer to the research questions, nine interviews to academic fundraising delegates and managers were run. Afterwards, this material was analyzed by grounded theory methodology, in order to deliver some theoretical considerations that can be generalized at least within Italian academic context.
Finally, the third and last essay (fifth chapter) tries to extend knowledge about innovative forms of fundraising, as crowdfunding, within the higher education context. In order to achieve this research aim, a single-case study is analyzed, that is University of Pavia. This is particularly meaningful because, in order to sustain university’s functions, it has developed its own crowdfunding platform, totally in house managed. The case study shows that crowdfunding supports research function mainly, rather than teaching and outreach. Indeed, the most successful crowdfunding projects are those that are easier to be communicated to potential donors. They are those that are able to involve university’s stakeholders in the university’s value creation process.  
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“Life doesn’t happen to you, it happens for you.
 How do I know this? 
I don’t, but I’m making sound, and that’s the important thing. 
That’s what I’m here to do.
 Sometimes, I think that’s one of the only things that are important. 
Just letting each other know we’re here,
 reminding each other that we are part of a larger self”. 

Jim Carrey’s Speech at the Commencement of
Maharishi University of Management, May 24th, 2014


































Chapter 1
Introduction
1.1 Contents and main objectives of the enquiry
Italian public universities have been facing several changes during the last years: from one perspective, some reforms, introduced through different steps starting for the ‘80s, have completely transformed the organizational, regulatory, accounting and financial aspects; from another perspective the recent economic crisis, started in 2008 and later called the Big Recession, have lead to a dramatic reduction of governmental financial support, even more based on a performance-based funding system (Donina et al., 2015). This situation has brought the university to seek alternative forms of funding in order to guarantee the delivery of their services. Moreover, the organizational structure of the universities has been developed over time, becoming even more complex. In fact, universities are considered as multi-products’ organizations, since their outputs are linked to their “cultural” mission. According to Strassoldo (2001), universities are public entities, whose mission is producing intangible goods relating to teaching and research. Hence, these products cannot be sold, being produced by public inputs and resources, with all issues linked to these characteristics. In order to manage these inputs, universities must design a control system to guarantee the administrative, accounting, evaluation, management and strategic regularity. A good control system needs a clear strategy, which leads to define university’s objectives.
Taking into consideration the reforms’ perspective, the Law n. 168 (1989) defined universities not as governmental authorities or agencies, but as autonomous entities from teaching, scientific, organizational, financial and accounting point of view. In fact, they are endowed with their own regulation and statutes. Furthermore, this law established the concrete application of some principles stated in Article n. 33 of the Italian Constitution: “Art and Science are free and even their teaching is free”. This statement highlights the importance of cultural values’ freedom, which is guaranteed by the government, even if the latter is neutral. In fact, government, through its organizational tools, provides structures and equipment, enabling universities to promote teaching and cultural development using their own organization, without any influences by the State. Hence, universities are defined as communities of people that carry out research and teaching activities in order to satisfy society’s interests by providing an education service. Besides, the Law n. 168 describes universities as legal entities that have, as main objective, to reach their mission. Therefore, autonomy means “functional autonomy” devoted to realize other principles as research and teaching freedom of professors and researchers, who are members of the university organization. In fact, autonomy is defined not only as the capability to state objectives to reach, but also as the ability to arrange methodologies to follow and processes to develop in order to achieve the organization’s objectives in an effective way (Catturi & Mussari, 2003). Obviously, these objectives must be consistent with the resources available for the universities. 
Then, the Law n. 168 introduced the normative autonomy, according to which the statute becomes a crucial tool. In fact, it disciplines the main aspects relating to the internal system and to the universities’ activities. It lets the universities organize themselves autonomously according to the model established for public entities and private organizations. The statute is approved by the Academic Senate integrated by: departments’ representatives, a full and an associate professor, researchers’ and assistant professors’ representatives, students’ and administrative staff’s representatives. Then, it is sent to the Ministry of Education, University and Research (MIUR), which examines it from the legal point of view. Then it is finally approved by the university’s president and published. Furthermore, the Law defines the main statute’s contents, in order to regulate the university’s organization efficiently. These contents are the following: rules for the president’s election; rules relating to the teaching activities; rules regarding organizational criteria that guarantee services’ efficiency and state the executive officers responsibilities; rules for the legal framework of professors, assistant professors and researchers. Besides, the statute reflects the university’s characteristics and traditions, linked to the university’s history, geographical locations and excellent research and teaching areas. Hence, statutes are different from a university to another from the dimensional point of view, allowing them to express themselves and their value in the statute, following the legal statute framework (Bifulco & Rosselli, 2013). In fact, the main objective of each university is to satisfy the market needs, mainly represented by students, in its entire teaching sectors, through its internal organization. 
Autonomy does not include only the normative one, but also teaching and research autonomy. The former concerns the possibility for each university to establish its own teaching rules, respecting the teaching freedom of professors and stating a fitting regulation for releasing degrees and other qualifications. Then, the last aspect linked to the university’s autonomy relates to financial and accounting autonomy. The Law n. 168 states that universities’ revenues are: governmental transfers; mandatory contributions according to current regulations; autonomous forms of funding, as voluntary contributions, revenues from commercial activities, incomes, revenues from the assets’ selling activities, donations and fees from contracts and agreements. Moreover, universities are allowed adopting their own regulations for administration, finance and accounting, also notwithstanding the laws and regulations that are incompatible with these regulations, but respecting the principles of universality, integrity and publicity of the financial statements. Furthermore, these regulations discipline management criteria, in addition to financial and administrative procedures, in order to guarantee effectiveness and efficiency in the spending process and financial equilibrium of the financial statements. 
Financial autonomy is enlarged by the Law n. 537 (1993), which states that strategic objectives must be determined on three levels: at first level the main strategic direction is defined trough multi-year guidelines; at the second level, short-time general objectives relating to the quality, effectiveness and efficiency development of outputs are described; at the third level there are management objectives, summarized as outputs’ indicators that must refer to the measurement object in a consistent manner. In fact, as previously stated, universities can design a control system whose aim is the evaluation of the performance from several points of view. 
Moreover, Law n. 537 (1993) has introduced: the ordinary financing fund (Fondo di Finanziamento Ordinario – FFO); university buildings and large scientific equipment fund (Fondo per l’edilizia universitaria e per le grandi attrezzature scientifiche); university system’s development planning fund (Fondo per la programmazione dello sviluppo del sistema universitario). The ordinary financing fund has unified different expenses’ channels through which funding was given till 1993, including expenses relating to professors, researchers and administrative staff remunerations, to ordinary maintenance of universities building, whereas excluding expenses regarding national research project and activities linked to universities’ sport equipment. Hence, the introduction of the ordinary financing fund has increased the autonomy degree of the universities, especially referring to the human and financial resources. Then, Law n. 537 has introduced the “evaluation unit”, whose main task is to verify the correct management of public resources, the administrative activities’ performance and the teaching and research productivity, comparing costs and outputs. These analyses are sent to the MIUR, the University’s Council, the Rectors Conference, the local Committees of public administration and to the permanent Observatory, established by Law n. 168 (1989). The latter deals with the examination of the aforementioned analyses (sent by the evaluation unit) in order to balance the university’s system and distribute the resources. 
The Law n. 537 (1993) has allowed overcoming public resources’ allocation method linked to the historical costs, being thus one of the main sources of revenue for the universities. In fact, a new financing rule was introduced, according to which a unique budget was assigned to each university, whereas, previously, there were several funding channels, different from each other, according to their destinations. Furthermore, this law has introduced some incentives mechanisms, with the aim to assign resources according to such results consistent with the university’s system objectives. Therefore, the ordinary financing fund consists in two different percentages: the “basic percentage” and the “balance percentage”. 
The “basic percentage” is distributed among universities according to the amount of governmental transfers and of the expenses directly supported by the State for each university. Annually this percentage is diminished in order to let the universities be as responsible and autonomous as possible from the financial point of view. In fact, according to this distribution mechanism, universities are responsible for the use of financial resources, according to which government distributes them. At the same time, they are autonomous since they have to seek additional funding sources to guarantee the delivery of all their services (fundraising). Then, the “balance or reward percentage” is distributed according to quantitative parameters defined by MIUR, together with University Council and the Rectors’ Conference. These criteria seek to catch the financial needs linked to education demand, the effectiveness of teaching processes, considering also the dimensions and environmental conditions of each university. The “basic percentage” has been distributing according to historical expenses of each university till 2014, when the Ministry Decree n. 893 introduced a new standard cost model, through which the “basic percentage” is allocated. This is an objective criterion since it allows the “basic percentage” distribution guaranteeing a greater equity. In fact, it is calculated taking into consideration the environmental and economic context where the university is located. Standard cost criterion is applied to all public universities and it represents a reference value that does not include all costs of each university, but only those that let students use administrative and teaching services at adequate levels. Hence, standard costs include several types of costs. Moreover, it is an allocation criterion that allows using resources more efficiently. Eventually, the main aim of standard cost is to balance the resources allocation among universities that seem to be over or under funded. 
Relating to the “reward percentage”, the Law Decree n. 180 (2008) established that the distribution of a percentage of FFO is based on the teaching quality and teaching processes’ quality; the scientific research quality; the effectiveness and the efficiency of universities’ buildings. Furthermore, the allocation resources’ criteria are defined by MIUR. The main aim of this law is to increase the general quality of public universities and a more effective and efficient use of the resources. The distinction of public funding into the two aforementioned percentages have lead MIUR to individuate some parameters to distribute available resources among universities. 
Therefore, financial autonomy introduced in 1989 by Law n. 168 does not lead to a governmental resources’ reduction, but it let universities decided how to spend resources provided by the State itself. Then, the introduction of FFO in 1993 has further increased universities’ financial responsibility and autonomy. In fact, from one point of view, “reward percentage” allows using governmental resources in a more effective and efficient way, encouraging universities to look for additional funding sourcing to carry out all the academic activities (fundraising). From another perspective, standard cost method guarantees a more balanced allocation of these resources among universities. 
A further change connected to the financial and accounting point of view, which has developed the quality and the efficiency of universities’ management, was introduced in 2010 with the Gelmini reform. The whole higher education system was completely renewed, introducing important regulatory changes, not only relating to the economic-patrimonial accounting system, but also regarding the universities’ governance, organizational issues, the legal framework of professors and researchers, and the students’ teaching. Moreover, this Law considers autonomy and responsibility as fundamental principles. It has completely changed the Italian universities’ system relating to the organization, management, quality and efficiency guarantee, evaluation system and human resources recruitment. 
One of the most important changes is linked to the university’s governance authorities that are: the rector/president (Rettore), the academic senate (Senato Accademico), the board of directors/governing board (Consiglio di Amministrazione), the executive director (Direttore generale), the board of auditors (Collegio dei revisori di conti) and the evaluation unit (Nucleo di Valutazione).
The president is elected among full professors and he or she must not necessary belong to the organizational structure where he or she is proposing as president. This role lasts for six years and it is not renewable. It is a monocratic authority that deals with strategic development of the whole university. More specifically, it is endowed with functions of direction and coordination of scientific and teaching activities, to reach according effectiveness, efficiency and transparency principles. Then, the president proposes the annual and triennial budget, the financial statements and the triennial strategic planning document of the university. Moreover, he or she suggests the designation of the executive director. 
The academic senate has advisory and regulatory competences. Relating to the former, it expresses proposals and opinions about: the activation and elimination of courses, locations, departments and buildings; the annual and three-years budget; the financial statements. Moreover, it coordinates the activities of the various departments. Then, from a regulatory point of view the academic senate is responsible for approving the code of ethics and for teaching and research regulations, given the favorable opinion from the board of directors. Furthermore, it can also start the “impeachment” process towards the president no sooner than two years from the beginning of the persident's mandate. The academic senate is established on an elective basis by a number of members not exceeding thirty-five people, including the rector and an elective representation of students. At least to two-thirds of the academic sentae must be composed of professors, at least a third of which must be department’s directors, elected in order to represent the different scientific areas. Finally, the academic senate is in charge for a maximum of four years, with a mandate renewable only once.
The board of directors represents the executive body of the universities. Its tasks are various: it approves the annual and three-years financial planning, in addition to plans relating to human resources’ recruitment; it takes decisions about the activation and elimination of courses and venues; it disciplines professors and researchers; it approves the annual and three-years budget, the financial statements and the strategic planning document, sending them to the MIUR and the Ministry of Economics and Finance (MEF); it verifies the financial sustainability of the activities carried out by the university; it appoints executive director, previously proposed by the president and, finally, it implements the administration and accounting regulations. The board of directors is composed by eleven memebers as a maximum, including the president and an elective representation of students. The other members are determined by the statute on the basis of appointments identified among Italian or foreigner personalities with excellent managerial skills and high professional experiences. The members of the board of directors are elected respecting the constitutional principle of gender equality. The board of directors is in charge for four years, with a mandate renewable only once.
Hence, the senate and the board of directors have different functions: the former is an academic body that proposes scientific activities, manages and coordinates the various academic structures and units; the board of directors, on the other hand, is a top management body with an executive function within the economics and financial management of the university with responsibilities for recruitment and expenses. The members of these two bodies are forbidden: to hold other academic positions; to be members of other university’s bodies, excluding the departmental board; to carry out political, financial and evaluation functions of the university's activities.
The executive director substitutes the role of the previous administrative director and it is the real executive manager of the university. In fact, it deals with organizing and managing the services, the resources and the technical-administrative staff and it is responsible for the choices made. The executive director is in charge for no more than four years, and it is chosen among personalities with a high professional qualification and a long experience of managerial tasks.
The board of auditors is made up of three effective members and two substitutes, of which at least two must be enrolled in the register of auditors. It is in charge for four years with a mandate renewable only once.
The evaluation unit is made up of members with high professional qualifications, mainly external of the university, in order to guarantee an objective evaluation. In fact, it is responsible for verifying the quality and effectiveness of the education services, research activities, facilities and staff in order to improve organizational and individual performance.
Another important change introduced by the reform concerns the internal reorganization of the universities. In order to avoid the presence of micro sectors that may limit the free circulation of ideas, the law has established the reduction of the scientific-disciplinary sectors; even the faculties have decreased considerably and, in fact, they cannot be more than twelve for each university. The departments are reorganized in order to guarantee the simplification of the internal articulation, assigning to each of them both the responsibility of the research and teaching activities, assigning a fitting number of professors and researchers (no less than thirty-five).
Relating to professors and researchers, their activities are evaluated positively or negatively by the universities. The salary’s rewards are reserved only for the best ones and, in fact, in case of negative evaluation, they lose the salary’s reward and cannot participate as commissioners in the competitions for the selection and career progression of the academic staff.
Therefore, the reform has a little impact on the functional autonomy of the universities, but it particularly affects their organizational structure, increasing the link between administration and management. The reform, hence, has redesigned the area of ​​teaching and services to students, the area of ​​human resources (both professors and technical-administrative staff) and the scientific-disciplinary sectors, thus improving the quality of the entire university system.
Financial changes are adressed to further incentivize the quality and efficiency of the university system. The reform declares that public resources must be distributed consistently with the objectives, strategic guidelines and type of activities carried out by each university. The "rule" of equal funding is established by the National Agency for Evaluation of the University and Research System (ANVUR) ​​which has the task of verifying and evaluating the results achieved by each university, according to the criteria of quality, transparency and excellence promotion. Then, relating to the FFO, introduced with the law n. 537 of 1993, the Gelmini reform adds a rotation fund with the aim of rebalancing the universities from a financial point of view.
Then, the reform establishes the adoption of a single integrated accounting system that represents an important change for Italian universities, as it allows to provide economic, assets and financial information about the management of the university, both inside and outside it, to better satisfy the interests of the stakeholders that want to know more and more about the activities and processes carried out by the universities. 
Finally, the Gelmini reform, beyond introducing measures linked to the organizational structure, governance, the legal status of professors and researchers and the teaching activities, has also introduced improvements in accounting and financial terms. The new information, accounting and budget system, in fact, pushes Italian universities to have greater autonomy and accountability by globally representing university management more efficiently, offering high quality services and, at the same time, leading universities to adopt accounting models aimed at improving the performance and the economic aspect of the universities.
Obviously, all the reforms relating to the higher education context are also affected by the economic context and situation where the system operates. In fact, the recent economic downturn has slowed down public sector severely and the situation is expected to get worse until the economy recovers (Moon & Azizi, 2013). This is the main reason why also public higher education has grown to appreciate added support from charitable gifts (Holmes, 2010). Therefore, the competition for private charitable donations has become fierce and donors are exposed to an increasing number of solicitations for support (Srnka et al. 2013). Moreover, according to Goering et al. (2009) fundraising has been acknowledged as “a persuasive activity that seeks to convince donors to a worthy cause”. Furthermore, in a wider perspective, fundraising is not only the science of raising funds, but also the science of financial sustainability of a social cause. From that reasoning, this research is focused on the public sector, with a particular regard to public universities. According to Moore (2000), the mission of governmental organization defines the value that the organization intends to produce for its stakeholders and for society at large. The former, in order to get its mission and to create value, needs funds, which are not totally delivered by central governments. Therefore, public universities have to fulfill needs through their functions, supported by fundraising activities, trying to involve several types of stakeholders.
Taking into consideration all the changes aforementioned, that have had a deep impact on the Italian public universities’ system, especially from the governmental funding point of view, this thesis aims at understanding, interpreting and explaining public universities fundraising phenomenon as a process, in addition to its dynamics within and outside Italian public universities’ system. Moreover, in order to get the research aims and to answer to research questions, which will be developed in the following sections of the study, the following chapters will compose the dissertation thesis. First of all, this section (general introduction) is followed by a general (topical and theoretical) literature review on the topic, with a description of what are the original contributions of each essay. Afterwards, three essays about the topic are presented, with a specific introduction for each of them, linked to the overall objectives of the thesis. Finally general conclusions will be stated in the last chapter.









































Chapter 2
Fundraising in Higher Education Context: a Topical and Theoretical Literature Review

2.1 Introduction
Fundraising in higher education context is an issue that has been discussed by several studies since the Thirties’ of the XX century (Flack, 1932; Stover, 1930) However, these works were lacking relating to the historical perspective and scientific rigor: they were not supported by a theoretical framework, since they were delivered by fundraising practitioners rather than academic scholars. The situation changed in the middle of the 1970s, when several researches about educational fundraising were published, covering a lot of relating topics, like fundraising strategies, donors’ behavior, donations drivers and funding challenges (Lasher & Cook, 1996). 
Moreover, collecting funds to sustain education institutions is a very ancient activity that has existed since the foundation of the Academy of Plato (Fisher, 1989; Brittingam & Pezzullo 1990). However, there are a few literature references regarding educational philanthropy at those times. The situation started to change when the first universities were founded in the Middle Age (Lasher & Cook, 1996). Within these institutions presidents and deans were in charge for fundraising issues, in order to support the academic activities (Schachner, 1962). When the Modern Age started, this situation did not change, since the role of rectors as fundraisers was reinforced. In fact, in the USA collegiate fundraising started in 1640, with the first president of Harvard College. This is not the only fundraising’s best practice, since there were several colonial colleges, in the British North American colonies, that were seeking for financial support by philanthropists, before and after the American Revolution (Curti & Nash, 1965; McAnear, 1952, 1955). The strategic role of presidents has continued throughout the XVIII and XIX centuries: in those days, they were aided by several professional figures, like the governing board, alumni board and deans. However, the fundraising success was linked with executive leadership, since philanthropic relationships were mainly based on trust and loyalty (Lasher & Cook, 1996; Stover, 1930). Then, it was only in the XX century that universities started to organize and develop fundraising campaigns through professional techniques (Lasher & Cook, 1996). First of all, in the 1920s a new position was created in the higher education context: the development officer. Anyway, fundraising responsibility was still in charge of universities’ presidents and their staff (Flack, 1932). The following step was to delegate the fundraising function to a vice president, who had the role of coordinator with other functions, like alumni affairs and public relations (Jacobson, 1990). In some universities, after the World War I, a fundraising consultant was in charge for this task (Cutlip, 1965). Finally, since the 1950s universities started to employ their own professional fundraising staffs, developing the actual organizational structure, according to which presidents are in charge of fundraising strategy, being assisted by delegates in charge of fundraising management and coordination with other relating functions (Reck, 1976). 
From the historical perspective aforementioned, it is clear that fundraising has grown in term of importance within higher education context. Since the Middle Age, presidents have maintained their role in determining success or failure of fundraising activities, since they are those who formulate general strategy and vision, who decide which fundraising campaigns have to be run and, eventually, who are crucial in managing relations among different board of trustees, like governing board and alumni board (Kohr, 1977; Cowley, 1980; Panas, 1984; Brown, 1988; Lasher & Cook, 1996). However, the main responsibility for managing this function is in charge of a vice president or president’s delegate, but this does not diminish the importance of the rector role in determining the fundraising strategies and plans. 
Furthermore, according to Lasher and Cook (1996), literature about fundraising issues within higher education context, especially relating to presidents’ role, has been lacking till the 1970s and the 1980s. Thus, in the 1990s several scholars started to be interested in building a theoretical perspective about this topic (Kelly, 1991; Lasher & Cook, 1996). Hence, this study develops the literature review starting from those references delivered since the 1990s, with the aim to contribute to the literature built in the last (almost) thirty years. Besides, since in 2008 a huge economic crisis started, know as “Big Recession”, the interest of scholars about fundraising issues has grown considerably, considering different contexts, like nonprofit sector and public entities. Among the latter, universities are attracting greater attention from academics  (Mapulanga, 2013). Eventually, a new fundraising’s phenomenon was born in the 2000s: crowdfunding (Lambert & Schwienbacher, 2010). Theoretically, it moved the first steps from crowdsourcing (Howe, 2006), developing very quickly in an independent field of study that affects different contexts, like, among others, entrepreneurship, open innovation and philanthropy (Belleflame et al., 2013). Nowadays, crowdfunding has become one of the most effective fundraising tools, even within higher education (Colasanti et al., 2018). It is worthwhile to specify that there are several fundraising tools in the context considered by this research, which are not all ascribable to philanthropy. 
Since the Big Recession has started, governmental financing to higher education and especially to public universities has been reduced severely. Hence, these institutions were forced to consider the competitive financing programs promoted at international, national and local level. Obviously, this change led to develop new processes and to organize new organizational units for managing all the relating activities. These are considered as fundraising activities, as those regarding philanthropy, like, for example, alumni giving (Ramaley & Withers). This study will be focused mainly on philanthropy, but it is worthwhile to consider the role of  “competitive fundraising”, especially referring to the context of analysis, which is represented by Italian public universities. 
Hence, fundraising is an interdisciplinary topic, which covers different fields of studies (philanthropy, entrepreneurship, open innovation), especially thanks to some tools like crowdfunding. Moreover, it is possible to investigate fundraising topic within different contexts of analysis, like private sector, nonprofit institutions and public organizations. Literature review shown in this chapter will be focused on the public sector and in particular on the public higher education context. However, considering the interdisciplinary features of the topic, references of particular relevance relating to fundraising tools will not be overlooked, even if they regards other contexts of analysis. 
This chapter starts with the methodology used to design the literature review. This section is followed by the literature review about fundraising in higher education context, providing a general description of the streams of literature individuated. Afterwards, relevance is given to the literature gap, the main objectives of analysis and the research questions formulated. Finally, some general conclusions are proposed, with a short summary of each of three essays presented after this chapter.

2.2 Methodology
The aim of this chapter is to deliver a summary of the state of the art in fundraising within the higher education context. Moreover, this literature review enhances to identify the boundaries of the existing frameworks and, hence, new areas of investigations. Eventually, this chapter’s results are useful to recognize literature gap(s) and research questions (Rowley & Slack, 2004). 
The on-line database used to search for literature about the topic is Scopus (https://www.scopus.com). The reasons why it was chosen are various: first of all it is the largest database of peer-reviewed literature, with grounded theoretical basis and a critical approach to conceptual models. Furthermore, the literature includes scientific journals, books and conference proceedings. All them have been considered for the creation of this chapter. The search was done considering title, abstract and keywords of the references, using the following keywords and the Boalean operators in capital letters:
· fundraising AND universities: 346 results;
· crowdfunding AND universities: 65 results;
· fundraising AND higher education: 69 results;
· crowdfunding AND higher education: 8 results.
Literature Review was drawn together following the process in five steps described by Rowley and Slack (2004). First of all, the documents were scanned in order to have some insights into the most important topics to be included in the literature review. Besides, all abstracts were read in order to understand if each literature resource was suitable to the topic/context and the aim of this study, not considering those that were off-topic. More specifically, it was considered literature about public universities or higher education in general, but also that regarding public sector and nonprofit organizations. Hence, the outputs of this first step were a reduction in the number of references (from 488 to 160) and the categorization of the latter within similar research themes. 
Then, the second step consists in making notes of the most important topics delivered by the literature resources, in order to recognize the sources to be cited in the chapter. Afterwards, literature review has to be structured, identifying the key themes, throughout the review, as categories according to which each source has to be included. Hence, the structure of the literature review emerges from the literature itself, without a pre-defined building approach. Then, the broad structure of the review is defined: all the documents considered are ascribed to the sections shown in the following paragraph. Finally, a recap-table with the most relevant sources, according to the focus of analysis and the theoretical framework, is provided as an overview useful to better understand the state of the art relating to the topic considered by this research.

2.3 Fundraising: the state of the art of the literature
Fundraising is a very multi-faceted topic that can be investigated by several points of view. This is confirmed by the literature considered by this study and summarized in Table 2.1: the first column identifies the number of the group to which each reference belong according to its focus of analysis; the second column shows the number of papers and books contained in each group, whereas the third column specifies the focus of analysis of the references included in each group (some of them are included in more than one group). Finally, the fourth column indicates the main theoretical frameworks used by some literature sources in order to support their researches. These studies are shown in the fifth column. 
The first group of references is focused on factors that can influence fundraising success. Most of them are empirical studies that try to develop models to understand which are the key performance drivers of a fundraising campaign, according to different contexts of analysis. Moreover, some predictive models for fundraising’s output are delivered by quantitative studies (Colombo et al., 2015; Lindahl, 1992; Vequist, 2017; Yang et al., 2017;). However, although results shown by these types of researches are quite interesting in terms of empirical suggestions for fundraising practitioners, general conclusions are quite tautological because they simply link past results to future goals, without considering interaction effects. Hence, quantitative models provided are reliable from the scientific point of view, but they do not deliver general theoretical implications about fundraising topic. Furthermore, the first group of references provides the factors that can affect fundraising’s process results in terms of output, which is the amount of money gathered by donors. Obviously, these factors are not general, but they are linked to the type of the institution, which has begun the fundraising process, and to the context in which it operates. Before the beginning of the digital era, Berger & Smith (1997) indicate the language’s style used in direct mailing as a crucial factor for fundraising success. In detail, they shows how suggesting a donation, expressing the frame in a positive or negative way and the inclusion or not of at least two independent types of institutional information, in addition to donors’ segmentation variables, affect fundraising performance. Later, different scholars pointed out the crucial role of good writing and communicational abilities required by story telling (Allison, 2015; Doan & Morris, 2012; Foley, 2005; Portugal, 2006; Zhou & Ye, 2018). Nowadays, this kind of abilities is really important for those institutions that are active in getting funds through the social networks (Vequist, 2015). Indeed, on-line fundraising is becoming more and more popular since several people are easily achievable through the Internet. Hence, all factors like social influence of promoters, interpersonal skills, viral marketing and viral networks affect fundraising process output (Doan & Morris, 2012; Yang et al, 2017; Zhou & Ye, 2018). Beyond the crucial role of on-line fundraising and social networks, providing clear information to donors’ (transparency), as precise fundraising goals, means and outcome (accountability) has an impact on the fundraising performance (Ahlers et al., 2015; Doan & Morris, 2012; Tang, 2010). Hence, all the fundraising tasks aforementioned need a professional staff in charge with fundraising processes output and performance. Factors relating to organization and human resources, like leaders’ skills, staffs’ professional capacity, collaboration and relationships’ building are not overlooked by the literature (Breeze et al., 2011; Doan & Morris, 2012; Galyean, 2006; Tang, 2010). More specifically, if higher education is taken as context of analysis, Breeze et al. (2011) distinguish fundraising performance factors as institutional privilege, internal and external factors. Moreover, the former concerns university’s reputation as education and research’s institute, organization’s wealth from financial point of view and networks with other (public and private) institutions. Relating to the latter, Breeze et al. consider focus and investment on fundraising activities and fundraising’s cultures of universities as “internal success factors” (Marlin et al., 2009). Finally, external factors deal with social, economic and political environments and regards cultural practices towards philanthropy and the existence of tax break for donations. Moreover, literature relating to higher education is particularly focused on internal factors of fundraising success and activities like programming, planning, building relationships with development officers, maintaining a collaboration with colleagues involved in the fundraising process and creating a context of a compelling vision by academic leaders (Galyean, 2006; Silverman, 2008). Furthermore, external factors are taken into consideration by researches that introduce a holistic approach to fundraising success by considering both internal and external factors, in addition to transformational approaches, like proximity of the donor base of an organization and regional economic stress patterns (Bennet, 2005; Curry et al., 2012).
Despite the number of works included in the first group of references is quite considerable (30), researches supported by a grounded theoretical framework are only a few (2). In fact, in his historiographical essay, Freeman (2010) states that he adopts Agency Theory as a framework to explore the institutional experiences and documents of northern black colleges in order to explore the philanthropy within African-American higher education in the XIX century. This framework is useful to understand why, within African-American higher education context, there has been a static view of philanthropy. However, Freeman does not contribute to the development of this theory, using it only to support the results of his research. Then, Allison et al. (2015), in their paper about crowdfunding within a prosocial microlending context, adopt Cognitive Evaluation Theory and Self-determination Theory in order to explain lenders behaviors: they conclude that lenders are more likely to sustain others when the support is perceived as a chance to help other people rather than when it seems a business opportunity. Again, these theoretical frameworks are used to explain and support research’s results, but researchers do not add any contribution to them. 
The second group of references is the most numerous one (52) and it is mainly focused on organizational changes and institutional challenges introduced by fundraising practices. First of all, the introduction of the latters includes the presence of fundraising professional staff, in order to make fundraising an effective and efficient process (Chen et al., 2017; Cuillier & Stoffle, 2011; Sung, 2016). Moreover, even the organizational chart can be developed and changed after the introduction of fundraising practices and professional staff (Scott, 2013), overcoming some organizational barriers (Webb Farley, 2018). Then, all these topics are discussed even by studies relating to fundraising within higher education context. More specifically, they are focused on the role of fundraising managers within universities, also relating to their power and influence, and on the relationship between academics and fundraising professional staff (Daly, 2013; Shaker & Nathan, 2017). Furthermore, even the role of academics leaders as university’s President and deans is not disregarded by literature (Nehls, 2012; Scott, 2010; Williams, 2010). Besides, this group of references provides insights also about fundraising strategies within universities, even during an economic downturn (Bowman, 2010a; 2010b; Reid, 2010; Thomas, 2010; Tindall & Waters, 2010). 
The second group of references is not only the most numerous one, but it provides also literature that proposes quite several theoretical frameworks to justify and support their results. The first approach is provided by Nyman et al. (2016), who propose Co-creation of Value to explain the role of university fundraisers in their relationships with donors. They define university’s philanthropists as social investors who want to be engaged with the leaders “of the organization in co-creating the philanthropic vision for their gift” (Nyman et al., 2016, pag. 1235). Moreover, this vision is crucial for the university’s fundraisers’ to get long-term donations (social investment) from these philanthropists. Hence, the latters do not co-create value only for the university, but also with and for the society within which the organization operates. Furthermore, this co-created multi-party value creating experience starts a virtuous circle, where the relationships between the university and donors can even grow and long lasting. 
Then, interesting insights are provided by Warren et al. (2016), who, starting from the Neoliberalism approach, explore the role of professional networks in knowledge exchange dynamics among university fundraisers. They conclude that these networks are important for fundraisers in order to develop their professional abilities, capabilities and competences, overcoming the university’s organizational barriers, both institutional and geographical ones. Hence professional networks and groups are a crucial virtual space to establish a relatively new profession as that of “ university’s fundraisers”. 
Besides, Huynh & Patton (2015) and Huynh (2016) combine two different theoretical frameworks: Resource Based View and Social Network Theory. Their aim is to explore university’s spin-offs fundraising issues, trying to understand, from one perspective, the role of entrepreneurial capabilities in influencing spin-offs’ fundraising ability and, from another perspective, how social networks affect these ability. Besides, another theoretical framework adopted is Resource Dependence Theory (Mitchell, 2014). Even if this paper regards issues relating to non-governmental organizations, it adopts RDT to analyze the relationship between the dependence of an organization from external resources and its organizational autonomy. Therefore, this dynamics is also ascribable to universities that actually depend on the external environment as well (Chan, 2010). Furthermore, this reasoning can lead to another crucial approach, which is (environmental, social and economic) Sustainability as a key indicator to be considered by university’s governance in strategic planning and controlling phases (Pati & Lee, 2016). Finally, the last theoretical approach proposed by this stream of literature is Public Choice Theory (Cox, 2010). However, this paper states the consideration of this framework, without presenting and explaining it. Moreover the approach is not used to support results, preferring the author another framework (Supplanting Theory). Then, the theoretical contribution to both is quite limited.
The third group of references considered by this study is focused on issues that are becoming more and more important relating to fundraising, especially within public sector (Rooney, 1999). Even if contributions are quite scarce (6), this stream of literature cannot be disregarded because it deals with fundraising effectiveness and efficiency. Actually, these papers are more focused on efficiency rather than effectiveness, providing some indicators of the former, as a ratio of fundraising expenses to total expenditures by an organization (Lee & Shon, 2018) and return of investments (fundraising revenues/fundraising expenses) in fundraising (Rooney, 1999). However, even if these ratios are important indicators to assess fundraising strategy, there are other measures that have can enlarge knowledge about the fundraising efficiency concept itself, as per dollar effects of investments in human resources and physical capital (Kreisman, 2017). Relating to the theoretical framework adopted by this field of study, Resource Dependence Theory is the only one. More specifically, Sacristan Lopez de los Mozos et al. (2016) start from this approach to understand how fundraising efficiency changes according to different level of revenues’ diversification. According to them, increasing the level of revenues diversification has a negative impact on general organizational efficiency, making fundraising’s outputs harder to be obtained.  
The fourth stream of literature shown in the table 2.1, investigates donors’ behaviors and donations’ drivers by mainly testing the validity of some quantitative approaches, as Price-Information Trade-Off (Wong & Ortmann, 2016), Finite Mixture Models (Durango-Cohen et al., 2013a; Durango-Cohen & Balasubrumanian, 2015) and Multiple Discrete Choice Models (Durango-Cohen et al., 2013b). Beyond the validity of the aforementioned quantitative methodologies, what is really interesting among these references, is the proposition of some theoretical models, which add some contributions to the relating literature. In fact, Wong & Ortmann (2016) propose a model to test the conditions under which the independent benefit from giving, the charity price (fundraising expenses by organization) and the information cost (cost of information acquisition by donors) provide information for giving decisions. Furthermore, the price of giving is defined as the sum of charity price and information cost. Therefore, the model demonstrates that giving decisions by donors can be influenced by price-information trade-off. Under this condition, donors care about charity price because they consider their donations as social investments and want them to maximize charitable output. However, at the same time, they do not want to search for charity price because it is costly. Then, Finite Mixture Models and Multiple Discrete Choice Models are used to provide segmentations of university donors, such as alumni, in order to have a deeper knowledge of donation likelihood and behavior (Durango-Cohen et al., 2013a; 2013b; Durango-Cohen & Balasubrumanian, 2015). The aim of these studies is to test the validity of the models, without providing any theoretical contributions, but only some practical implications for fundraisers. 
The fifth group of studies considered by this chapter, relates to issues that apparently do not relate with fundraising, especially within higher education context. However, they are linked to the topics discussed by this thesis and have an indirect connection with them. The number of the references is not so large, but they provide some interesting theoretical contributions that can be studied also within universities context. In fact, external stakeholders’ engagement is often the condition sine qua non to reach fundraising effectiveness, even within higher education context. The investigation carried out by Iorio et al. (2017) explains how the introduction of fundraising practices amongst academics lead to an increase in knowledge transfer activities. This fact can be considered as a fundraising outcome. External and stakeholder engagement is clearly linked to Civic Engagement (Carè et al., 2018) and Responsibility (Mat-jizat & Khalid, 2016). The frameworks aforementioned are discussed within investigations about on-line fundraising and its recent development, which is crowdfunding (sixth group of references). This relatively new phenomenon is attracting interests of researchers belonging to several fields of study. This multi and inter-disciplinarity is caused by the fact that crowdfunding regards different contexts, from the entrepreneurial one (equity-based crowdfunding and reward-based crowdfunding) to public and non profit sectors (donation-based crowdfunding and social lending). Moreover, the references included in this group belong to different fields of study. However, this review analyzes in deep only those ones that regards the higher education context, that are based on a theoretical framework and provide some insights that contribute to the existing literature.
Starting from on-line fundraising challenges faced by universities, the dialogic theory is proposed to understand if their web presence is effective or not. Moreover, this framework introduces five principles for universities to use to enhance their on-line presence and establish long lasting relationships with website’s visitors. Actually, most universities are characterized by a lacking web presence that is not able to support dialogic exchanges with their donors. Furthermore, according to the Dialogic Theory, universities’ website visitors need consistent messages, updates and, above all, chances to be engaged in the universities’ activities (Bucci & Waters, 2014). Hence, effective website management has a positive effect on on-line fundraising results and universities have to invest more on this type of communication (McAllister, 2013). 
The natural evolution of on-line fundraising is crowdfunding, which moves from crowdsourcing stream of literature and, then, from Open Innovation framework (Carè et al., 2018). As previously stated, crowdfunding relates with several topics, but it has been starting to be linked also to public sector and, hence, to universities. According to New Public Governance paradigm, crowdfunding is a fundraising tool that enables co-operation between public sector and the “crowd”, that is non-state actors belonging to civil society (Osborne, 2010; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2011). Moreover, crowdfunding is a means of innovating governmental organizations’ funding by involving citizens (the “crowd”). This is called “civic crowdfunding”, which promotes projects with a positive social impact, according to Social Engagement and Social Innovation (Colasanti et al., 2018). 
Relating to Higher Education Literature, there are interesting contributions about Open Science, Crowd Science and Citizen Science: they are focused on collaborative work between citizens and scientists (crowd science). The conditions sine qua non for this collaboration are three: selections of appropriate topics of scientific projects, suitable locations and opportunities for citizen-scientist interactions, and well-organized methodologies of collaborations (Ono et al, 2017; Bulock & Watkinson, 2017). Finally, crowdfunding literature regarding universities is focused on two levels: crowdfunding at the scientists’ level in order to mainly support Research function (Marshall, 2013); crowdfunding as a means to support business set-ups from universities and, hence, entrepreneurship (Wieck et al., 2015).
The seventh group of references regards financial stability and growth: even if this stream of literature is mainly addressed to non-profit organizations’ context, it is worth to consider the link between financial performance and growth capacity, even within public higher education sector. More specifically, Chikoto-Schultz & Neely (2016) state that high financial performance organizations tend to be older and larger (considering unrestricted net assets and total revenues). Moreover, they are also more likely to report capital assets and report high levels of compensation. Finally, they tend to contain their total spending by exercising efficiency by investing in talented officers, but limiting the share of officer compensation, administrative, and fundraising expenses, as a percentage of total expenses. These results are informative for stakeholders who want to understand the profile of an organization that is successfully able to achieve both capacity growth and financial stability. The theoretical framework adopted is Sustainability approach (Pati & Lee, 2016) and it has been already discussed previously. 
Then, the eighth group of studies shown in table 1 is one of the most interesting considering the aim of this thesis. In fact, the focus of the analysis is fundraising’s outcome, and, even if the number of references is not large, it is worthwhile to consider this stream of literature also relating to the theoretical framework proposed to analyze results within public Higher Education context: Resource Dependence Theory (Caton & Mistriner, 2016). Moreover, insights from this studies supported the following considerations for community college leaders: Resource Dependence Theory as a useful framework in identifying resource relationships within the environment; the model of market responsive institutions as a strategy when successfully applying Resource Dependence Theory; and the distributed leadership model as a supported framework in overcoming the challenges presented by the emerging leadership competency of fundraising. These results are useful for academic leaders as examples that may provide guidance in professional development, project management, and directions for innovation in an ever-changing society and public universities system. In fact, society is looking to higher education to fill the pipelines of some of the highest need industries and most critically underserved communities. Further investigation within this field of study can provide rich opportunities and contributions to the discussions of thought about leaders and change agents in the field of higher education and leadership.
Finally the last group considered by this study is focused on fundraising regulation, adopting the Statutory versus non-statutory framework (Breen, 2012). Although this stream of literature seems to be not very attractive from social sciences’ point of view, the diffusion of the fundraising practices throughout public universities is calling for a fundraising regulation and policy (also in terms of performance indicators). According to this framework, first of all success for each regime (statutory versus non-statutory) is defined and analyzed to understand whether broader policy lessons for fundraising regulation may be learnt from these implementation experiences to date. Moreover, the key challenges facing each regime are identified and defined. The framework tackles the broader question of how measuring success in regulatory terms and argues for better identification of the constituency to be regulated, thereby enabling prioritization of the salient performance indicators that should be included in any non-statutory framework.
The aforementioned streams of literature and relating theoretical framework are the main source of literature considered for starting this study and to build a “theoretical ground floor” useful to explore and understand the state of the art of the literature. Besides those references previously shown and explained, there are other “minor” fields of study and approaches, as entrepreneurial models for universities (Williams, 2010); the genesis of fundraising (Hufton, 2008); fundraising’s tools and life cycle (Hekmat & Heischmidt, 1993). Entrepreneurial models for universities move from the assumption that, especially after the economic downturn of 2008 and the “Big Recession”, even public universities have been affected by the introduction of some market-oriented mechanisms, as for examples performance-based funding (best universities receive more funds from government) and competitive-based funding (best research projects get funded by local, national and international institutions). These mechanisms have obviously contributed to the fundraising practices and tools introduction, particularly relating to crowdfunding: projects are organized and communicated through the Internet, a funding budget is defined, and a marketing campaign is set up. Besides, crowdfunding can be used also to support academic spin-offs and university’s start-ups, being so a fundraising tool addressed to sustain university-based entrepreneurship. However, a precise theoretical framework does not support the references considered by this study, probably because the latter is quite new considering the context of analysis (public universities). Nonetheless, this seems to be a very interesting and appealing field of study considering the evolution of universities themselves: literature calls for more investigation supported by grounded theoretical frameworks. 
Fundraising’s tools and life cycle is a context driven field of study, which does not allow generalizing results of the analysis. However, Higher Education literature concerning these themes is still lacking. Finally, the genesis of fundraising has been investigated through an historical perspective, especially by American researchers than have focused their studies on the quite-widespread fundraising tradition of the American Higher Education context. Therefore, it would be interesting to adopt the same approach in European context of analysis to develop comparisons and build a relating theoretical framework. 
As previously stated, fundraising is a multi-faceted and inter-disciplinary topic that can be studied taking into consideration several contexts of analysis. However, in order to have results that can be generalized, they must be supported by theory. Actually, this study moves from the Resource Dependence Theory framework (Drees & Heugens, 2013; Hillman et al. 2009; Malatesta & Smith, 2014, Pfeffer & Salancik, 1878). First of all, fundraising process is based on social exchanges dynamics, whose impact affects fundraising outcomes. Relating to the latters, Lasher & Cook (1996) individuated the following key variables:
· Leadership of academics and administrative staffs deals with: the willingness to be involved in the fundraising process; abilities and skills in fundraising; effective management of the institutions; effort and commitment; moral integrity; fiscal vitality of the institution; effective planning; effective stewardship of resources; donors’ confidence; appropriate gratitude and recognition of donations.
· Financial capability of constituency.
· A clear and strong institutional mission.
· Personal relationship between donors and institution leaders.
· Donors’ engagement in institution’s activities.
· Institution’s reputation, history and tradition.
· Informed and committed constituency.
· Predisposition of donors to give.
· Society’s confidence in the value created by the institution.
· Economic, political and social situation.
· Tax policy in terms of state laws encouraging or not philanthropy.
All the variables aforementioned are crucial for fundraising effectiveness. Then, the lack or scarcity of one or some of them reduces the overall impact of the others. 
Figure 2.2 represents fundraising process within higher education context as a social exchange model. Moreover, it is focused on exchange relationships between donors and academic leaders. In fact, the core of social exchange theory is individuals’ and organizations’ interdependence, as “a situation in which another has discretion to take actions which affect the focal organization’s interests” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978, pag. 145). 
From figure 2.2 it is possible to state that university’s fundraising is driven by two forces: a continuous and recurrent financial need due to the public nature of higher education, and the competition from other universities and non profit organizations, thus reinforcing a tendency toward reputation maximization. This competition occurs, firstly, among universities of the same basic type, but there is also competition between universities and other high status non-profit institutions such as museums, hospitals, and orchestras for prestige, major gifts, board members, and other scarce and valuable resources. As a result, universities tend to follow a strategy of reputation maximization, although this is less generally true for some institutional types such as universities with low quality and few resources. 
As shown in Figure 2.2, the Central Actors (Circle B) in academic fundraising are the chief executive officer (President), volunteers (the Board of Trustees), academic deans, and fundraising staff (including the chief development officer). Four types of intervening forces influence all of these positions: environmental, institutional, personal, and role forces (Lasher & Cook, 1996). All these actors are involved in Initial Action Strategies (Circle D) such as strategic planning, leadership recruitment, policy formulation, budget analysis, program development, staff training, internal needs assessment, communication and public relations efforts, stakeholders’ engagement’s special events, cultivation activities, and solicitation. 
Furthermore, Initial strategies normally focus on smaller annual gifts with most donor prospects. These prospects, then, respond in one of several different ways. They may give no response or, if such a call is answered, the response may be postponement or avoidance. Besides, some prospects respond negatively to such requests by choosing not to contribute, whereas other prospects make a donation for various reasons. Usually, for a short-term response, donors will not be as concerned with institutional prerequisites as they are for a long-term response since they are not investing as much. However, in some cases, first-time donors will make a major gift, either in cash or capital assets, or through a bequest. The arrow going from Circle D to Circle H represents this type of response (figure 2.2). Such a gift may originate through the donor's own initiative or in response to a specific proposal put forth by the institution. Other first-time donors may choose to give at the same level and frequency on a repeating basis and may never mature as a donor for a particular institution by advancing to higher giving levels. Such donor behavior forms a type of loop represented by the arrow going from Circle F to Circle D (figure 2.2). Hence, the pattern of behavior, which universities try to encourage, is to move donors from one level to the next, in terms of the gifts’ size and the extent of their involvement in and commitment to the organization. This is represented by the step-wise progression from Circle D to Circle I, and in order to encourage this donor development a common feature of most fundraising strategies is the existence of giving "clubs" representing specific donation levels. 
The arrow going from Circle I to Circle G represents another loop: this is the case of the donor who provides major gifts periodically, either spontaneously or in response to individualized requests. Besides, this behavior may culminate in a bequest or testamentary gift that will be the donor's ultimate expression of commitment to the institution. A final type of donor response is not represented in Figure 2.2: it is the rare case where an unknown or unsolicited donor initiates a gift. This donor may schedule an appointment with the development office, to obtain information and/or to discuss his or her interest in making a gift or supporting a certain activity. Hence, there are a number of variations for each type of donor response, but the primary aim of Figure 2.2 is to illustrate fundraising from an institutional perspective and to show the systematic and cyclical nature of the fundraising process. 
Then, Figure 2.3 seeks to provide deeper and more integrated explanation of presidential fundraising than the general context one, shown in Circles B and C of Figure 2.2. This model shows that presidential fundraising is a developmental process with different decision and with four types of intervening forces, which have an impact on presidents at each stage in the process. To understand this model, it is necessary to consider each decision separately. First, it is obviously necessary for an individual to be selected as the president of a university. Then, in accepting this position, an individual brings with him or her established leadership styles, personality characteristics, administrative and educational experiences, attitudes, values, beliefs, and interpersonal skills. 
Furthermore, this president also carries with him or her some self-created role expectations for the position. Besides, others, defined as role senders, both inside and outside the organization, have some role expectations associated with the presidency as well. From another perspective, the president also inherits established traditions, history, culture, and other aspects of the organizational life, since an institution is a complex and dynamic social organism. Therefore, institutional forces also include capabilities, strengths, weaknesses, prestige, and quality of the governing board, departmental boards, and alumni boards. 
Finally, the president inherits environmental conditions such as capacity of the donor base; philanthropic tradition of the local community, region, and state; economic situation; governmental tax policy; competition from other public institutions and non-profit organizations; and public opinion toward universities.
These four forces interact to produce the president's level of participation in fundraising, which is the next step in the model. Presidential participation can be viewed as a continuum, with one extreme being no participation in fundraising, and the other extreme being full participation. Obviously, very few presidents operate at either extreme. Instead, the majority is located somewhere between these polar opposites. Moreover, one reason for these different levels of participation is that typically one of the four forces is predominant among the others. In reality, all four forces exert differing levels of influence on presidents and thus affect presidential decision-making and behavior in varying degrees. Hence, presidents must develop an integrated view of these forces in order to use the fundraising potential of their institutions and to maximize the fundraising effectiveness and success. Then, these forces produce certain changes that have an impact on fundraising effectiveness. Furthermore, presidents' commitment to their institutions also increases, their relationships with wealthy individuals deepen, and their circle of friends and supporters widens. 
In summary, presidents both bring with them and inherit certain realities that interact to determine how much time and energy they spend on fundraising and on which parts of the fundraising process and program they focus their efforts and attention. Furthermore, these forces also determine how well presidents will perform in fundraising: hence, there is a multiple effect although the strength of each force changes over time and collectively the four forces change presidents over time as well. 
This theoretical approach presents some implications. First of all, although the president of a university is typically the central player on the fundraising team, presidents have a limited number of cards they can play with donor prospects, as the stature of the presidential office or position, the quality and prestige of the university being represented, the importance of higher education to society, interpersonal skills, appeals to donor motives, the strength of relationship between the donor and the university, the stature and prestige of members of the development team. Of these, it depends on individual donors as to which is the most powerful or important, but genuine quality is obviously a fundamental part of the fundraising mix. In addition, presidents must have a sense of what is possible and desirable for their institutions, and this can come only through strategic planning activities and process. 
Second, fundraising must be thought of and studied more as a team effort than as the responsibility of anyone person or position, as a dynamic process rather than as a series of static steps. Moreover, the subtlety and complexity inherent to the fundraising process can only be fully appreciated as a dynamic group activity involving a number of interpersonal relationships, role transactions, and social exchanges. 
Third, although basic aspects of fundraising are among different organizations, fundraising is situation-specific and can only be fully understood in terms of a particular context. Furthermore, there are considerable variations between institutions of the same type, as universities. Differences in culture, history, tradition, mission, number of alumni, capacity of the donor base, prestige, academic quality, commitment, effort, leadership style of the president and development officers play a critical role in fundraising outcomes. Hence, results relating to one institution are not automatically replicable in another institution. 
Finally, it is perhaps better to speak of fundraising effectiveness rather than fundraising success. However, both are important: success is probably an easier concept to grasp and to quantify and fits more readily within a short-term time period, which is where most fundraisers and presidents have to operate. From another perspective, the long-term stability, growth, and maturity of an organization's development program are dependent upon variables and forces that may have little to do with a particular comprehensive campaign or annual fund drive. Hence, effectiveness emphasizes performance relative to fundraising potential given present capabilities and realities, whereas success emphasizes performance relative to a predetermined goal in a predetermined time period. Therefore, fundraisers and presidents need to have both short-term and long-term objectives for their institutions. The concept of effectiveness also carries with it a broader perspective on fundraising and encourages more focus on basic prerequisites that must usually be in place before donors will consider making a major or ultimate gift to an institution. 
The models previously shown imply new ground in enhancing an understanding of university’s fundraising in general and presidential fundraising in particular. These models are useful both for scholars and for practitioners. Figure 2.2 provides a comprehensive guideline to decision-makers such as presidents, vice presidents for development, and governing boards regarding the key variables or prerequisites for sustained effectiveness in fundraising. Moreover, this list provides administrators with a tool to assess the relative strengths and weaknesses of their institutions relating to fundraising potential and capability. 
Then, Figure 2.2 provides an overview of the fundraising process at universities. It is focused on a general context that is dynamic and changing rather than a series of events that are static and predictable. Furthermore, it portrays fundraising from an institutional and systems perspective, and depicts fundraising as a social exchange that occurs between donors and institutions. The scope and complexity of such a system are enormous, especially when interaction effects are considered. 
Moreover, Figure 2.3 focuses on presidential fundraising. In this model, intervening variables include environmental, institutional, role, and personal forces. These forces interact to determine who is selected as a university’s president, the extent and direction of the president’s involvement in fundraising, and the effectiveness of the latter in fundraising process. The same four forces also have an impact on other key players on the fundraising team such as academic leaders and senior members of the fundraising staff. 
Finally, the RDT framework has been adopted as a “theoretical ground floor” because it has been well developed within higher education sector (Chan, 2015). Hence, its validity has been proved by several studies, some of which regard also other contexts of analysis, as entrepreneurship, healthcare, non-profit sector etc. However, even other important theoretical frameworks have been taken into consideration (Table 2.1, fourth column), as Agency Theory (Freeman, 2010), Cognitive Evaluation Theory (Allison et al., 2015), Co-creation of Value (Nyman et al., 2016), Resource-based View (Sacristan Lopez del los Mozos, 2016), Social Innovation (Colasanti et al., 2018) and Sustainability framework (Pati & Lee, 2016). All them have contributed to better understand the fundraising phenomenon, although they represent general frameworks that do not always allow explaining the effects of the external environment on the organization’s structure and strategy.

2.4 Literature gap, main objectives of the thesis and research questions
The analysis of the state of the art of the literature shows that fundraising is a topic that deserves a multi-disciplinary and holistic approach relating to the focus of the analysis. Moreover, there are some themes (factors influencing fundraising success, organizational changes and institutional challenges introduced by fundraising practices, donors’ behavior and donations’ drivers, online fundraising and crowdfunding) that have been investigated more than others (fundraising effectiveness and efficiency, external engagement and external development, financial stability and growth, fundraising’s outcome, and fundraising regulation). Besides, some themes have been objects of analysis without any theoretical framework support. Hence, the aim of this thesis is to focus the analysis on fundraising as a means to support university’s outcome. This means that the investigation does not concern with fundraising’s outcome, but it deals with the impact of fundraising output on university’s outcome and, hence, on university’s mission. The assumption behind this study is the triangular relation among fundraising process’ output, university’s outcome and university’s mission. From this perspective, literature is still lacking and calls for further investigations and analyses. 
The research aim of this study is basically to understand, interpret and explain the fundraising phenomenon, process, and activities and how they works within the Italian higher education context. In order to achieve this aim, the following research questions will be investigated:
1) Considering the current situation of the Italian Higher Education context, will academic leaders and managers consider fundraising as a strategic process to achieve the university’s mission, in term of output and outcome?
2) Which fundraising tools and features can successfully support university’s mission, in term of value creation process?
These research questions will be further investigated in the following chapter by developing more specific research aim and questions. General results will be discussed considering the Resource Dependence Theory framework, especially that developed within higher education context. 

2.5 Conclusions
The first essay of this paper (third chapter) discusses fundraising activities and processes within public higher education context, with a special focus on the role of university presidents and academic deans. In fact, fundraising is a shared responsibility among a wide group of institutional leaders (university’s presidents and deans): “leadership of fundraising activities is an inescapable reality for modern university presidents and deans of academic schools and colleges” (Hodson, 2010). Therefore, internal and external stakeholders expect them to lead the fundraising activity capably, visibly and credibly. Fundraising is a strategic process that regards all the university’s functions (teaching, research and outreach), involving several actors, in and out of the organizational boundaries (Chan, 2015).
Referring to this literature, the study tries to answer to these research questions:
1) How does university governance boot fundraising as a managerial tool to achieve university mission and which organizational capabilities are related to fundraising effectiveness?
2) How does fundraising support university’s strategy and vice versa? 
In order to answer to the first question an organizational model is delivered, while, for the second one, a theoretical model is developed, combining “strategic triangle” framework (Moore, 1995, 2000, 2003) and “Resource Dependence Theory” (Chan, 2015; Pfeffer & Salanik, 1978). The analysis considers the Italian public universities context: the state of the art is discussed considering the models previously stated. Furthermore, a preliminary analysis about a sample of 58 public universities is provided. Then, a qualitative content analysis of 43 integrated long-term strategic plans is performed. The final output is an overview of fundraising role and culture in the Italian public higher education context.
The second essay (fourth chapter) is focused on fundraising as a means to reach the university’s outcome, through sustaining university’s functions (Teaching, Research and Outreach). Moreover, this research attempts to answer to the following questions:
1) Is fundraising able to influence university’s outcome in terms of three university’s functions?
2) Which are the fundraising features that have an impact on university’s outcome?
The aim of this paper is to understand which are the fundraising characteristics that influence university’s outcome, in terms of teaching, research and outreach activities. In order to answer to the research questions, nine interviews to academic fundraising delegates and managers were run. Afterwards, this material was analyzed by grounded theory methodology (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), in order to deliver some theoretical considerations (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) that can be generalized at least within Italian academic context.
Finally, the third and last essay (fifth chapter) tries to extend knowledge about innovative forms of fundraising, as crowdfunding, within the higher education context. In order to achieve this research aim, a single-case study is analyzed (Yin, 2009), that is University of Pavia. This is particularly meaningful because, in order to sustain university’s functions, it has developed its own crowdfunding platform, totally in house managed. On this basis, the study aims to answer to the following research questions: 
1) Can crowdfunding be an innovation tool useful to support public universities’ mission?
2) Which university’s functions can crowdfunding successfully support, involving stakeholders in the value co-creation process?
The case study shows that crowdfunding supports research function mainly, rather than teaching and outreach. Indeed, the most successful crowdfunding projects are those that are easier to be communicated to potential donors. They are those that are able to involve university’s stakeholders in the university’s value creation process.  
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Table 2.1: A summary of the literature review
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Figure 2.2: The Social Exchange Model of Fundraising in Higher Education. (Source: Lasher & Cook, 1996).
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Figure 2.3: Four forces model of presidential fundraising in higher education. (Source: Lasher & Cook, 1996).



































Chapter 3
Fundraising as a Strategic Tool to Achieve University Mission: Insights from Italian Universities

3.1 Introduction
The economic crisis, started in 2008, has had a deep impact on public sector and the effects of this change are still evident (Moon and Azizi, 2013): governmental support has been reduced and, at the same time, the middle class got poorer because of the inflation, unemployment and interest rate on debts. So, even public higher education sector started suffering because of this economic situation: public funding became lower and lower and people average earnings decreased, so needing the support of the public and the third sector even more than in the past (Holmes, 2010). One of the effects of this scenario is the growing demand of charitable gifts by public higher education. Therefore, the competition for private charitable donations has become fierce and donors are exposed to an increasing number of solicitations for support (Srnka et al., 2013). 
This chapter discusses fundraising activities and process within public higher education context, with a special focus on the leaders’ role of university presidents and academic deans. In fact, fundraising is a shared responsibility among a wide group of institutional leaders (university’s presidents and deans): “leadership of fundraising activities is an inescapable reality for modern university presidents and deans of academic schools and colleges” (Hodson, 2010). Therefore, internal and external stakeholders expect them to lead the fundraising activity capably, visibly and credibly. Fundraising is a strategic process that regards all the university’s functions (teaching, research and outreach), involving several actors, in and out of the organizational boundaries (Chan, 2015).
Referring to this literature, the study will try to answer to these research questions:
1) How does university governance boot fundraising as a managerial tool to achieve university mission and which organizational capabilities are related to fundraising effectiveness?
2) How does fundraising support university’s strategy and vice versa? 
In order to answer to the first question an organizational model is delivered, while for the second one a theoretical model is developed, combining “strategic triangle” framework (Moore, 1995; Moore, 2000; Moore 2003) and “resource dependence theory” (Pfeffer and Salanik, 1978; Chan, 2015). The empirical analysis considers the Italian Public Universities context: the state of the art is discussed considering the models previously stated. Furthermore, a preliminary analysis about a sample of 58 public universities is provided. Then, a qualitative content analysis of 43 integrated long-term strategic plans is performed. The final output is an overview of fundraising role and culture in the Italian public higher education context.
The chapter is organized as follows: first of all, literature review about the role of fundraising in higher educations from the strategic, managerial and organizational point of view is explained. Afterwards, the theoretical framework and the theoretical models aforementioned are shown. These sections are followed by the methodology paragraph. Then, the results of the empirical analysis are illustrated and discussed, according to the theoretical framework and models delivered. Finally, conclusions, limitations and further development are stated.

3.2 Background
Since public universities are part of Public Sector, it is important to define what is strategy for a government organization. According to Moore (2000), Public Sector includes both nonprofit and government organizations, which are both very different from the for-profit ones. First of all, government and nonprofit organizations define the value they create in terms of their mission rather than by their financial performances. In other words, the final goal of the Public Sector is to achieve its social mission, whereas the main objective of a for-profit organization is to enhance shareholders wealth. Another important feature is the principal source of revenue: while in the for-profit sector revenues are earned by sale of products or services, the Public one earns money from charitable gifts or tax appropriations. Moreover, the Public Sector performances are measured by efficiency and effectiveness in achieving social mission and not only by financial indicators, as for profit enterprises. Hence, a good strategy for the Public Sector is to find a better way to achieve mission in terms of costs and results and from the point of view of resources and organizational capabilities. 
Since the mission defines the value of the government organization to society and creates the organization’s goal, it becomes the metric that is used in judging past performances and assessing futures actions (Bryce, 1992). This kind of organizations cannot simply considers only financial performance: they have to focus on the latter to ensure the organizational survival and value creating capacity. Furthermore, they have to give an answer to the question whether the organization is creating social value in term of mission achievement: “In the public sector enterprises, money is the means to a desired social end” (Moore, 2000, p.195-196). 
The mission of a public university can be defined by its three functions: teaching, research and outreach. This means that a university creates value if it is able to educate student, to produce scientific knowledge and to deliver some services through museums, libraries, scientific spin-offs, technology transfer offices and relationships with other stakeholders (private and public). The university’s functions include several activities, which need a lot of human and financial resources. Relating to this issue, it is worthwhile to refer to Resource Dependence Theory (RDT), according to which universities are dependent on resources from outside sources because of the complexity of the environment in which they operate (Pfeffer and Salanicik, 1978). In this context, public universities are dependent upon actors of its environment: since the formers have to acquire resources that should be sustainable, leaders of higher education organizations (presidents, deans and executives) have to maximize their autonomy and legitimacy from outside stakeholders to ensure university’s survivability (Scott and Davis, 2007). Moreover, these academic leaders are expected to build mutual relationships with external groups in order to get all the financial resources necessary to realize the university’s mission (Chan, 2015). This key-role of university presidents and academic deans is confirmed also by Hodson (2010), who states that they have to build and support a continuing culture of fundraising by private sector (people and organizations). 
Relating to the presidents, they have the real responsibility for the success of the fundraising programs: they are the only ones who define university’s main goals and vision, so having a strategic role (Hodson, 2010). Therefore, in order to have a successful fundraising activity, presidents have to create a compelling vision, which has to be shared by constituents, taking some responsibilities for getting it (Fisher, 1985). For presidents, fundraising has to be a priority, because it is crucial to secure financial resources to university, guaranteeing the achievement of its mission and its survival. This is the reason why it is important that the university’s president identifies the most important financial needs that can be successfully supported by private gifts. Hence, this process (fundraising) has to be aligned with the strategic planning one (Hodson, 2010). From the internal point of view, in order to get success in fundraising initiatives, it is needed not only a shared vision, but also a professional fundraising staff with the right knowledge, expertise and budget (Kaufman, 2004). On the other hand, in the donors’ perspective the case of support has to be based on their desires for the gift. Presidents have to be leaders both of the university and of the community, empowering internal and external stakeholders, establishing long-term relationships with possible donors and engaging faculty members and university’s staff (Hodson, 2010; Satterwhite, 2004; Kaufman 2004; Weidner, 2008). In order to maintain these relationships, accountability is a crucial process: donors want to know the results of their gifts (scholarships, grants, technology devices…) because, from their point of view, a donation is an investment in the public institution (Eckert and Pollack, 2000).
Deans handle another important role, relating to fundraising issues. They usually deal with academic activities, as professors, and administrative roles, as responsible for the organization of the department. Furthermore, they should ensure quality of education programs, research funding and keep technology up-to-date. Since there were a lot of changes in higher education government funding, as previously stated, fundraising has become a crucial tool also for academic deans (Hodson, 2010). As for staff for university presidents, faculty engagement is crucial for fundraising activities promoted by deans (Weidner, 2008). 
Relating to fundraising activities, presidents and deans have to consider three key functions, which should be integrated: Development, Alumni Relations and Marketing and Communications (Stevick, 2010).  In order to get integration, first of all a common and shared definition of success is needed and a changing in the organizational structure might occur (task force), adopting new mission statements and defining responsibilities for fundraising and long-term relationship building. Hence, a multidisciplinary team is desirable. Even if integration could be tough to be realized and maintained, presidents and deans have to do as much as possible to support, with additional resources, and to reinforce it, showing its results and evaluating them in term of fundraising success (Stevick, 2010). 

3.3 Theoretical framework 
Taking into consideration the Strategic Triangle (Moore, 1995), a government organization gets its social mission if it is based on legitimacy and support, given by internal and external stakeholders. Moreover, in this perspective, organizational capabilities are included as a critical factor, which depends on human resources and management. Human, material and immaterial resources are inputs, which, after a creation process, become outputs. Only if these outputs satisfy stakeholders, so they can have an effect on outcomes (Moore, 2003). Furthermore, referring to the Public Value Framework, which is represented in Figure 3.1, an organization creates public value if it is able to expand Support and Authorization, through presidents’ relationships, visibility with general public, relations with government and credibility with civil society actors. Moreover, public value is created if the government organization is able to build operational capacity, in terms of productivity, efficiency, organizational learning and innovation. Public Value is defined in terms of vision, mission, strategic goals and activities and outputs, which create outcomes.
Moore’s Public Value Framework can be integrated by Competing Values Approach (Talbot, 2008). From this perspective Trust and Legitimacy is put in the center of a diagrammatic representation: “It legitimizes the raising of public funds to carry out collective action projects that the market would not provide. In a more general view, it raises social capital by increasing overall levels of Trust in society” (Talbot, 2008, p.4). 
Beyond Trust and Legitimacy, in order to create public value and be effective and efficient, any organization needs a lot of different resources. In fact, according to RDT, institutional effectiveness and efficiency depends on the leaders’ ability to secure financial resources needed for universities (Drezner and Huehls, 2014). This means that higher education institutions are highly dependent on external sources and the environment in which they operate is complex and really competitive. Hence, university’s leaders have to develop their autonomy and their legitimacy to get these important resources, winning the competition and establishing long-term relationships based on mutual trust (Chan, 2015).
The “Conceptual model for research in higher education philanthropy” (Figure 3.2), developed by Chan (2015), referring to RDT, underlines how all university’s people, involved in the fundraising process, depend on external environments in order to survive and grow as academic organizations. 
The environments, with which the university’s leaders should relate, are both philanthropic organizations (associations, foundations, social enterprises…) and external groups of stakeholders (alumni, donors, corporate partners, community supporters…). These relationships and networks are the “condicio sine qua non” to ensure the necessary resources for innovation and growth within the university. Moreover, the model points out four critical forces that have an impact on fundraising process:
1) Personal forces: academic leaders (presidents and deans) highly influence professional fundraisers in their decision-making process and in their capacity to get resources from nonprofit organizations and external stakeholders.
2) Role forces: president’s relationship with board of trustees and development officers is crucial for fundraising success; the president should balance competing needs and special interests within the university.
3) Institutional forces: there should be strategic alignment between the fundraisers’ decision-making process and institutional goal and mission of the university.
4) Environmental forces: universities have to establish inter-organizational relationships and cooperation (networks) within their external environments; a three-party relationships among institutional players (board of trustees, president and development officers), able to ensure institution alignment with fundraising requirements to the university, is more advisable.
These types of forces influence universities’ fundraisers and decision-making process at different levels. The main limit of this approach is that it does not explain the effects of the environments on the institutional structures, but it points out the key-role of partnership and network in supporting the mission and the aims of the institution. 
3.4 Theoretical models
The perspective proposed by Hodson (2010) underlines the need of an organizational model for fundraising in public universities. In fact, as previously stated, fundraising is a process that involves different levels of the organization. As illustrated in figure 3.3, presidents can increase their fundraising ability by engaging advisory boards at all levels of the university; these advisory boards are: governing board, foundation board and alumni board. On the other hand, deans involve departmental advisory boards in fundraising activities. All these boards operate not as independent units, but as a whole: this means that coordination among them is needed. The president carries out the role of coordinator, also taking part to departmental boards to show informal communications about the situation of the university and to try to align boards efforts in order to support the university strategy. 
In order to make fundraising activities successful, public universities have to endow themselves with professional fundraising staff, whose relationship with academic leaders is crucial (Hodson, 2010). First of all, fundraising staff is an educator for presidents and deans, who are usually not prepared enough to be fundraisers of their institution. Moreover, fundraising unit is an impresario: it is responsible for organizing interactions between (potential) donors and academic leaders and for maintaining these relationships in the long-term. Furthermore, professional staff is a consultant, who works close to university’s presidents and deans, interacting with them daily, weekly or monthly.
Fundraising is a process in which a lot of organizational units are involved: these ones include Marketing and Communications, Development and Alumni Relations. These functions usually work as isolated units (Stevick, 2010), even if they must be integrated, especially regarding fundraising activities. Again, the responsibility for a good integration among these functions is in charge of university’s presidents, who have to adopt organizational models useful to increase fundraising success. A possible solution could be the creation of a task force, in which selected members of the three organizational units can work together and with the fundraising staff, providing the necessary support to get private gifts.
Moving the focus of analysis from the internal point of view to the external one, the study proposes a theoretical model, elaborated integrating Moore’ Public Value Framework (2003) and Chan’s Conceptual Model based on RDT (2015), relating to the higher education philanthropy context (Figure 3.4). The model is a matrix, whose four areas include the critical forces for university’s fundraising success. The parameters used for the classification are “organizational capacity” and “trust and legitimacy”: signs “plus” and “minus” do not mean that the parameter is absolutely present or not, but they indicate if it is pivotal for the forces or not. In fact, any type of activity, whose aim is getting private donations, is based on “trust and legitimacy”: only if potential donors trust the institution, they will give money to its cause, legitimating it. Moreover, as previously stated, success fundraising campaigns require “organizational capacity” in order to align all the involved units to the strategy. Hence, signs indicate if the forces’ focus is on external issues, “trust and legitimacy”, or on the internal ones, “organizational capacity”. Environmental forces regard both inter-organizational (between the institution and the external environments) and intra-organizational (among board of trustees, president and development offices) relationships. Therefore, the focus must be both on “trust and legitimacy”, in order to establish long-term relationships, and on “organizational capacity”, which is needed in order to ensure strategic alignment. Institutional forces ensure strategic alignment, concerning the internal coherence of goals: from this point of view “organizational capacity” is more important. On the other hand, role forces are characterized by “trust and legitimacy” rather than “organizational capacity”: relationships between presidents and advisory boards are based on support and authorization, in order to make fundraising a successful activity. The difference between role forces and personal forces seems to be evanescent: the latter is influenced neither by “trust and legitimacy” nor by “organizational capacity”. In fact, it is based on personal and individual capabilities of presidents to influence professional fundraisers in their activities. 
Moreover, in the center of the diagrammatic representation (Figure 3.4), there is Public Value, since the model is elaborated combining the Strategic Triangle Framework (Moore, 2000) and RDT (Chan, 2010). More specifically, all the forces are involved in the fundraising process, whose output (money gathered) contributes to support university’s mission (public value creation through its three functions). Furthermore, the adoption of organizational models for enhancing fundraising process, by integrating different functions (organizational capacity), and the establishment of relationships based on trust and legitimacy are both pivotal for creating public value. Academic leaders reach the latter (public value creation) only if they adopt the right combination of forces, according to the university’s characteristics and relationships with external stakeholders. In fact, all the forces previously stated are not choices: they represent different steps of the fundraising process, which are characterized by several universities’ actors (academic leaders, professional fundraising staff, advisory boards) and by external stakeholders. All these actors interact, more or less, in order to establish long-term relationships, whose output is getting private donations. Since the higher education institutions considered by this study are public, the aim of their fundraising process is getting funds to support the three university functions, which realize public universities mission.

3.5 Methodology
The research aim is to understand the role of fundraising in the public universities’ value creation process. The context of analysis is the Italian public higher education one: a sample of 58 universities was considered from the Censis (Social Study and Research Institute) Public Universities Classification (2016). They are located in different Italian geographical areas and they are different in terms of size and availability of governmental resources. In the first step (preliminary analysis), the sample was analyzed according to the theoretical framework previously introduced, considering two dimensions: the organizational structure (Hodson, 2010; Stevick, 2010) and the role of fundraising in the university strategy (Chan, 2015). Since Censis Classification is based on variables like Structures, Scholarship and Grants, Communications, it is considered a good source of information about the Italian context. For each dimension, three variables have been chosen. 
Relating to the organizational structure, the analysis aim to verify if: 
1) the organizational chart reflects the fundraising process; 
2) the president has nominated a fundraising delegate;
3) there is a professional fundraising staff. 
For the second dimension, the study investigates: 
1) the presence of a special fundraising webpage on the university’s official website;
2) the existence of specific fundraising objectives in the integrated long-term (3 years) strategic plans;  
3) the composition of a social report by the university.
Analysis results are useful to provide an overview of the state of the art of fundraising in the Italian public universities. Moreover, they point out which are the strengths and weaknesses of the system from fundraising’s perspective.
Furthermore, the study aims to analyze in deep the integrated long-term strategic plans through “Content Analysis” methodology (Krippendorff, 2004). A qualitative content analysis was chosen, based on a deductive method (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; Mayring, 2014). Only those plans with explicit and specific fundraising objectives were considered, using relevance sampling as selection techniques. The research adopts a “problem driven approach” (Krippendorff, 2004): once formulated the research questions aforementioned and established stable correlations through the theoretical models proposed in the previous paragraph, units of analysis were defined as the integrated long-term strategic plans. Categories were a priori defined, considering the theoretical framework delivered before (Schilling, 2006):
1. Environmental forces
2. Institutional forces
3. Role forces
4. Personal forces (Chan, 2015).
Table 3.5 represents the categories, previously defined, and the coding rules used to analyze the coding units (integrated long-term strategic plans) (Mayring, 2014).
In order to analyze texts and link them to the right category, a codebook was defined, focusing on coding rules (Neuendorf, 2002). Coding units’ analysis was delivered through the support of a web-based software, QCAmap, which allows testing several text units, like university’s strategic plans, linking them to specific research questions and to theory-based categories (deductive content analysis).
The aim of the analysis is to understand in which part of the matrix, described in the previous paragraph, Italian public universities are located. 

3.6 The Italian public universities context
3.6.1 Background
The economic crisis started in 2008 in the USA and, then, in Europe has had a crucial impact on the society. Even European universities have suffered for changes introduced by this situation and, in order to answer to the new emerging challenges, they had to assume a greater autonomy and responsibility from academic, financial and organizational point of view. Since 2008 universities have the responsibility of educating people for the complexity of modern society, developing their abilities and capabilities (Paleari et al., 2014). Moreover, Italian public universities have to cope with significant reductions in public expenses caused both by the crisis and by the introduction of some market-oriented mechanism, like performance-based funding (Donina et al., 2015). Hence, they have been trying to find new funding sources and tools, like, for example, European or national research funding opportunities, third party contracts with private enterprises and philanthropic activities. Relating to the last ones, universities can interact with potential donors through four fundraising models. The first one is called “Major Gift”: it represents the most important and common fundraising approach for the majority of universities. It is focused on efforts needed to attract donations from philanthropists belonging to the higher social classes. It is characterized by the commitment of university’s leadership, which manages the development of processes and relationships with wealthy people, in order to get “big-size” donations. University’s leaders must be supported by the organization through a good communication among different group of internal stakeholders (managers, employees, students, professors, researchers) (Sacco, 2006). 
Moreover, the “Foundation Research” model is similar to the activity carried out by the researchers or university’s leaders, who seek support for financing research projects respectively in their own area of interest. They have to communicate with public institutions (like, for example, the Ministry of Education, University and Research) or with big private foundations (as Cariplo Foundation), characterized by strict rules and policies, in addition to very specific selection’s criteria. These communication activities aim at interesting and engaging these organizations in order to get their support for research’s activities. Therefore, universities have internal structures and functions, whose task is to establish connections with these external institutions, in order to inform them about research projects that need financial support. Donations are used to finance research activities, also by sustaining scholarships for PhDs and research fellows. The sums of money got by applying this model are crucial, but they are usually lower then those associated with “Major Gift” model (Sargeant & Jay, 2014). 
Then, the “Multi-Mode” model refers to the several interactions that characterize the relationships between the different types of university’s actors and non-profit organizations, like foundations, or private enterprises. The latters are considered as philanthropic sources of funding: donations are addressed to specific purposes, like research projects or scholarships. These relationships are based on the communication of all the useful information for the external stakeholders, like foundations or profit organizations, in order to attract and convince them to support the university’s activities (Pérez-Esparrells & Torre, 2012).
Finally, the last model is the “Alumni” one, which allows searching for potential donors among members of alumni associations. The aim is getting small donations from a huge group of people, in order to support general institutions’ activities, whose characteristics are not specified to donors. This means that the university asks a donation that is addressed to the university as a whole, making this model different from the others models aforementioned, where donations are addressed to specific projects. The strategy of this model is similar to that of “direct marketing”, but the aim is not the promotion of a good or a service, but to attract university’s alumni through long-distance communication (by e-mail or phone calls). They idea is to ask them support as a form of gratitude towards the university for the education received (Pérez-Esparrells & Torre, 2012).
The four models are all based on a long-term vision, being fundraising a complex process, which requires time and resources to obtain tangible results. Hence, universities’ fundraising activities require the definition of a strategy, which highlights capabilities that distinguish an institution form the others. All university’s actors are engaged in the fundraising process in order to promote all university’s activities and attract donations. Another important element is the geographic location of the university, as the legal and tax system, which can make fundraising process easier, or government’s will to promote philanthropy. Relating to the latter, the European Commission has carried out a survey on a sample of 164 universities in 24 countries of the European Union in order to understand which is the trend in promoting fundraising activities and success. This research has highlighted that 77% of the universities uses philanthropic revenues to support research, but only six of them gather more than € 10 million per year. Moreover, 44% gets less than one million per year, whereas almost 55% is not able to calculate how much it manage to obtain from fundraising activities. Hence, in Europe the development and use of fundraising processes are not so relevant, since only 51% of the universities has formal rules and policies for fundraising. Furthermore, 32% of them is not endowed by a system for measuring and controlling fundraising performance. In addition to this, only the half of the sample has an up-to-date database to store and manage the donors’ information. In fact, only 56% regularly communicates results got thanks to the fundraising activities and the relating impact to its donors. Vice versa, 90% of the sample finds a way to be grateful to its supporters. 

3.6.2 Preliminary sample analysis
The sample, made up by 58 universities, is analyzed considering two dimension of analysis: organizational structure and role of fundraising in the strategy. Both are investigated by three variables, as stated in the methodology paragraph. Relating to the first dimension, from the point of view of the organizational chart, the study highlights the lack of a structure that takes into consideration the fundraising process (column “Org. Chart” in table 3.6). Only 4 universities on 58 (7%) adopt an organizational chart comparable to that one illustrated in figure 3.3. From the perspective of academic leadership, 6 presidents out 58 (10%) have nominated a delegate, responsible for fundraising performance (column “Delegate” in table 3.6). A different situation is linked to the presence of a fundraising professional staff (62%), which regards 36 universities out 58 (column “Staff” in table 3.6). This organizational unit is dedicated to the research function support, both from the point of view of getting funds by applying to regional, national or European competition announcements and from reporting perspective. 
Relating to the second dimension, 48 university’s official websites (72%) have a webpage (column “Website” in table 3.6), which is focused on fundraising. It contains all the information about private gifts, sponsorships, and bequests. In some cases, there is a summary of what the university has done with past donations and what is going to do with the new ones. The integrated long-term strategic plans include fundraising objectives in 43 institutions (74%) on 58 (column “Strategic Plan” in table 3.6): in most cases, these objectives are addressed to the research function, while in others are more general. Only 6 universities out 58 (10%) publish a social report every year (column “Social Report” in table 3.6). This data refers to 2015: it is important to underline that in the previous years some of the universities, which now do not use this document, used to provide it to their stakeholders. 
Hence, from the organizational capabilities perspective, the most important variable is fundraising professional staff (62% of the sample), whereas the other organizational factors are not significant. Besides, considering the role of fundraising in the university’s strategy, the presence of specific fundraising objectives in the integrated long-term strategic plans is considered pivotal. This is the reason why it is interesting to analyze them through content analysis methodology. Obviously, this analysis regards only those universities that included fundraising objectives in their plans (74% of the sample).

3.6.3 Content Analysis results
Content analysis considers 43 integrated long-term strategic plans. Even if the percentage of universities that provide a fundraising webpage is quite significant (72% of the preliminary analysis sample), the study prefers to focus on the strategic plans, because they provide programs for the future governance of the universities. Hence, analyzing them, it is possible to understand which kind of policies and strategy Italian universities would like to adopt, considering the fundraising issue as more and more important to get their mission. 
The strategic plans have been analyzed according to the conent analysis methodology previously shown and considering the coding rules aforementioned. According this approach, each univeristy, whose plan was analyzed, is categorized as shown in Table 3.7. 
The first category, “environmental forces”, includes 16 universities (37% of the sample): fundraising objectives are linked to inter-organizational relationships, cooperation and networking with external environment’s stakeholders, like other public institutions or private companies. 14% of the sample is categorized as “institutional forces” (6 universities): fundraising goals are shared throughout the organizational chart and levels. The decision-making process is based on the strategic alignment, according to which fundraising objectives should be aligned to institutional goals and mission. Moreover, 8 universities out of 43 (19%) are included in the “role forces” category: academic leaders’ role should balance special interests and competing needs, which could arise in their relationships with boards of trustees and development officers. Eventually, 30% of the sample (13 universities) is categorized as “personal forces”: fundraising objectives are not based on institutional connections between universities’ presidents and external stakeholder. This means that fundraising objectives are linked to personal relationships and are based on the academic leaders’ influence on the professional fundraisers in the decision-making process. 

3.7 Discussion 
The theoretical framework considered and the models (figures 3.3 and 3.4) delivered by this study underline the importance of organizational capabilities in order to achieve fundraising objectives. Moreover, fundraising is a process that needs an organizational structure characterized by integration, among different functions, and multidisciplinary competences (Stevick, 2010). Academic leaders have to be able to coordinate integration processes, in order to make the university’s structure aligned with its strategy and, so, with its mission.
The preliminary sample analysis highlights the lack of these organizational capabilities in the Italian context. First of all, most of organizational charts (93%) are based only on functions and not on processes, making structure be quite rigid and not integrated. Moreover, academic leaders do not yet consider fundraising a managerial tool to achieve university’s mission, since most of them (90%) do not nominate delegates in charge of getting private gifts. From another perspective, presidents, deans and university’s top manager grasp the importance of fundraising function within the academic context, since 62% of the sample has a professional staff. Usually, these teams are dedicated to support the research function in terms of fundraising activities, rather than teaching and outreach. 
Anyway, higher education institutions need funds in order to carry out their activities and governments cannot ensure all the financial resources needed (Srnka et al., 2013; Drezner and Huehls, 2014). Academic leaders are aware of this situation and, again, this is witnessed by the preliminary sample analysis. A high percentage of websites (72%) provides quite punctual information about how to donate and the activities that need to be funded. Moreover, they summarize fundraising results (accountability) in terms of projects supported (Eckert and Pollack, 2000). Usually, these activities concern with the research function rather than the teaching or the outreach ones. This is confirmed also by the analysis, since most of integrated long-term strategic plans include fundraising objectives (74%) in order to get research aims, funding new projects and positions. A small percentage of sample’s universities (10%) use social reports as a tool of institutional communication with their stakeholders. This means that communication and relationships are not formally established, but are the result of personal efforts by academic leaders. This could be an issue, since individual relationships do not ensure a constant flow of private gifts (Hodson, 2010). In fact, there should be a balance between personal and formal links to the external environments (Chan, 2010). This is supported by the theoretical model (figure 3.4), which represents all the steps of the fundraising process, involving both organizational capabilities and trust and legitimacy. Social reports could be useful in order to get support and authorization from external environments (Chan, 2015), balancing all the forces involved. 
Deductive content analysis allows to categorize each integrated long-term strategic plans and, hence, universities (43) within the four areas represented in the theoretical model’s matrix (Figure 3.4). The analysis points out that most universities (37%) are categorized as “environmental forces”: this means that they are aware of their fundraising needs and assess strategic objectives considering both the organizational issues and the importance of trust and legitimacy’s role in and out of the university’s structure (Pfeffer and Salanicik, 1978; Chan, 2015). It is worthwhile to underline the fact that 30% of the strategic plans analyzed are included within “personal forces” area: these universities do not consider the importance of institutional relationships with external environment, focusing on the internal ones. They concentrate on the role of academic leaders in influencing the decision-making process of the professional fundraising staff, rather than establishing internal connections based on trust and legitimacy (Hodson, 2010; Chan, 2015). Furthermore, universities categorized as “institutional forces” are 6 (14%): fundraising objectives are strategically aligned with the institutional mission. Moreover, “role forces” area includes 19% of the universities (8): fundraising success is based on the academic leaders relationships with the board of trustees and development officers. These connections are based on trust and legitimacy among the internal actors (Moore, 1995; Moore, 2000; Moore, 2003).  
The content analysis results points out that 19 out of 43 universities (44%) state explicit fundraising objectives, using the word “fundraising” even in the Italian written strategic plans. This reflects the importance of considering fundraising as a strategic activity and process, which is able to support university’s strategy. The latter, on the other hand, includes the former as one of the most important objective in order to get the institutional mission, but not as a managerial tool. In fact, only 14% of the universities are categorized as “institutional forces”, hence showing the lack of those organizational capabilities that are crucial to develop an organizational chart consistent with the fundraising process (Hodson, 2010; Stevick, 2010). Moreover, fundraising effectiveness is linked to organizational capabilities like the presence of an organizational chart consistent with the fundraising process, the nomination of a fundraising delegate, the constitution of a fundraising professional function and the strategic alignment in the decision making-process. The analysis underlines the lack of these organizational capabilities: only 7% has a process-based organizational chart and 10% have a delegate. On the other hand, 62% has a professional fundraising staff, which, however, is linked only with the research function. Finally, the decision-making process is not strategically aligned: only 14% is “institutional forces” categorized, whereas 19% is included under “role forces” category and 30% under “personal forces” one. The “environmental forces” category includes 37% of the sample, reflecting the organizational capabilities previously stated. However, this category is mainly focused on those organizational capabilities associated with the relationships with the external environment and stakeholders (Moore, 1995; Moore, 2000; Moore, 2003; Chan; 2015). 
The situation previously shown and discussed is also linked to the cost-benefit-ratios analysis, which is often perceived as negative by academic leaders and managers. In fact, the assumption stated in the theoretical background of this chapter, according to which fundraising has to be a priority for university’s officials, is not fully supported by the evidences of this chapter. This is proved by the fact that 30% of the sample is categorized as “personal forces”, since most relationships with external stakeholders are based firstly on reciprocal trust in people that belong to the university’s organization. Hence, these relationships are designed as personal ones, linked to individuals rather than to the institution. However, the fact that 37% of the sample is categorized as “environmental forces” witnesses that universities are changing their approach to fundraising as a process. Therefore, universities prefer adopting flexible organizational charts (organization capacity) and enhancing institutional relationships (trust and legitimacy in the university as an institution). Then, the relating future scenario is expected to change: from “personal forces” to “environmental” ones, passing from “role” and “institutional forces”. Hence, in the future a growing organizational capability by academic leaders and managers will be desirable, together with relationships based on trust in the university as an institution legitimized by the value that it wants to create for its internal and external stakeholders. Finally, the analysis of the fundraising cost-benefit-ratios will become more and more positive, since fundraising is a strategic process for value creation not only for the money gathered, but also for all its “indirect benefits”, such as communication of universities values to the whole society and advertising of the university itself. These are the reasons why universities’ leaders have to invest in fundraising activities, not considering “euros got for euros spent in fundraising” as the only one performance metric. 

3.8 Conclusion
From the theoretical point of view, the paper highlights how fundraising effectiveness depends on commitment of University’s government and on organizational capabilities developed by University. A governmental institution creates public value if it realizes its mission (Moore, 2000): for a public higher education institution it means that it has to carry out its functions (research, teaching and outreach) and this is the reason why public value is in the center of the diagrammatic representation (figure 3.4). Being increasingly lacking the governmental financial support, universities are calling for private funding, in order to ensure their services. Moreover, the empirical analysis highlights the fundraising’s strategic role in backing up universities’ functions, especially research (Hodson, 2010; Chan, 2015). Furthermore, the Italian public higher education is focused on getting funds from regional, national or European competitive announcements, rather than asking for private support. Besides, this lack of fundraising culture is witnessed also by the scarce presence of alumni boards in the Italian public universities. Alumni boards are pivotal to plan and assess a successful fundraising campaign (Hodson, 2010; Stevick, 2010).
From the organizational capacity perspective, public universities need strategic alignment to ensure that strategic management is carrying out strategic plans, being coherent with the strategy (Kaplan and Norton, 2006; Chan, 2015). From this point of view the Italian academic sector is not mature enough: organizational structures must be less rigid and more reactive to fundraising process, encouraging integration and adopting a multidisciplinary approach (Stevick, 2010). Moreover, accountability tools, as social reports, should be adopted to increase support and authorization from the external stakeholders (Moore, 1995; Moore 2000; Moore, 2003). 
This research is an analysis of the state of the art of the Italian public higher education context, in terms of fundraising role in strategic planning and management. It is an exploratory and qualitative study, which could be further investigated through quantitative analysis. It would be interesting to examine in depth the relationship between fundraising objectives and universities organizational size (number of students) or the geographical areas where the universities are located. Besides, a quantitative content analysis of integrated long-term strategic plans (or other strategic planning documents) could be useful to assess results got by this research (Krippendorff, 2004a; Krippendorff, 2004b; Krippendorff, 2004c). 
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Figure 3.1: Public Value Framework for Accountability and Performance Management (Moore, 2003, p. 23).
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Figure 3.2: Conceptual model for research in higher education philanthropy: inter-organizational relations between higher education organizations and private funders in the context of Resource Dependence Theory (Chan, 2015, p. 9).
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Figure 3.3: Fundraising organizational model for Public Universities. 
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Figure 3.4: Fundraising forces matrix for Higher Education (Elaboration from Moore (2003) and Chan (2015)).
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Table 3.5: Categories and coding rules for deductive content analysis.
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Table 3.6. Preliminary analysis results
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Table 3.7 Content analysis results.

































Chapter 4
Exploring the Fundraising Role in the Value Creation Process of Public Universities

4.1 Introduction 
The mission of a public university is defined as the delivery of research, teaching and outreach activities, with the aim of contributing to the social, cultural and economic development, through the application of the knowledge acquired by the university itself or by technology and know-how transfer’s actions (Link et al., 2007; Meoli & Vismara, 2016; Paleari et al., 2015). Within this context, public universities consider several means and tools to reach the institutional objectives defined by their mission. From the financial point of view, the governmental support is a conditio sine qua non to ensure the services that public universities are supposed to delivery. In fact, from this perspective, universities output and outcome are considered as public goods (Bonaccorsi, 2003; Bonardo et al., 2010; 2011; Marginson, 2006). Moreover, focusing on the research function and especially on the basic research, it is necessary for the development of results useful to obtain new scientific discoveries in all fields of study, crucial for the whole society. Furthermore, the applied research and the technology development, in spite of their capability to be included in the selling of goods and services, cannot be sustained only by private investments, considering knowledge transfer’s ease and patent’s issues (Audretsch et al., 2014; Cassia et al., 2013; Meoli et al., 2013). Hence, the governmental actions in regularly financing research activities are justified: otherwise, scientific research couldn’t be sustainable, undermining the relating and further knowledge and empirical developments, which are not predictable ex ante (Benavente et al., 2012; Bozeman & Gaughan, 2007; Defazio et al., 2009). Therefore, the lack of governmental support, especially relating to the research function, can also affect private investments in university. In fact, private enterprises face issues like the imitation likelihood of the results got by investments in innovation, from one point of view, and the positive consequences of these results, whose outcome is not available only to the single investor (Cattaneo et al., 2014; Lejpras, 2014). This lead to the need of public intervention in support universities’ functions, especially considering research and development activities, under different perspectives, like human and intellectual capital, patents, incentives and funding. 
Within this scenario, the governmental support is defined as a mix of actions. Moreover, basic and applied research is delivered in each field of study, especially in the universities and within public research entities. It is produced by different levels of private sector (enterprises) involvement, but it calls for public and non-profit support. Hence, research is sustained by a mix of actors, in addition to the aforementioned mix of actions. The former ensures not only a development in knowledge creation otherwise not achievable, but also an innovation, in terms of empirical and tangible results, within the “production” system. Besides, the latter positively affect productivity and development for the whole society (Bonaccorsi, 2003; Fritsch & Aamoucke, 2013; Paleari et al., 2015). Therefore, within the Italian public universities’ context, considering the crucial role that University has for society at large, a deeper investigation about governmental financial support and alternative forms of fundraising is desirable. 
Literature about fundraising in the higher education context is quite rich and investigates the topic from several perspectives, like fundraising success’ factors (Freeman, 2010; Tang, 2010), institutional and organizational changes due to the introduction of fundraising practices (Farley, 2018; Kimball, 2014; Scott, 2013) fundraising donors’ behavior and donation drivers (Drezner, 2013; Eckel et al. 2017; Freeland et al., 2015; Rohayati et al., 2016; Stephenson & Yerger, 2014; Tsunoda, 2010), and new forms of fundraising as crowdfunding (Marshall, 2013; Wieck et al., 2015). Unfortunately, literature has not given enough importance to the relationship between the fundraising tools, chosen by the university to get funds, and objectives, in terms of output and outcome, that they want to support by those fundraising means. This chapter seeks to fill this literature gap. The aim of the former is to understand if there is a relationship between fundraising characteristics and university’s output and outcome, in terms of three university’s functions. Moreover, this study is focused on the Italian public universities and on fundraising as a mean to reach university’s objectives (in terms of output and outcome), through sustaining university’s functions. In order to reach the research aim, the research questions are formulated as follows:
1) Is fundraising able to influence university’s outcome in terms of three university’s functions?
2) Which are the fundraising features that have an impact on university’s outcome?
Hence, nine interviews to different academic fundraising delegates and managers were run. They were analyzed by grounded theory methodology (Charmaz, 2006; Glaser, 1978; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss, 1987; Strauss & Corbin, 1990), in order to develop a grounded theory from the collection and interpretation of the data gathered (Flick, 2014). 
Results refer to the alternative fundraising tools’ dissemination and features throughout Italian public universities. Hence, a map of the main means used to gather funds by the universities aforementioned is delivered. Moreover, the interviews’ analysis allows examining in depth the strategies and the plans to face the severely decrease of governmental funding, from one perspective, and the introduction of performance-based funding, from another perspective. Finally, the fundraising tools’ features are considered in relation to their effect on university’s output and outcome, always considering the university’s functions.
The chapter starts with a literature review about all the changes occurred, since 2008, within the Italian higher education system and cause by the huge economic crisis started in 2008, from one point of view, and by the introduction of some market-oriented mechanisms, like performance-based funding, from another point of view. This section ended with a framework relating to the definition of the university’s performance in terms of output and outcome. Literature review’s paragraph is followed by the methodology one. Afterwards, the empirical analysis is presented and discussed. Finally, some general conclusions, limitations and further development are proposed. 

4.2 Background 
Within Italian public universities, only fees got by students cannot sustain expenses and even the governmental support is not sufficient to guarantee the financial sustainability of these institutions (Clark, 2003). In fact, since 2008, the governmental support started to decrease because of the cut in public expenditure (Donina et al., 2013; Lehmann et al., 2017). Moreover, in 2009 some market-oriented mechanisms were introduced to improve the quality of Italian higher education system (Cattaneo et al., 2016; Donina et al. 2013; Lehmann et al., 2017). Among the former, performance-based funding aims at rewarding universities that perform better, in term of research, teaching and outreach quality, by giving them more funds than those whose performances are lower (Cattaneo et al., 2016). Hence, all public universities, more or less, started facing new funding challenges. This is the reason why they had to turn to competition-based funding, like that promoted by the European Union, the Ministry of Education, University and Research (MIUR) and by other public or private (non profit) entities, at national or international level. These actions are mainly addressed to support research (Abramo et al., 2012; Rebora & Turri, 2013). 
From the Italian governmental financial support point of view, there are two tools: the ordinary financing fund (Fondo di Finanziamento Ordinario – FFO) and the public research institutions fund (Fondo per gli Enti pubblici di Ricerca – FOE). The former is the main public funding tool to cover the expenses of universities that depend on MIUR. Then, the latter is addressed to public research entities monitored by MIUR. Moreover, according to the Law 537 (December 24th 1993), FFO can be used to cover the expenses related to all the university’s institutional activities, including those for teaching and non-teaching human resources, for the maintenance of the university’s buildings and for scientific research, excluding the part addressed to national research projects, for which there are periodical competition-based calls. Moreover, this law states that FFO can cover expenses to build new university’s infrastructures and to purchase scientific equipment. Finally even specific activities and projects, including new teaching initiatives, can be financed by FFO. 
The Law 537 has been modified several times since 1993: in 2010 it is stated that a minimum of 7% of FFO, with increases in the following years, is distributed among the universities in relation to the quality of teaching and results of teaching processes, to the quality of scientific research, and, finally to the quality, effectiveness and efficiency of teaching locations. This percentage is defined as “reward percentage” (Quota premiale) and it has been increased till 20% in 2016. Moreover, the Law specifies that “reward percentage” can be increased till 30% as maximum. Hence, the distribution of this percentage among universities is regulated by the quality and the conditions of the services delivered. Nonetheless, since 2008 the introduction of the performance-based funding measures aforementioned has been associated with a decrease in governmental funding for universities. From 2008 to 2015 governmental funding has decreased of 13,9%. This trend has been interrupted in 2017, when public funding slightly improved (Lehmann et al., 2017).
Hence, recent years highlight a stable decrease of “basic percentage” of FFO towards an increase of “reward percentage”, according to the New Public Management logic (De Boer et al., 2007; Hood, 1991; 1995; Kettl, 1997; Leisyte & Kizniene, 2006). This governmental funding strategy aims at developing and encouraging the effectiveness and efficiency of universities’ quality in term of teaching, research and outreach functions (Abramo et al., 2012; Cantele & Campedelli, 2013; Cattaneo et al., 2016; Osuna et al., 2011). Following this reasoning, the governmental funding depends also on university’s performance according to each function and, hence, on its outputs and outcomes, that are both determined by inputs (resources). In fact, “reward percentage” is distributed as follows: 70% on the basis of the research function’s performance, according to the results evaluated by the Research Quality Evaluation (Valutazione delle Qualità della Ricerca – VQR); 10% according to quality of recruitment of researchers and professors; 20% according to performance in term of teaching internalization (Francesconi & Guarini, 2017). Therefore, university’s outputs and outcome are several and they are quite complex to be defined (Czarniawska & Gennel, 2002; Cugini & Pilonato, 2006). According to Harris (1998), Teaching and research’s output and outcome are not so easy to be identified, since their intangible features. Moreover, research and teaching functions are not independent from each other since they involve the same actors (professors) and they are both supported by the same administrative structure (Minelli et al. 2002; Neumann & Guthrie, 2002). Relating to the difference between output and outcome, the former is defined as products or services delivered by an organization, whereas the latter is the long-term effect of these products/services. Since outcome is not completely ascribable to a single organization, being determined by the interaction of several actors, some scholars include only output in the university’s performance definition (Riccaboni et al., 1999). On the contrary, others considers also outcome(s). However, if university output(s) can be easily measured and identified, relating to outcome(s) the debate is still open among scholars. Furthermore, performance indicators are more focused on input and output, rather than outcome (Aversano et al. 2017; Cugini & Pilonato, 2006). 
This is the public funding’s state of the art of the Italian higher Education system. Hence, the progressive reduction of “basic percentage” of FFO and an increasing of “reward percentage” has brought public universities to seek for new sources of alternative funding. Following this reasoning, universities can choose among several fundraising tools: Alumni Associations and university’s Foundation support (Daly, 2013; Freeland et al., 2015; McDearmon, 2010; Scott, 2013; Yan & Luo, 2015), private fundraising, towards natural people (Eckel et al., 2017; Rohayati et al., 2016; Stinson & Howard, 2010; Wu & Brown, 2010) and legal entities as enterprises (Foroudastan & Saxby, 2004; Huynh, 2016), 5x1000 (Corsi & Magnier, 2016), and competition based-funding (Cattaneo et al., 2016). 
More specifically, Alumni Associations are non-profit organizations, whose mission is the creation and promotion of a social and relations’ network of students and graduates, based on a sense of membership to the university and the support to graduates (Scott, 2013). Alumni Associations usually gather funds by the organization of cultural events, workshops, seminars, often in partnership with linked non-profit organizations, as professional and entrepreneurial associations, and by the launch of innovative projects in the scientific, economic, cultural and social fields (Daly, 2013). These funds are later transferred to the university in order to support specific projects, which are usually communicated to donors (McDearmon, 2010). Then, even the university’s Foundation is a non-profit organization, whose aim is to sustain the university by pursuing its institutional objectives as the purchase of most convenient goods and services and the development of support activities as teaching and scientific research. University’s Foundation receives governmental and private (by contracts and agreements) funds (Marlin et al., 2009). Other sources of funding are the teaching, research and technology-transfer activities, in addition to the management of the academic buildings. Hence, university’s Foundation supports university both by running all these activities and by financing some projects with the funds gathered (Morozova et al., 2016). 
Moreover, private fundraising towards natural people and legal entities assume the will by the university to include among its institutional and strategic objectives the “dialogue with the whole society”. Relating to fundraising oriented to involve natural people as donors, public universities have to communicate the value they create, by their three functions, for the society. Furthermore, a greater attention must be put on those values, created by the universities, able to increase social, political and economic conditions, especially considering cultural and education development (Caton & Mistriner, 2016; Paleari et al., 2015). Besides, from the perspective of fundraising relating to legal entities, as enterprises, the tool is technology-transfer oriented to the evaluation, protection and commercialization of the technology developed by the research projects run by the university’s departments (Cassia et al., 2014; Horta et al., 2018). 
Then, 5x1000 is a subsidiary fiscal action, introduced and regulated by Law 266 (December 23rd 2005). The taxpayers (natural people) can address a percentage of five per thousand, of the tax on personal income, to support: non-profit organizations, universities and scientific research, and health research. Hence, relating to public universities, this fundraising tool can be used only to sustain research function. 
Finally, competition-based funding regards all the funding opportunities that are addressed to a specific field of study and, hence, to the most important research areas. These initiatives are promoted at national, by MIUR, local entities and authorities, foundations, and international level, by European Union (with programs like Horizon 2020, Creative Europe, Fundamental Rights and Justice, Marie Sklodowska-Curie, ERC, etc.). As for 5x1000, even this fundraising tool is addressed to the research funding and support (Cattaneo et al., 2016; Donina et al., 2015).  

4.3 Methodology 
From the epistemological perspective, this chapter is based on a mixed approach: both quantitative (questionnaire) (Sudman et al. 1996) and qualitative (interviews) (Fattore, 2005) methods have been used. Hence, the empirical analysis is split into two steps. First of all, a questionnaire, made up by five questions, was sent by e-mail to a sample of 58 Italian public universities. The sample is taken from the Censis (Social Study and Research Institute) Public Universities Classification (2016). Furthermore, the universities are located in different Italian geographical areas and they are different in terms of size and availability of governmental resources. 
Therefore, the questionnaire is organized as follows:
1) Which fundraising activities are carried out within your university, in addition to the FFO (including “basic percentage” and “reward percentage”)? 
□ Fundraising through Alumni Associations and/or University Foundation support.
□ Private Fundraising (natural people or legal entities). 
□ 5x1000
 Fundraising. 
□ Competition-based funding. 
2) Is there a “Fundraising Office”, which is in charge for raising funds for your university as main activity and task?
· □ Yes. 
· □ No.
3) If there is a “Fundraising Office”, to which function is dedicated this activity?
□ Research.
□ Teaching.
□ Outreach.
4) Do you know a new form of fundraising called crowdfunding?
□ Yes. 
□ No.
5) If you know what crowdfunding is, are you going to:
□ Implement your own crowdfunding platform to support your university’s projects.
□ Use already developed platform as customers to support your university’s projects.
The questionnaire’s structure and contents are simple and easily understandable, in order to get a higher number of responses from the universities considered by the analysis. The questionnaire is focused on the fundraising’s process and activities (first question), staff (second question), tools (fourth and fifth question) and, above all, the function(s) to which it is addressed (third question). Moreover, in order to have as many feedbacks as possible, all the responses are anonymous: hence, it is not possible to identify which university has answered to the questionnaire, but only the number of feedbacks. Within each university’s organizational structure, the questionnaire has been addressed to the Research and Outreach Offices. They are the staff in dealt with the research funding and research results promotion, supporting the development of innovative planning activities, starting coordination mechanisms useful to reinforce the interdependencies among the different activities of funding levels (international, national and local).
The questionnaire was addressed to 58 universities, but only 11 of them decided to answer to the questions and send back it. Hence the response rate is 19%. This is considered a reliable statistic unit, albeit scant, in relation to the aforementioned sample considered for this study. The universities have been contacted through a univocal procedure and, hence, the probability to obtain a response from the universities is the same for all the questionnaire’s recipients. It has been used a simple casual sample method: hence, each statistic unit has the same probability to be included in the sample (Groves et al., 2011). Finally, for each question it is possible to indicate more than one item. 
Moreover, the second step of the empirical analysis of this chapter considers a sample of twelve Italian public universities, selected from the Censis Public Universities Classification (2016), considering the presence of a President’s Fundraising Delegate (five) and of a Fundraising office (eleven) and manager (fourteen) within the organizational structure of each university. More specifically, three of the universities used for the second step of the analysis (interviews) are also included in the first one (questionnaires). Moreover, two of them are located in Northern Italy, whereas four in the central regions and, finally, only one in the Southern part of the country. Besides, they are also different in terms of size and financial conditions, but these features, together with additional ones, will be better shown in the next paragraph.
Then, the availability to be interviewed of each person included in the study was verified and, finally, nine people (three Delegates and six managers) from seven universities accepted to be interviewed. Hence, the second step of the analysis, carried out by this chapter, includes nine semi-structured interviews to Presidents’ Fundraising Delegates and Managers (Cardano, 2003). 
More specifically, the interviews are organized as follows:
1) How do you define the fundraising process, in general and within your academic environment?
2) How does this process develop throughout your university? Which organizational units does it involve? Is there collaboration between administrative units and researchers/professors?
3) Is there some form of coordination between “central fundraising” (carried out by the administrative units together with academic leaders) and “departmental fundraising” (carried by each Department and single researcher/professor)? 
4) Which fundraising tools are used in your university? Why were they chosen? 
5) Which is fundraising process output? Are there some indicators used by governance to measure and evaluate this output? 
6) Is this output addressed to a specific university’s function or does it regard all them (teaching, research and outreach)? In the second case, which are the criteria used to distribute the resources gathered by fundraising? 
7) What type of outcome was the university able to reach thanks to fundraising activities? 
8) Can fundraising be considered a tool able to support university’s mission and, hence, its functions in a sustainable way? 
9) What problems do the fundraising activities of your university face and why?
10) How could/would you improve the fundraising activities of your university?
11) Where do you see the fundraising activities of your university in ten years?
Moreover, the interviews last sixty minutes on average and were recorded in order to preserve all the contents. Afterwards, they were completely transcript and, then analyzed, according the grounded theory methodology (Flick, 2014). The first phase of this analysis is coding, which is the process for analyzing the materials collected in order to develop a grounded theory (Glaser, 1978; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss, 1987; Strauss & Corbin, 1990; Charmaz, 2006). Furthermore, coding can be split into three steps: open coding, axial coding and selective coding (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). The first step consists in segmenting data in units of meaning (single words, sentences…) in order to attach codes to them. Afterwards, these codes are grouped around the phenomena included in the data and relevant to answer to the research questions. The output of this process is a list of categories linked to the codes and whose contents are codes. Then, the next step is axial coding, whose output is the elaboration of the relationships between categories previously identified. This step of the analysis is summarized in the Paradigm Model (figure 4.1) delivered by Strauss and Corbin (1990).
This model is based on two axes: the first goes from causes of the phenomenon to the consequences of the phenomenon, whereas the other one links the conditions of the context where the phenomenon is studied with the strategies of actors involved in the phenomenon. Hence, axial coding allows selecting the categories that are most relevant in order to answer to the research questions. Then, the last step is selective coding, which take the analysis to a higher level of abstraction. The output of this step is the elaboration and formulation of one central category and one central phenomenon.
Finally, once grouped the data according to coding paradigm and individuated the most important categories and phenomena, it is possible to describe the theory under certain conditions, which the researchers must specify. Hence, the theory is formulated and checked with the data gathered and analyzed. The process ends when the theoretical saturation is reached (Strauss & Corbin, 1990; Flick, 2014).

4.4 Analysis
4.4.1 Background
Before presenting the results of the empirical analysis, it is worthwhile to provide an overview about the universities included in this study. Each university will be indicated with a Greek alphabet letter, in order to preserve the anonymity of each interviewee. 

University Alpha
It was founded more than 500 years ago and it has more than 100 thousand students, 4 thousand researchers and professors, in addition to almost 4 thousand administrative employees. Its mission is to contribute to the society and knowledge development through research, high quality teaching and international cooperation. In fact, the most important international rakings consider this university one of the best in the world for the quality of research and teaching. Moreover, from the organizational point of view, it has endowed with 11 faculties, 63 departments and several research centers. The central administration is organized in areas, offices and sectors. Furthermore, the President together with a Vice-President and a group of Pro-Presidents and Delegates composes the governance team. Therefore, among them there is a Fundraising Delegate who works with the Fundraising manager and its team, in addition to an external non profit organization. Both Fundraising Delegate and Fundraising manager agreed to be interviewed.

University Beta
It was one of the most ancient universities in Italy, Europe and in the world, with more than 20 thousand students and 2 thousand researchers, professors and administrative employees. It is endowed with 18 departments, two faculties, and a college system, which make University Beta unique in Italy. The President together with a Vice-President and a group of Pro-Presidents and Delegates composes the governance team. Therefore, among them there is Fundraising Delegate who works with the Fundraising manager and its team. Moreover, this university is endowed with a crowdfunding platform, managed by the aforementioned team and its manager. Only the Fundraising Delegate agreed to be interviewed.

University Gamma
Characterized by an interesting story and academic tradition, it was officially instituted only in the ‘70s of the XX Century. It has five faculties, with almost 17 thousand students and more than one thousand among researchers/professors and administrative employees. The President together with a Vice-President and a group of Pro-Presidents and Delegates composes the governance team. Therefore, among them there is Fundraising Delegate who works with the Fundraising manager and its team. However, the latter is focused exclusively on the Research support. Only the Fundraising Delegate, who was nominated in 2013 as a strategy to face the issue linked to the economic crisis and to some natural catastrophes that interested the geographical area where the university is located, agreed to be interviewed.

University Delta
It was born at the end of the ‘90s of the XX Century, being one of the youngest universities in Italy. It has 14 departments and two schools, with more than 20 thousand students. Among the governance team members there isn’t any Fundraising Delegate. Nonetheless, there is a fundraising office, whose aim is to seek for support addressed to research function. Moreover, University Delta has started to use a crowdfunding platform to support both students and researchers, in addition to the academic spin-offs. The Fundraising Manager, whose one of the main tasks is the coordination of the fundraising process, agreed to be interviewed.

University Epsilon
It was founded in the XIV Century, being one of the oldest universities in Italy and Europe. It is endowed with 9 faculties and 15 departments, with more than 20 thousand students. Among the governance team members there isn’t any Fundraising Delegate. Nonetheless, there is a fundraising office, instituted in 2017, whose aim is, first of all, to seek for support addressed to the research function and public engagement. Two Fundraising Managers agreed to be interviewed (they are responsible for the aforementioned tasks). 

University Zeta
It is one of the oldest universities in Italy and Europe, since it was founded at the end of the XIV Century. It has 12 departments and one faculty, with more than 10 thousand students. Its mission is to educated high skilled people, aware of their abilities and capabilities, proactive and open-minded. Among the governance team members there is a Fundraising Delegate, who has been nominated really recently. The Delegate works together with an office, which has been in charge of fundraising tasks since the beginning of 2018, when a new organizational chart was implemented. Hence, University Zeta is facing an explorative phase relating to fundraising decisions and strategies. However the Fundraising Manager agreed to be interviewed. 

University Eta
This is a technical university that was founded in the middle of XIX Century. It has more than 40 thousand students, with more than one thousand researchers/professors likewise administrative employees. Its mission is to develop teaching and research in terms of quality and innovation, through a crucial relationship with the economic and entrepreneurial actors of the geographical area where it is located. Among the governance team members there isn’t any Fundraising Delegate. Nonetheless, there is a fundraising office, whose Fundraising Manager agreed to be interviewed. 

4.4.2 Results
The results got by the analysis of questionnaire are a preliminary investigation about fundraising practices within Italian public universities. 
The first question is focused on fundraising activities carried out by the universities: the most considered by them is 5x1000. In fact, 100% of the universities gather funds by 5x1000 campaigns. Moreover, 40% states that the Alumni Association or the University Foundation supports the university by transferring funds to it. Furthermore, 20% carries out Private Fundraising activities, addressed to natural people and/or legal entities. Finally, 100% of the universities seek to run competition-based funding activities. 
Relating to the second question, only 10% of the responses state that it is endowed with a “Fundraising Office”, which has fundraising activities among its main tasks. Hence, 90% has no unit dedicated to fundraising activities and tasks. Among those ones that have declared to have a “Fundraising Office”, 100% states that it is devoted to research and outreach functions. 
Then, referring to the fourth question, 90% of the universities declare to know what is crowdfunding, whereas 10% is not familiar with this fundraising tool. Among the former, 55,5% does not answer to the fifth question, avoiding communicating any plans for the future in term of fundraising practice. Then, 11,1% states that they are going to sign some contracts with existing and ongoing crowdfunding platforms to get funds for the university. Eventually, 22,2% is going to implement its own platform.
Then, the results got by the analysis of the interviews through grounded theory methodology represents the core of this paragraph. Moreover, the coding phases allow individuating the main categories of the analysis according to the research questions and objectives. The first group of categories relates to the definition of fundraising as a process and it is summarized as follows. 

(a) Fundraising as a problematic process
Fundraising is seen as a problem, a fragmented activity that must become a process. An obstacle is the bureaucratic aspect of public sector, which need a solution. Moreover, fundraising is a basic activity and a means to interact with the entrepreneurial world. Then, fundraising activities involve several organizational units: research office, technology transfer office and internalization office. This implies coordination and dialogue among offices and officers. However, coordination is difficult and possible only in theory, but in practice there are bureaucratic barriers, typical of public sector. Administrative offices are insufficient and there are inconsistent rules. Furthermore, some professors/researchers are not collaborative at all and do not want to share information with other university’s actors. This is an issue, because it can involve errors in the fundraising activities.
Besides, the coordination between central administration and departments is a secondary problem. Usually departments carry out fundraising activities by third party contracts and external collaborations. Administrative employees collaborate to these contracts and collaborations, even through economic incentives. However, there are rules that are totally inconsistent with third party logic and, hence, a deregulation is needed.

(b) Fundraising as a process characterized by complexity
There is no structured definition of fundraising process, because it is seen as a continuous activity, as a tool within a context that has changed. In this situation, the solution is the collaboration between public and private sector, with the aim to find new funding opportunities. Moreover, fundraising is a promotion and step-by-step activity, whose context is not only university, but also the geographical area where it is located. The condition sine qua non to make good causes supported is reciprocal knowledge. Hence, the aim is stakeholders’ sponsorship. Therefore, fundraising is a complex, articulated and non-routine process, which includes the interaction of different actors, that belong or not to the university, in addition to very complex activities. Finally, fundraising is an articulated and structured process, which involve the collaboration with the Alumni association, which support scholarships or specific projects. Private fundraising is based on loyalty towards university and stable communication campaigns addressed to donors, among whom there are the most important ones that are top alumni and circle of donors. The link between the Alumni association and the university is based on fundraising process, since the association supports the university through regular donations of membership fees. However there is scarce collaboration between professors/researchers and employees.
Fundraising is a top-down process, which involves university organizational structure at central, departmental and single researcher level. In order to find out new funding opportunities able to satisfy researchers’ needs, it is important to have some information’s filters and networks, punctual information and triangulation among central administration, researchers, and single departments’ research managers. Hence, it is important to encourage autonomy of single researchers and, at the same time, collaboration at all levels.
Furthermore, there is an ideal workflow with all actors and activities involved in the fundraising process, which is characterized by the collaboration between administrative employees and professors/researchers. The formers are responsible for money management (central administration) and auditing (research office) and reporting activities (departments’ administrative offices), whereas the latters deal with project administration and management. Hence, a strong integration between roles and competences is needed. Besides, fundraising involves several units of the university: front office, logistic office, communication office, public relations office, Rector’s administrative office and departments. Hence, collaboration is a crucial element. However, collaboration is case-sensitive, since professors do not always collaborate with administrative employees or external entities like enterprises.
Relating to the coordination between fundraising at a central level and the one at departmental level, there is a double coordination: the first is the hierarchical one, where all the units, which support departments, report to the finance area; the second is the functional one, according to which each unit report to its function. The double coordination seeks to reach a higher efficiency. However, coordination is difficult and needs academic leaders’ action.

(c) Fundraising as a dual process
Universities must consider the competitive announcements at local, national and international level. Fundraising is a dual process, which involves research groups and the identification of funding opportunities. In fact, universities are more and more interested in seeking new funding opportunities. Hence, they need information dissemination throughout the university, together with the assistance in screening these opportunities and to find a merge between research groups and competitive announcements. The output of this process is to deliver correct and competitive answers, thanks to the expertise acquired, in order to get research funds. Therefore, fundraising needs human resources dedicated to screen and write research projects according to the thematic groups’ needs. Furthermore, synergies among departments are desirable, but, relating to this, it is worth to consider competition for scientific outcomes. Besides, there is a coordination between fundraising activities carried out by central administration and those ones run at departments’ level, even if it is case-sensitive, since it depends on each department conditions and needs. 

(d) Fundraising as a new process, task and objective
Fundraising is a new task and activity, recently considered one of the university’s objectives. The strategy is still unclear and maybe it can involve crowdfunding, but still now it is not clear if the university can carry out such an activity. There is a new organizational structure devoted to fundraising activities, but it is still in a preliminary and explorative phase.
Moreover, after an explorative phase the coordination between departments and central administration is desirable, even if often there is no general coordination carried out by the academic leaders. A formal coordination is crucial to make relations with donors stable. 

The second group of categories regards the definition of fundraising tools and features. Results are shown as follows.

(a) Third party contracts and external collaborations with partnership between public and private sector 
Departments, especially those relating to technology and sciences, usually use these fundraising tools. Moreover, even research groups and single researchers/professors carry out third party contracts and external collaborations. Hence, these tools are not so easily institutionalized, because they are often based on personal relationships. Furthermore, both tools are important but they are not the main source of external funds.

(b) Agreements with public entities, private enterprises and non-profit organizations
These tools are used by the university as a whole: the central administration is usually in charge for agreements’ management. It is not a fundraising tool in the real sense of the world, since these agreements do not involve a monetary support, but they include some benefits for the university and its internal stakeholders (students, researchers, professors and employees).

(c) Private fundraising
This fundraising tool is addressed both to natural people and legal entities. It involves activities like public engagement events with the aim to convince external stakeholders and possible donors to support university’s good causes. It is usually managed at a central level, but it can be carried out also by departments. 

(d) Competitive-based funding at international, national and regional level
This is the main source of funding, after FFO. It is managed at a central level from the administrative point of view, whereas research ideas and projects are developed at departmental/research group/single researcher/professor level. 

(e) 5x1000
It is a fundraising tool used by all universities and managed at a central level. Sources gathered by 5x1000 campaigns can only be used for supporting research.

(f) Alumni Association
This fundraising tool is hard used by some universities and totally disregarded by others. Furthermore, Alumni association support depends on the sense of membership of alumni to the university and this justifies why the situation is completely different from an academic context to another. 

(g) Crowdfunding
This is the newest fundraising tool used only by some universities. Among different model of crowdfunding platforms, donation-based one is addressed to research support, whereas, equity-based crowdfunding seek for funds to sustain academic spin-offs. 

The third group of categories individuated by coding phase deals with the definition of fundraising output and its destination in terms of university’s functions. Results are shown as follows.

(a) Qualitative Outputs
Fundraising can be useful to develop the quality of services delivered by the universities. Following this reasoning, it is an outreach tool, since it enables the university to establish long-lasting relationships and partnerships, based on knowledge, university’s promotion and dialogue with internal and external stakeholders through public engagement events. Qualitative outputs are addressed to all functions and, hence, there are not distribution criteria. They are not measurable and there are not indicators to measure them. 

(b) Quantitative Outputs
Fundraising is evaluated at a central level, relating to competitive-based funding, and at a departmental for the third party contracts. In the distribution of resources, most of them are addressed to research, whereas teaching is quite disregarded. Then, relating to competitive based-funding both participation rate and success rate are considered as fundraising performance indicators. Furthermore, the relation between these two rates is considered an indicator, in addition to the total amount of funding. 
Quantitative outputs are addressed to the research and outreach functions. Distribution criteria are not always clear and they depend on the fundraising tools used: for some it is not necessary to distribute sources since they are gathered by single department or researcher/professor. 
Relating to the teaching function, outputs are: education and graduation awards, scholarships and grants. Performance can be evaluated periodically in order to improve the process in itinere.

The fourth group of categories regards university’s outcome got by fundraising output. Results are summarized as follows.

(a) Publications and patents 
There are only a few researchers and professors who work exclusively with public funding (FFO). In order to publish their researches, especially those relating to technology and sciences they need extra funding, through different fundraising tools (competitive-based funding, third party contracts, external collaboration and crowdfunding). Then, intellectual property must seek legal protection through patents, which need important monetary resources to be obtained. Moreover, in Italian Higher Education Context, patents’ applications by public universities are only a few, since there is the Professor Privilege Law, which makes universities delegate to professors the patents’ application in order to avoid extra expenses. Hence, patents employment is not encouraged at all by the Higher Education system, especially if it is compared with other contexts and countries. 

(b) Increase in number of graduate students and PhD. Students 
Often, fundraising outputs from Alumni Association is addressed to the support of students, who obtain best academic results or who are not able to afford university’s fees. Besides, this affects the increase in number of graduate students and the quality of these students. Relating to PhD. Students, they are often funded by fundraising outputs from 5x1000 campaigns and through grants provided by legal entities as public organizations, private enterprises or non-profit organizations.

(c) Researchers recruitment 
Researchers recruitment is becoming harder and harder within public universities, also thanks to the reward-based funding. However, fundraising outputs from competitive-based funding is the main means to recruit researchers, especially the youngest ones. Furthermore, even third party contracts, external collaborations and private fundraising support researchers recruitment, but, usually, with a short-term perspective.

The fifth group of categories relates the fundraising capability to support university’s mission and its function towards sustainability. Results are shown as follows. 

(a) Fundraising as a collateral tool
Fundraising cannot substitute public funding, even if the latter is no more sufficient to guarantee the university’s services delivery. Hence fundraising is collateral to public funding.

(b) Fundraising as an inevitable process
In spite of the numerous researchers’ tasks, fundraising has become a crucial tool to support university’s activities, especially those relating to research and outreach functions. Hence, today fundraising is an inevitable tool.  

(c) Fundraising as an indispensable process
Most of the research carried out by universities is done thanks to fundraising. FFO is not sufficient, becoming fundraising a indispensable process. It is not possible to say how fundraising can support university in a sustainable way. 

(d) Fundraising as an effective way to support university 
Managing academic activities only by FFO is really difficult. Fundraising office is fundamental, but it has to be structured and coordinated at a central level. Donations’ trend is positive and effective.

The sixth group of categories regards the problems that fundraising has to face and, hence, in addition to possible improvements towards fundraising process in order to avoid these issues. Results are summarized in the following statements.

(a) Prejudice towards fundraising
Among some of the university’s employees fundraising unit is often seen as an office whose task is simply to organize social events. This is partly true, but reality is quite different. The organization of social events is an important task, but it is not the only one. In fact, the maintenance of strategic relationships with external stakeholders is pivotal and this is the everyday work of a fundraiser. In addition to this, fundraising staff has always to build new relations with new stakeholders and potential donors, trying to communicate the importance of financial support for university’s activities. The prejudice aforementioned can be overcome only if all the organization’s employees are informed about fundraising activities and involved in the process as internal stakeholders.

(b) Cost-benefit-ratios analysis
In order to get funds, universities have to invest in the fundraising process, creating a fundraising office (if it does not exist yet), assigning to it a professional staff and endowing it with adequate financial resources, necessary to organize all the activities whose aim is to raise funds. Hence, “in order to get money, you have to spend money”. However, it is hard to say how much money a university has to invest in the fundraising process. Obviously, an assessment of fundraising performance is needed, focusing on the cost-benefit-ratios analysis, in order to understand if fundraising is effective and efficient. However, benefits are not only represented by financial resources raised, but there are also some additional benefits, as the marketing and communication function of fundraising. Therefore, it is desirable that universities leaders take into consideration these fundraising features in their analysis.

Finally, the last group of categories relates to the fundraising future scenarios. They are shown as follows.

(a) Fundraising as a strategic tool to achieve university’s mission 
Fundraising will be more and more important in order to guarantee the delivery of university’s services. If now it is mainly focused on research, in the future it will regard also outreach, in terms of relationships that universities have to cultivate with the environment where they operate. Then, even teaching could be support by fundraising, especially form the facilities point of view. Hence, leaders will boot fundraising as a managerial tool to achieve universities mission, focusing also on the organizational chart, to enhance this process.

(b) Fundraising as a collateral tool
Fundraising is and will be even more crucial to achieve university’s goals. However, it is not possible to think that academic institutions can base their activities exclusively on the fundraising process. Therefore, an additional effort towards competition based funding is desirable, in addition to a growing support from governmental funding. Within this perspective, fundraising is a collateral tool that sustains universities for guaranteeing only some services, as scholarships and specific research projects.

(c) Fundraising as a marketing tool
Fundraising is not only a means to get funds, but it is also a communication and marketing tool, useful to make universities more visible for external stakeholders. Hence, universities should invest in it since, beyond gathering extra funds for several activities, it is able to engage different stakeholders in the value creation process.

4.5 Discussion 
The analysis of the questionnaires and the interviews underlines how different (from dimension’s perspective and governance/management structure) public universities have been reacting to the public funding decrease through different strategies and means (Phillips et al., 1996). 
Relating to the analysis of the questionnaires, the first (quite obvious) result is that the most used fundraising tool is 5x1000 (100%). This is a fundraising tool established by law and compulsory addressed to support research function, whose output depends, though, on university’s 5x1000 campaigns (Corsi & Magnier, 2016). This result is confirmed also by interviews, which, however, focuses the attention on other fundraising tools. Moreover, fundraising activities carried out by Alumni Associations and University’s Foundation are considered as crucial ones (40%), even if this fact is partially confirmed by interviews (Daly, 2013; Freeland et al., 2015; McDearmon, 2010; Scott, 2013; Yan & Luo, 2015). Relating to private fundraising, it is the least used one (20%). In fact, most universities (90%) declare that they are not endowed with a professional fundraising staff dedicated to attract a monitor universities donors, like natural people (Eckel et al., 2017; Rohayati et al., 2016; Stinson & Howard, 2010; Wu & Brown, 2010) and legal entities (Foroudastan & Saxby, 2004; Huynh, 2016). Then, competition-based funding is becoming more and more crucial for guaranteeing the delivery of university’s services, since all them declare to use this fundraising tool (100%) and have a professional staff dedicated to find out funding opportunities and to support researchers in funding appropriation. In fact, in the period of time from 2011 to 2013, 43% of research funding was from competition-based funding at European and national level, where 57% was provided by FFO, FFE and other public sources (Bonaccorsi, 2003). 
Finally, crowdfunding as a fundraising tool is known by most of the universities that accepted to fill the questionnaire (90%), but most of them do not declare any plans for the future regarding this tool. Interviews confirm this behavior, since the phenomenon is relatively new and there are no clear decisions from university’s governance. Moreover, it can be more efficient to sign up contracts with existing platform rather than developing an in-house and totally owned by university crowdfunding platform. However, most universities prefer the second option (22,2%) in order to answer to the researchers/professors mentality to avoid market-oriented tools in order to support research function (Kwiek, 2008). 
The analysis of the interviews, through grounded theory methodology, allows to better answer to the research questions previously stated. First of all, fundraising is considered a process, which can be problematic, complex, dual or new, according to the internal conditions of each university (Clark, 2003). Obviously, in order to have a fundraising output and an effect on university’s outcome, this process must be defined and structured within the organizational chart of the university, with specific tasks for all actors involved (Tindall, 2008; Sporn, 2001). The interviewees cite all the fundraising tools (third party contracts and external collaborations with partnership between public and private sector; agreements with public entities, private enterprises and non-profit organizations; private fundraising; competitive based-funding; 5x1000; alumni association; crowdfunding) considered by these study. More specifically, they underline the difference in terms of fundraising outputs, which can be qualitative or quantitative. The former are determined by the contracts, collaborations, agreements and public engagement events. Furthermore, they are addressed to all functions, since it is difficult to define distribution criteria. However, these outputs can be considered outreach means. Then, quantitative outputs are mainly from competitive-based funding and are obviously addressed to the research function. Teaching is mainly supported by Alumni Association, but only in certain universities, and private fundraising, even if this is a little percentage compared with universities’ needs. 
Relating to outcome it interesting to observe that some interviewees have not a clear idea of the differences between output and outcome. This is also confirmed by the literature (Czarniawska & Gennel, 2002; Cugini & Pilonato, 2006). However, other universities are able to identify fundraising output and evaluate them through specific indicators, in addition to the university’s outcomes recognition (publications and patents; increase in number of graduated students and PhD. students; researchers recruitment). What is really interesting to point out is the capability to establish a relationship between fundraising output (qualitative and quantitative) and university’s outcome. Besides, the most supported function seems to be research, followed by teaching and outreach.
Then, relating to the fundraising capability to support university’s mission, the universities’ behaviors go from a passive approach (fundraising as a inevitable and indispensable process), where they seek for funds only to guarantee the delivery of academic services, to a collateral process that works together with public funding, to an effective way to support university’s mission, enabling it to develop its services also through outreach.
Moreover, prejudice against fundraising is the most surprising issue faced by fundraising professionals. This witnesses the scarcity of organizational capacity that does not reflect an effective communication throughout the organization. Hence, strategic alignment is lacking. Then, what is not really surprising is the cost-benefit-ratios analysis as fundraising assessment by universities’ leaders. It reflects the New Public Management paradigm and logic. However, this perspective has been overcoming, making other benefits emerge more than in the past. Therefore, the future fundraising scenario would be different from the current one. From one perspective, it is becoming a strategic activity to reach university’s goals, but, at the same time, it is not sustainable to focus and invest only in the fundraising process. Fundraising must be integrated by a stable government support together with a greater effort by the universities towards competitive based funding.

4.6 Conclusion 
This chapter aims to understand which are the fundraising culture and behavior within Italian public universities. Moreover, it seek to investigate the fundraising tools and features that affect university’s performance and, hence, if it is able to support university’s mission in a sustainable way. Results underline the awareness of universities to consider fundraising as a crucial process to get resources in order to support universities’ functions, especially research one (Caboni, 2010). Then, it can sustain university’s mission by a mix of fundraising tools, which support in a different way the three functions. Hence, these tools can be considered as collateral to public funding (“basic percentage” of FFO and “reward percentage” of FFO), but, at the same time, they are necessary to guarantee the value that public universities create for society (Paleari et al., 2015). Furthermore, most of the universities that agreed to be interviewed are those who are considered as pioneers of fundraising (and also crowdfunding). The fact that within this sample there is confusion about some key-concepts, show that the Italian Higher Education context is still in the early days of fundraising practices and culture. In fact, in order to guarantee financial sustainability, public funding is not enough and the use of fundraising tools has become necessary. Besides, fundraising must be considered a tool that enables universities to be sustainable in their value creation process (Perez-Esparrells & Torre, 2012). Moreover, universities are starting to consider a new and innovative fundraising tool as crowdfunding (Colasanti et al., 2018). 
The main limitations of this study is the fact that the sample considered both by the questionnaires’ analysis and by interviewees’ one is not enough to completely understand and explain the fundraising behavior of Italian public universities, in addition to their consideration of the tool as a support for university’s mission through its functions.
It will be interesting to further develop this study by investigating the reasons why other universities are not endowed with a professional fundraising staff and why they do not consider fundraising as an effective tool to sustain university’s function. Moreover, within the “pioneers”, a deeper analysis of interviewees’ text by qualitative content analysis could bring to a map of fundraising culture, investigating “Ba” of words (Magliacani & Madeo, 2018). 
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Figure 4.1: The Paradigm Model (source: Strauss & Corbin, 1990).





































Chapter 5
The Role of Crowdfunding for New Funding Challenges in Public Universities: an Italian Case Study

5.1 Introduction
In 2007 a financial crisis, later called “The Great Recession”, started in the USA, spreading out, in 2008, throughout Europe, including Italy. One of the main effects of this situation was a dramatic decline in national budget, which causes a drastic reduction in public spending, affecting the whole public sector and, therefore, public universities. Relating to the latter, getting their mission became hard, since state funding was the main financial sources for this type of organizations in Italy (Lehmann et al., 2017). Furthermore, within the Italian higher education context, the implementation of market-oriented mechanisms started in 2009, like performance-based funding, has introduced competition in a weakly competitive environment, with the aim to allocate resources more efficiently (Cattaneo et al., 2016). Hence, public universities have started to deal with new challenges, trying to guarantee the services they provide through their functions (teaching, research and outreach). 
Following this reasoning, the aims of this chapter are to understand which are the new funding challenges of public universities and to explore the role of innovative means of fundraising, as crowdfunding. The context of the analysis is the Italian one and, more specifically, the University of Pavia. The choice of this case study is given to its the pioneering role in developing and managing its own crowdfunding platform, being the first in Italy and Europe and one of the firsts in the world. Moreover, this university is affected by a centuries-old fundraising tradition, which goes back till 1875, when the first University of Pavia’s benefactor died and decided to leave all his belongings to the university. Afterwards, several donors sustained the University of Pavia, passing through the institution of education and graduation awards, which support students and graduates in their education career. Furthermore, the last evolution of this peculiar fundraising culture is the development of a totally in-house managed crowfunding platform, with the main aim of sustaining research projects. The platform is run by the university’s fundraising office, which collaborates with the crowdfunding projects’ leaders as a sort of fundraising counselor. In order to better understand the implications of this case study’s analysis, the empirical section of this chapter is integrated by two interviews, one to the president’s fundraising delegate and one to the fundraising officer of University of Pavia. Data gathered by interviews have been processed by content analysis, which make the most important topics come out, without modifying the contents of each answer (Mayring, 2014). 
Eventually, this case study is particularly meaningful because, although there is no legal obligation to disclosure crowdfunding outcomes, the University of Pavia tries to communicate them to its stakeholders and donors through digital tools and accountability workshops. This is not common for crowdfunding platforms and, additionally, for universities. 
Within this context of analysis, stakeholders are not considered as passive actors, but they could be part of the universities value creation process. Hence, organizational borders become evanescent and partnerships are desirable to reach a sustainable development. On this basis the study aim to answer to the following research questions: 
1) Can crowdfunding be an innovation tool useful to support public universities’ mission?
2) Which university’s functions can crowdfunding successfully support, involving stakeholders in the value co-creation process?
Results underline that fundraising culture is changing within public universities, being this phenomenon more and more affected by several forms of innovation, like crowdfunding one. However, this process is in the early stage of its life and numerous changes and developments are expected, even in the public context. Furthermore, the case study shows that crowdfunding supports research function mainly, rather than teaching and outreach ones. Indeed, the most successful crowdfunding projects are those that are easier to be communicated to potential donors. They are those that are able to involve stakeholders in the university’s value creation process. The research seeks to contribute to the value co-creation framework within public universities context. 
The chapter starts with a literature review about new challenges in funding public universities, like crowdfunding, which is an innovative means to raise funds both in entrepreneurial and in public and non profit context. This section is followed by the methodology paragraph. Afterwards, the case study is presented, analyzed and discussed. Finally, some general conclusions, limitations and further development are proposed. 

5.2 Background
Nowadays, sustainability in public sector has become a crucial topic, especially after the “Big Recession” of 2008: this concept assumes a proclivity to changes and transformations in order to get sustainable development (Hales, 2008; Lozano, 2006; 2010; Wright, 2010; Wright & Wilton, 2012; Wright & Horst, 2013). Moreover, sustainability is an interdisciplinary and multi-faceted concept that has to be pursued by universities (Ferrer-Balas et al., 2008). Furthermore, relating to public universities, an innovation rethinking process is needed, both within the organizations and in their relationships with external stakeholders (Lozano, 2006a; Vickers & Kouzmin, 2001; Weenen, 2000;). Moreover, leadership and vision towards changes and long-term transformations, even caused by society’s needs, should characterize a sustainable university.  Besides, according to Ferrer-Balas et al. (2008) one of the main external drivers for university transformation are sources of funding, which often drive university activities, especially from external funders point of view. On this basis, sustainability reporting supports universities in communicating to their stakeholders efforts relating to economic, environmental and social dimensions (Lozano, 2011). Moreover, being the Italian higher education context characterized by a competition based funding, government bodies are willing to finance sustainability-focused research. 
However, even if public higher education institutions have shown several efforts to be more sustainable, barriers still exist (Lotz-Sisitka, 2004; Lozano, 2006b; Ferrer-Balas et al. 2010). If sustainability is a strategic goal, all university’s stakeholders, both internal and external, have to be involved in the value creation process (McMillin & Dyball, 2009; Wright & Horst, 2013). According to Wright & Horst (2013), universities and their stakeholders have to share the same sustainability definition and concept, recognizing the key-role of higher education sector for society development through its functions. Eventually, a sustainable university includes sustainability in education and research activities, being a model for other public institutions. 
Traditionally public sector has always been seen as inhospitable to innovation, being characterized by asymmetric incentives (low rewards for successful innovations versus punishment for unsuccessful ones), the lack of venture capital and by adverse selection of innovative individuals (Borins, 2001; Sorensen & Torfing, 2011). However, since 2008 the situation have changed dramatically, calling for innovative public institutions. Hence, even higher education sector is considered as part of this transformation. 
According to Bloch and Bugge (2013), innovation “is the implementation of a significant change in the way your organization operates or in the products it provides. Innovations comprise new or significant changes to services and goods, operational processes, organizational methods, or the way your organization communicates with users” (p.143). Therefore, organizations should consider: product innovation, process innovation, organizational innovation and communication innovation. Moreover, within the public sector context, it is possible to state an additional concept: social innovation. It is defined as “the creation of long-lasting outcomes that aim to address societal needs by fundamentally changing the relationships, positions and rules between involved stakeholders, through an open process of participation, exchange and collaboration with relevant stakeholders, including end-users, thereby crossing organizational boundaries and jurisdictions” (Voorberg et al., 2015, p. 1334). The inclusion of end-users in the value creation process implies co-creation.
Literature about innovation in public sector defines innovation as a bottom-up phenomenon, rather than a top-down one (Borins, 2001; Hartley 2005; Sorensen and Torfing, 2011; Szkuta et al., 2014). According to Borins (2001), the conditions that lead to public management innovation are: political system’s initiatives, new leadership, crisis, internal problems and new opportunities. Relating to the context considered by this study, a combination of previously mentioned innovation’s conditions could have contributed to the definition of a new scenario. Moreover, an innovative organization, even if it is a public institution, should take some risks becoming effective and quickly correcting and learning from its errors (Borins, 2001). 
Additionally, Hartley (2005) states that it is possible to distinguish among: product innovation (new products), service innovation (new ways to provide services to users), process innovation (new design of organizational process), position innovation (new contexts or users), strategic innovation (new goals), governance innovation (new ways of stakeholders engagement), and rhetorical innovation (new forms of communication). Furthermore, within public sector, innovation is needed when it contributes to increase public value quality and efficiency, in order to get the mission of the organization (Hartley, 2005). 
Besides, several scholars argue that public innovation in not determined by single-actors, but it needs collaborative interaction among private and public actors, like individuals, public authorities, private companies and nonprofit organizations (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; Borins, 2001; Sorensen & Torfing, 2011). Hence, collaboration is crucial for innovation, especially within public sector. According to Sorensen & Torfing (2011), there are different strategies for collaboration: cultivation strategy (among employees), replication strategy (among public institutions), partnership strategy (between public and private organizations), network strategy (horizontal interaction among relevant actors in terms of expertise and resources), and open-source strategy (it produces innovation by the Internet, inviting co-creators to help solving a specific problem). Moreover, collaboration is based on tangible results for the stakeholders involved (Szkuta et al., 2014).
Considering the theoretical framework aforementioned, the study introduces the definition of crowdfunding as “an open call, essentially through the Internet, for the provision of financial resources either in form of donations (without rewards) or in exchange for some form of reward and/or voting right in order to support initiatives for specific purposes” (Lambert & Schwienbacher; 2010). Hence, crowdfunding can be considered a co-creation tool, even within the public higher education sector.
In 2006, Howe and Robinson introduced for the first time the term “crowdfunding”. For more than ten year several studies have been proposed about this topic, which is relatively new and quite far to reach maturity in the academic context. According to Halaburda & Yehezel (2016), crowdfunding can be defined as a two sided mediated market, within which three main actors operate: projects proponents, who seek capitals for different scopes, donors, who provide capitals to the proponents, and crowdfunding platforms, which are the intermediaries. 
The operating principle could be summarized as follows: through a public call, projects proponents submit their idea to the “crowd”, which is composed by a large pool of individuals, known as donors or funders. This call usually takes place on the Internet, through specific online platforms (Kleeman et al., 2008; Schwienbacher & Larralde, 2012; Belleflamme et al. 2013a, Casadesus-Masanell & Llanes, 2015). Once registered to the platform, project proponents should provide a description of the crowdfunding campaign, especially in terms of output and outcome, the goal (funding target) and, if needed, intermediate results. All these information should persuade potential donors to fund the project during the campaign. Usually, there is a minimum amount of money that a backer can send, but not a maximum. A crowdfunding projects lasts for a short time, usually some weeks. Moreover, platforms can have different operating rules: some of them let projects proponents to keep the money gathered only if the campaign reaches the goal or a certain percentage of it; others allow them keeping all the money raised during the call, ignoring the required budget fixed at the beginning of the project. The first type of platforms is called “all-or-nothing” model or “threshold pledge” model (Hemer, 2011), whereas the latter is known as “keep-it-all” model or “keep-what you get” model (Wash & Solomon, 2014).
Furthermore, different types of crowdfunding platforms models have been identified: donation-based crowdfunding, reward-based crowdfunding, loan-based crowdfunding and equity-based crowdfunding (Giudici et al. 2012, Mollick, 2013). For each of this model, a different level of involvement characterizes projects’ funders (Schwienbacher & Larralde, 2012). Relating to the equity model, backers are considered as shareholders who invest capitals in a business (usually an innovative one), hoping to receive dividends (Futko, 2014). Besides, within the loan-based model, funders lend their money to individual(s) who would not access to traditional debt institutions, expecting a repayment in term of interests (Meyskens & Bird, 2015). In reward-based model, backers support projects in order to get a tangible or intangible benefit from the proponents (individuals or start-ups). Finally, the donation model considers donors as philanthropists who do not have any expectations for their support (Mollick, 2014). This is the crowdfunding platform model on which this study is focused in order to answer to the research questions aforementioned. 
The main innovation introduced by crowdfunding is the possibility to open the funding support to a “crowd”, which is a wide group of funders, capable of providing a limited financial contribution to a single or defined set of projects. Moreover, within donation-based platforms, all those wealthy people who are willing to donate their money to a good cause, expecting no type of return, compose the “crowd” (Belleflamme et al., 2013b). According to Meyskens & Bird (2015), the donation-based model creates high social value, but low economic value. Indeed, donors are not interested in generating income, since they are focused on the social benefit created by their donations. On this basis, this model is suitable for public universities funding, especially to support research function. Therefore, crowdfunding could be the tool through which higher education institutions can engage a larger “crowd”, by encouraging transparency and accountability (Wheat et al., 2013). This is the way to reduce distance between scientists and nonscientists, involving the latter in the university and research value creation process. 

5.3 Methodology
From the epistemological point of view, this study is based on an interpretative approach, fitting with qualitative studies (Fattore, 2005). The empirical analysis is focused on an explorative case study: this method allows to get a deepen knowledge and awareness about the context of analysis.  Moreover, it enables to investigate situations characterized by the fact that there is not a clear distinction between the context and the phenomenon, which is the subject of the research. (Yin 2003). 
This study analyzes the case study of an Italian university, which is the University of Pavia. It was chosen because it is the only and the first public university that has developed its own crowdfunding platform (donation based) in Italy and in Europe, in addition to be one of the firsts in the world. Moreover, this platform is totally in-house managed by the professional fundraising university’s staff, which is supervised by the Delegate of the university’s President. Only 10% of Italian universities have a Fundraising Delegate for the President. Moreover, 62% of them have a professional staff dealing with fundraising issues. Nonetheless, most of them handle all the process linked with the competition announcements at regional, national and European level, supporting researchers with all bureaucratic issues regarding the funds’ appropriation. 
When, in 2014, University of Pavia’s President decided to develop a donation-based and totally in house managed crowdfunding platform, that was a pioneer strategic decision. In fact, in the following years, crowdfunding sector developed fast and with outstanding results in term of money raised. Till the end of 2017, Italian platforms have gathered € 133.197.153,17, supporting 15.915 projects. Moreover, donation and reward platforms are the most numerous in the Italian context, with the highest number of funded projects (8.515). Within crowdfunding context, donation and reward based platforms are the second in term of funds raised till the end of 2017 (€ 34.224.746) (Starteed, 2018).
Furthermore, considering the theoretical framework aforementioned, the case study is particularly interesting because of the role of its stakeholders in the value creation process. First of all, University of Pavia has organized more than 80 “public engagement events”, from the end of 2014 to the end of 2017. These events are linked to both on-line crowdfunding campaigns, with the aim to promote them, and to more general fundraising scopes, in order to get money for good causes.
Besides, the crowdfunding platform of University of Pavia, called Universitiamo, has been able to involve 2.464 donors (data refers to the end of 2017): they are individuals, private companies, public authorities and non-profit organizations. Since 2014, all they contribute to gather € 533.079, supporting mainly research function and, to a lesser extent, outreach and teaching. Moreover, according to Starteed Report (2018), within 46 donation and reward platforms, the University of Pavia is the tenth in term of money raised till the end of 2017. 
The empirical analysis is integrated by two semi-structured and face-to-face interviews, in order to understand the state of the art of the fundraising and crowdfunding culture within the University of Pavia’s context (Cardano, 2002). The interviews lasted twenty minutes on average and they have been recorded with the interviewees’ permission. On this basis, it was possible to get clear and precise information (Corbetta, 2003). 
Data provided by these interviews have been processed by content analysis methodology, which allows obtaining significant information from textual sources (Neundorf, 2016). It is articulated in several phases and it has to be based on a conceptual structure with a well-designed research hypothesis. Hence, in the preliminary stage of the analysis process it is required to formulate all the questions of the interview, taking into consideration the literature about the research topic (Krippendorff, 2004). 
The first person to be interviewed is the President’s Institutional Fundraising Delegate, Professor Arianna Arisi Rota, who answered to these questions:
1) What are the stages of fundraising and crowdfunding process run in the University of Pavia? Which is the output of this process and are there some key performance indicators used by governance to measure and control it?
2) Which is the university’s function to which fundraising and crowdfunding activities is dedicated (research, teaching, outreach)? Are there some criteria to distribute these resources?
3) What outcomes have been achieved from fundraising and crowdfunding point of view? Is crowdfunding a useful tool to support university’s mission and a sustainable development?
The second interviewee is the Fundraising and Promotion activities Manager, Ilaria Cabrini, who answered to the following questions:
1) Which are the main features of the University of Pavia’s crowdfunding platform (Universitiamo)?
2) Which are the main strengths of this platform? And the main weaknesses?
3) Does the platform support a specific function of the university, like research, rather than teaching and outreach? Are there topics that are more donors’ appealing than others? Why?
4) Which efforts should projects’ leaders do in order to reach the goal?
5)  Does the university report the results got by Universitiamo to its stakeholders and donors’?
The questions are the input of the content analysis delivered by this chapter. The process starts from the analysis of the answers and it is articulated in five phases, developed by the two researchers, in order to have relevant and reliable results (Schilling, 2006). The first phase is the raw data transcription. In order to develop this phase, the researcher has to follow some rules, like deleting dialecticisms, observing pauses and sounds during the interview (this rules was not considered by this study because it deals with other disciplines like, for example, Psychology) and making the transcription clear and coherent. The following phase is the conversion of raw data into condensed records: at this stage it is possible to deduct the dimensions to categorize interviews’ results starting from questions. The categories of analysis are not taken from the literature, but they are delivered from the interview analysis itself. Following the Inductive Content Analysis scheme, they are a priori defined, rather than derived from the literature, since the relatively recent introduction of the crowfunding phenomenon into the academic studies (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; Mayring, 2014; Miles & Hubermann, 1994). Afterwards, units of analysis are individuated. Each of them is defined as a piece of text understandable by itself and containing an idea or information (Tesch, 1990). For these interviews two units of analysis are considered: statements (the biggest text components categorized) and words (the smallest one). Defined these preliminary concepts, raw data have been “condensed”, reducing them in quantity terms, but maintaining essential contents (Schilling, 2006). Hence, each answer is reduced, taking into consideration the biggest text components (statements). Then, the latter is reduced one more time, in order to get the smallest text components (words). Moreover, in the fourth phase, they are categorized according to categories defined in the second phase. This stage is crucial and the categorization must be justified by researchers’ evaluations relating to the meaning attributed to the words. The latters can be ascribed to more than one category. In the last phase, the output of content analysis is delivered and, for this research, consists of a conceptual map, where concepts and logic relations included in the interviews are summarized. Results will be interpreted and discussed taking into consideration this map (Schilling, 2006).
	
5.4 Case-study
5.4.1 University of Pavia: overview
The University of Pavia is a public higher education institution, located in Lombardy (Northern Italy). It is one of the oldest universities in Europe, established in 1361 as Studium Generale by Emperor Charles IV. For 657 years several important and famous professors have passed by this university, introducing pivotal discoveries and innovations in different scientific sectors, like Medicine, Engineering, Antiquities and Literature. The first Italian Nobel prize (in Physiology and Medicine) was given to Camillo Golgi, professor at the University of Pavia, for the “Golgi complex” discovery. 
Nowadays, University of Pavia is a research and teaching University, hosting more than 23.000 students, organized in eighteen departments, which offer bachelor and master’s degrees, PhD. programs and several schools in medical specialization. Research activities, carried out in departments, institutes, clinics, centers and laboratories, are managed and funded by several synergies with private (enterprises and companies) and public (municipalities, hospitals, regional authorities…) institutions. Furthermore, University of Pavia collaborates with numerous non-profit organizations, like Foundations and Alumni Association, which contribute to create a community around this higher education institution. Hence, the University of Pavia has been defined as a System, not only because of its important historical origins and top quality achievements, but, above all, because it is characterized by the presence of twenty colleges and residences, where Italian and foreigner students can find an accommodation for their higher education period. Four of these colleges are Historical Residence Halls recognized by the Ministry of Higher Education: they have a prestigious past and host the most brilliant students. The others are Students Residence Halls and were founded more recently by both public and private initiatives. Moreover, this System includes the University’s Museum Network (9 museums), where the historical and cultural heritage of the institution is collected. 
The University of Pavia is the owner of all its architectural buildings, which are characterized by an important historical value. Well-to-do and forward-thinking citizens, alumni and well-known professors donated them to the university. They are all part of its cultural heritage. The first University of Pavia’s philanthropist was Luigi Porta (1800-1875), who graduated in Medicine and worked as full professor at this university. He left his whole belongings to the university as a gratitude action, being the first of several philanthropists of the University of Pavia. 
The University of Pavia’s storytelling shows an important tradition of this institution in term of fundraising culture. Being characterized by a close link to the geographical area where it is located and its citizens, this university has been able to make fundraising be one of its strategic activities to support teaching, research and outreach functions.  
From teaching point of view, the University of Pavia supports its students with several education and graduation awards. They are announced every year with the aim to sustain very brilliant students (education awards) and graduates who stand out for top quality, scientific interests and novelty of their products about specific disciplinary areas, given scientific topics or themes that deserve additional research activities (graduation awards). Both education and graduation awards can be established by:
· the university’s administrative board, by funds taken from bequests and donations specifically allocated by the financial report;
· the university’s departmental boards, by their funds;
· external entities (public authorities, profit and non profit organizations or natural people), by their own funds, without any commitment for the university.
Education and graduation awards are summarized in Table 5.1: each award is entitled to important personalities of the University of Pavia and it is devoted to a particular scientific area. For each award there are one or more awards available for students/graduates and the amount can be different, from €1.000 to €30.000. The total number of education award is 21, for a total amount of €112.800, whereas graduation awards are 28, for a total amount of €76.335,00. Hence, the University of Pavia announces 48 awards every year, supporting teaching function with €189.135,00. As previously stated and shown in Table 5.1, awards can have different founder: most of them are established by the administrative board (in table 5.1: AB) (11) and by natural people (in table 5.1: EE NP). Departmental boards (in table 1: DB) offer only two awards, as non-profit organizations (in table 5.1: EE NONPROFIT). A private company sponsors only one award. Eventually, a joint venture between natural people and a public authority funds a graduation awards. 
Research and outreach functions are funded, beyond the government funding, by the participation to competition announcements at regional (Cariplo), national (Prin) and European level (Horizon 2020). Moreover some public authorities (like municipalities and regional ones), private companies (operating in different business), non-profit organizations (foundations and associations) and natural people, by donations and bequests, contribute to support research and outreach activities carried out by the University of Pavia. 

5.4.2 Donation-based crowdfunding: Universitiamo by Unipv
The case-study’s overview shows clearly the “universe” of different and varied stakeholders with which University of Pavia has established long-term relationships in term of fundraising. Within this context, in 2014 the President of the university decided to create a crowdfunding platform, called Universitiamo, totally owned by the university and in-house managed. It is a donation-based platform, operating with the “all-or-nothing” system: projects must reach the 80% of the required budget at least, in order to receive their funds; otherwise money is not taken from donors. Hence, till the deadline of the project, donations are only a “promise” becoming so “real” only if the 80% of the budget is reached. Through this platform, anyone can support not only research activities, regarding different scientific areas, but also teaching and outreach ones, even with a small donation (the minimum amount is € 5,00). Moreover, donors can choose to which project and team of researchers address their money, instead of donating to a generic and anonymous bank account. In fact, for each crowdfunding project, researchers’ names, surnames, positions and curricula vitae are available, beyond the specific purposes of their project, explained in an authoritative way, but simple to understand. Furthermore, backers can stay updated, if they wish, about the progresses of the project. 
The main aim of this platform is supporting research activity, especially that of young researchers, smart minds that deserve additional backing by greater visibility. Universitiamo is especially designed for them. Figure 5.2 shows projects’ distribution according to university’s function: it is clear that most of campaigns concern research activities. 
This is the reason why Figure 5.3 is focused on research projects: it points out the allocation of this type of campaigns among the three Research macro areas: humanities and social sciences, technologies and sciences, and life sciences. The last one is the research sector that proposes more crowdfunding projects (47%), followed by technologies and sciences (31%) and, finally, by humanities and social sciences (22%). 
In the first three years of activity, the platform hosted about 40 projects: 36 of them regard research function, 3 concern outreach, whereas only one is a campaign that relates to teaching function. Since 2014, the platform has collected € 533.079 from over 2.464 donors, with an average of € 206 per donor and an average of 95 donors per project. Besides, 27 crowdfunding campaigns (68%) managed to reach the required budget and 16 of these (40%) was able to exceed the goal (getting more than 100% of the money asked to the “crowd”). Following the reasoning previously stated, Figure 5.4 shows the projects’ success composition according to university’s functions: again, the most supported one is research (89%), followed by outreach (7%) and teaching (4%).
Moreover, considering only research projects, Figure 5.5 underlines the differences in term of performance among the three macro areas. Furthermore, it points out, per each of the latter, number of on-line campaigns (blue column), number of projects able to reach at least 80% of required budget (red column) and, eventually, number of campaigns that exceed the budget (violet column).
Most successful projects regard life sciences research: 16% out of 17 campaigns reached the budget required and 75% exceeded the goal. Relating to technologies and sciences, more than 50% received the funds they asked to crowd, whereas only 50% of these overcame this amount of money. Finally, humanities and social sciences have the lowest success rate, since only two projects out of eight was able to gather at least 80% of the required budget. 

5.4.3 Interviews: results
According to the qualitative method used in this study, two interviews was conducted, in order to better understand if fundraising and crowdfunding are considered useful tools to support university’s mission and which function can they sustain for a sustainable development of the university itself. As previously stated, a conceptual map that summarized content analysis results is presented (Figure 5.6).
The blue boxes represent the categories arisen from the preliminary evaluation of the interviews by the researchers. The first one is the definition of the fundraising concept: it is defined as a new process, where several activities are included. The most important ones are promotion of the university, the services delivered and the development of the university itself. Moreover, this definition addresses fundraising as an institutional support to the three university’s functions. Furthermore, it is considered a new tool to sustain outreach, not only in the technology transfer process, but also as a way to start a dialogue with external stakeholders, like, for example, enterprises. Relating to the fundraising function, it is considered as a communication tool of the university’s fundraising campaigns towards the external environment. Besides, it needs an organizational coordination, since it involves several university’s departments. Finally, the main function of fundraising, in the University of Pavia, is supporting research. 
As previously stated, fundraising is defined as a process that includes numerous activities, like communication inside and outside the university and strategic coordination to develop the process in an effective way. Besides, this process is mainly addressed to the research support. This fact is linked to the fundraising’s output, which is defined as knowledge creation through promotion of campaigns, institution of education and graduation awards and donations gathered by the university. This is considered a performance driver in term of social impact. Another output is the establishment of several partnerships with profit and nonprofit organizations and, from this perspective, fundraising is also an outreach tool. Moreover, the University of Pavia tries to engage its stakeholder and perspective donors by organizing social events (public engagement). These events are not only addressed to promotion, but they are the chance to communicate to internal and external stakeholders and donors which results the university has reached, thanks to the fundraising campaigns. However, formal social reporting and accountability need more time and it is not possible to communicate results, especially relating to the research activities, immediately after the end of a fundraising campaign. Nonetheless, social reporting and accountability are considered key performance drivers in an openness perspective. Performance evaluation is also considered a mid-long period activity, which takes into consideration the fact that introducing a new activity, like fundraising, implies a learning-by-doing process for human resources included in the fundraising unit. 
Eventually, crowdfunding is one of the most important innovations introduced by University of Pavia within the academic environment, being the first in Italy and Europe. It works as a donation-based platform, where people can contribute to research by giving even small amounts of money. Following this reasoning, it supports mainly research function. It is able to engage the crowd and, hence, a huge number of stakeholders and donors (public engagement and participation). Being an online platform, its performance is strictly correlated with the university’s reputation, since it reaches stakeholders and donors that can be geographically far from Pavia and could not have had any direct experience of the university. Furthermore, communication abilities on digital tools and social networks are crucial for the crowdfunding campaigns’ success. The choice of using this kind of fundraising tool is a path to an “open” university for society. 

5.5 Discussion
The case study analysis is particularly interesting because it allows a better understanding about how public universities can be more sustainable from financial and social point of view (Vickers & Kouzmin, 2001; Lozano, 2011). Indeed, case study’s overview demonstrates that most education and graduation awards are funded by bequests and donations, without any commitment for the university. Moreover, education awards have an impact on teaching function in term of output, since they support most brilliant student during their education course, contributing to maintain and increase the graduates number. Furthermore, graduation awards affect teaching and research in term of outcome, as they sustain top quality graduates who have proven specific scientific interests or that deserves incentives to carry on their research activity. Besides, the composition of awards founders reveals the capability of the University of Pavia to establish long-term relationships with several stakeholders (public authorities, private companies, nonprofit organizations and natural people), involving them in the value creation process, becoming so a co-creation process (McMillin & Dyball, 2009; Wright & Horst, 2013).
Within the University of Pavia context, crowdfunding is an innovation tool useful to support university’s mission, since it is able to engage several and varied stakeholders, both directly, by public engagement events, and indirectly, by the crowdfunding platform itself and social networks (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; Borins, 2001; Sorensen & Torfing, 2011). Crowdfunding allows donors creating value together with the university, making them become part of scientific projects (Szkuta et al., 2014). Success rate of crowdfunding projects (68%) is higher than the national mean (50%) (Starteed, 2018): during the first year of the platform € 247.091 has been raised, followed by € 80.783 in the second one and, eventually, € 205.205 in the third one. This is a positive performance, in spite of the decrease in the second year, caused by the end of the “newness effect” and by the introduction of more humanities and social sciences’ projects. Indeed, the latters are less “crowd appealing” and are characterized by lower required budgets. Besides, during the third year, 21 campaigns have been proposed to the crowd, with a well-diversified funding goal, according to the project’s macro areas and target. 
Therefore, in 2017 the platform became mature and grounded, thanks to a strategic selection activity of the projects, both in term of research macro areas and from required budget point of view (Meyskens & Bird, 2015). Moreover, communication to the main stakeholders and donors is stable, through social networks and by specific accountability workshops (Wheat et al., 2013). Accountability is an important characteristic of Universitiamo, since there are no laws about this important issue. Despite this lack, the University of Pavia has decided to establish a continuous dialogue with its stakeholders and donors through the organization of public engagement events, publishing social reports, communicating its results, also through the storytelling of most important crowdfunding success stories (Ferrer-Balas et al., 2008; Weenen, 2000; Lozano, 2006a; Lozano, 2011). 
The next evolution of the platform will be affected by a new strategy: it will host crowdfunding projects coming from other Italian universities e from municipalities (civic crowdfunding). Finally, University of Pavia will start an international fundraising campaign, with the aim to enlarge the stakeholders’ networks and to improve its value co-creation process (Borins, 2001; Hartley 2005; Sorensen and Torfing, 2011; Szkuta et al., 2014).
Relating to the research questions aforementioned, this study is able to state that crowdfunding, within public higher education sector, is a process and strategic innovation tool. This is also confirmed by the content analysis results. Relating to the former, a new organizational model in term of fundraising was introduced, through the establishment of a professional staff. Moreover, crowdfunding is a strategic innovation since it establishes new objectives in terms of fundraising and stakeholders’ engagement (Hartley, 2005). However, from financial and social sustainability point of view, crowdfunding is a collateral tool, which should be combined with other “traditional” fundraising tools, which are adopted by University of Pavia (education and graduation awards, competitive announcements…) (Ferrer-Balas et al., 2008). This is confirmed by the fact that crowdfunding supports mainly the research function rather than teaching and outreach. Instead, these are successfully sustained by other fundraising means, which are able to involve stakeholders in the university’s value creation process as well (Wheat et al., 2013).  
Content analysis results of the interviews confirm previous statements. Furthermore, it points out the focus of fundraising process and activities on the research function. More specifically, in the definition of fundraising, interviewees state that it is addressed to all university’s functions. However, relating to fundraising’s functions, fundraising and, hence, crowdfunding are committed to support research activities. Furthermore, it is described as an outreach tool. Hence, it is possible to conclude that from an institutional point of view fundraising have to sustain all the three university’s functions, but it only supports research, since it is the area that most suffered from the cut of the governmental financial support (Lehmann et al., 2017). Moreover, it does not sustain outreach function, since it is used to carry out this function in a more effective way. Finally, from teaching’s point of view, the University of Pavia’s fundraising activities support it through education and graduation awards, whereas crowdfunding contribution is really marginal.
From the content analysis results it is possible to notice that interviewees consider fundraising and crowdfunding’s output and outcome as similar concept. In fact, they describe knowledge creation as an output, even if it is an outcome, since it is not delivered directly by the fundraising process, being it a secondary consequence. Following this reasoning, social impact is an outcome as well. More specifically, fundraising has not a social impact, but it contributes to make university acknowledged by society as a value creation producer (Paleari et al., 2015). Hence, social impact is determined by the university itself, which can use fundraising tools like crowdfunding as a communication and promotion tool. Furthermore, social reporting and accountability has a crucial role in making this tool an effective way to support university’s mission and, hence, its functions. Besides, they contribute to build university’s reputation, which is a crucial element in determine fundraising and crowdfunding campaigns’ success. 

5.6 Conclusions, limitations and further development
This research is an explorative analysis of the crowdfunding role in supporting public universities facing new funding challenges, especially after the Big Recession. From this point of view crowdfunding is considered an innovation tool, which could successfully support research function together with other fundraising tools, devoted to sustain teaching and outreach. Hence, crowdfunding could be effective not only in term of raising funds, but also as stakeholders’ engagement tool. Moreover, donors are involved in the university’s value creation process by supporting research, being informed of its results and spreading them (Szkuta et al., 2014). On this basis, Universitiamo has to continue to focus on supporting research function, since results show that this is the context where success rate is higher, considering especially life sciences and technologies macro areas of research. Furthermore, for philanthropists’ point of view, donations are social investments, whose returns are distributed among individuals involved in a certain social environment. Indeed, University of Pavia’s donors give money to support research projects, which could have a positive impact on their life and background (Belleflamme et al., 2013b; Wheat et al., 2013; Szkuta et al., 2014; Meyskens & Bird 2015).
In spite of Hartley’s statement about the fact that innovation is a bottom-up process, within the case study analyzed by this research, it can be defined as a top-down process. Therefore, it depends on the peculiar structure of Italian universities’ governance, which is quite rigid. Nonetheless, the University of Pavia strategy is based on collaboration among different actors of society, like private companies, public authorities, nonprofit organizations and individuals. From fundraising point of view it adopts an open-source strategy, which includes innovation by the Internet (crowdfunding platform), inviting co-creators to help solving a specific problem, that is supporting research (Sorensen & Torfing, 2011).
Furthermore, the fact that support is mainly given to the research function is determine by some social, political and economic environment conditions and recent changes. Research is the function that has most suffered from the governmental financial cuts to public universities and to research activities in general (Italy). This situation has forced them to find out new financial sources to be integrated by the governmental ones. Results from new researches, especially within life sciences and technologies fields, could be really appealing from donors that want to socially invest their money to sustain a good cause. Besides, crowdfunding is the fundraising tool that could enable them to be involved in the university’s value creation process (Colasanti et al., 2018).
Another interesting object of analysis is crowdfunding’s net contribution, which is useful to estimate the role of crowdfunding in term of efficiency. In fact, the cost of the initial investment of the platform must be considered as well as the running costs of the fundraising office. This can be a pivotal information to judge crowdfunding support to university’s mission achievement. However, universities’ behavior is not inspired by “voluntary disclosure approach” and they are quite reticent to communicate the crowdfunding costs to external and even (this is really surprising!) internal stakeholders. This fact is linked to the trend to focus the attention on output rather than input, overcoming that the input-output relationship has a deep impact on outcome, which is the value created by the university for society.
Obviously, results from this study relate to the context of analysis. Assuming that limitation, the research opens up a new trend about sustainability and innovation within public universities. Further developments on this research path recommend the formulation of a theoretical framework, within the value co-creation mainstream. Moreover, some quantitative case study about the crowdfunding platform could allow reaching less interpretive results and more general ones. Lastly, the validity of those research propositions should be investigated in multiple case studies, by comparing public universities located in different countries. 
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Table 5.1: Summary of Education and Graduation Awards by University of Pavia
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Figure 5.2. Projects’ distribution according to university’s functions
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Figure 5.3: Campaigns’ allocation according to Research macro areas
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Figure 5.4: Projects’ success composition according to university’s functions
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Figure 5.5: Platform performance according to Research macro areas
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Figure 5.6: A conceptual map of fundraising culture in University of Pavia.




































Chapter 6
Conclusion
6.1 Principal findings and theoretical contributions
Governmental cuts in funding for higher education are requiring universities to seek other sources of funding. Hence, public universities are becoming increasingly involved in fundraising to provide the needed financial resources for operations and capital expenditures. This increased dependence on external private sources of funding as support emphasizes the need for more in depth studies of public universities fundraising. The analysis of the state of the art of the literature shows that fundraising is a topic that deserves a multi-disciplinary and holistic approach relating to the focus of the analysis. Moreover, there are some themes (factors influencing fundraising success, organizational changes and institutional challenges introduced by fundraising practices, donors’ behavior and donations’ drivers, online fundraising and crowdfunding) that have been investigated more than others (fundraising effectiveness and efficiency, external engagement and external development, financial stability and growth, fundraising’s outcome, and fundraising regulation). Besides, some themes have been investigatet by scientific literature on the topic without any theoretical framework support. 
Taking into consideration the literature shown by this study (second chapter), the aim of this thesis is to focus the analysis on fundraising as a means to support university’s outcome delivered through its three functions (teaching, research and outreach). This means that the investigation does not concern with fundraising’s outcome, but it deals with the impact of fundraising output on university’s outcome and, hence, on university’s mission. The assumption behind this study is the triangular relation among fundraising process’ output, university’s outcome and university’s mission (Figure 6.1). 
Fundraising strategy is based on university’s needs in terms of financial resources crucial to guarantee the availability of the university’s services for its stakeholders. The delivery of these services in an effective and efficient way represents the value that universities create for society and, hence its mission (Moore, 1995; 2000; 2003). The relation represented in figure 6.1 has not been investigated enough by the existing literature and it calls for further investigations and analyses. Therefore, the research aim of this study is basically to understand, interpret and explain the fundraising phenomenon, process, and activities and how they work within the Italian higher education context. Then, in order to answer to the main research questions of this thesis, it starts from the Resource Dependence Theory framework, which has been quite well developed within universities’ context (Drees & Heugens, 2013; Hillman et al. 2009; Malatesta & Smith, 2014, Pfeffer & Salancik, 1878). This approach has been further investigated by Chan (2015), who provided a conceptual model for research in higher education philanthropy, underlying the inter-organizational relationships between higher education organizations and private funders. 
Furthermore, the first essay of this paper (third chapter) discusses fundraising activities and processes within public higher education context, with a special focus on the role of university presidents and academic deans. In fact, fundraising is a shared responsibility among a wide group of institutional leaders (university’s presidents and deans). Therefore, internal and external stakeholders expect them to lead the fundraising activity capably, visibly and credibly. Hence, fundraising is a strategic process that regards all the university’s functions, involving several actors, inside and outside the organizational boundaries (Chan, 2015). In order to answer to the first research question (of this chapter) an organizational model is delivered, while, for the second one, a theoretical model is developed, combining “strategic triangle” framework (Moore, 1995, 2000, 2003) and “resource dependency theory” (Chan, 2015; Pfeffer & Salanik, 1978). 
From the theoretical point of view, the paper highlights how fundraising effectiveness depends on commitment of university’s governance and on organizational capabilities developed. A governmental institution creates public value if it realizes its mission (Moore, 2000): for a public higher education institution it means that it has to carry out its functions and this is the reason why public value is in the center of the diagrammatic representation. Being increasingly lacking the governmental financial support, universities are calling for private funding, in order to ensure their services. Moreover, the empirical analysis highlights the fundraising’s strategic role in backing up universities’ functions, especially research (Hodson, 2010; Chan, 2015). Furthermore, the Italian public higher education is focused on getting funds from regional, national or European competitive announcements, rather than asking for private support. Besides, this lack of fundraising culture is witnessed also by the scarce presence of alumni boards in the Italian public universities. Alumni boards are pivotal to plan and assess a successful fundraising campaign (Hodson, 2010; Stevick, 2010).
From the organizational capacity perspective, public universities need strategic alignment to ensure that strategic management is carrying out strategic plans, being coherent with the strategy (Kaplan and Norton, 2006; Chan, 2015). From this point of view the Italian academic sector is not mature enough: organizational structures must be less rigid and more reactive to fundraising process, encouraging integration and adopting a multidisciplinary approach (Stevick, 2010). Moreover, accountability tools, as social reports, should be adopted to increase support and authorization from the external stakeholders (Moore, 1995; Moore 2000; Moore, 2003). 
Then, the second essay (fourth chapter) is focused on fundraising as a means to reach the university’s outcome, through sustaining university’s functions. The aim of this essay is to understand which are the fundraising characteristics that influence university’s outcome. This chapter aims to understand which are the fundraising culture and behavior within Italian public universities. Moreover, it seeks to investigate the fundraising tools and features that affect university’s performance and, hence, if it is able to support university’s mission in a sustainable way. Results underline the awareness of universities to consider fundraising as a crucial process to get resources in order to support universities’ functions, especially research (Caboni, 2010). Then, it can sustain university’s mission by a mix of fundraising tools, which support in a different way the three functions. Hence, these tools can be considered as collateral to public funding (“basic percentage” of FFO and “reward percentage” of FFO), but, at the same time, they are necessary to guarantee the value that public universities create for society (Paleari et al., 2015). Furthermore, most of the universities that agreed to be interviewed are those who are considered as pioneers of fundraising (and also crowdfunding). The fact that within this sample there is confusion about some key-concepts shows that the Italian Higher Education context is still in the early days of fundraising practices and culture. In fact, in order to guarantee financial sustainability, public funding is not enough and the use of fundraising tools has become necessary. Besides, fundraising must be considered a tool that enables universities to be sustainable in their value creation process (Perez-Esparrells & Torre, 2012). Moreover, universities are starting to consider a new and innovative fundraising tool as crowdfunding (Colasanti et al., 2018). 
Then, the third and last essay (fifth chapter) tries to extend knowledge about innovative forms of fundraising, as crowdfunding, within the public universities’ context. The case study analyzed in this chapter shows that crowdfunding supports research function mainly, rather than teaching and outreach. Indeed, the most successful crowdfunding projects are those that are easier to be communicated to potential donors. They are those that are able to involve university’s stakeholders in the value creation process. This research is an explorative analysis of the crowdfunding role in supporting public universities facing new funding challenges, especially after the Big Recession. From this point of view crowdfunding is considered an innovation tool, which could successfully support research function together with other fundraising tools, devoted to sustain teaching and outreach. Hence, crowdfunding could be effective not only in term of raising funds, but also as stakeholders’ engagement tool. Moreover, donors are involved in the university’s value creation process by supporting research, being informed of its results and spreading them (Szkuta et al., 2014). On this basis, Universitiamo have to continue to focus on supporting research function, since results show that this is the context where success rate is higher, considering especially life sciences and technologies macro areas of research. Furthermore, for philanthropists’ point of view, donations are social investments, whose returns are distributed among individuals involved in a certain social environment. Indeed, the University of Pavia’s donors give money to support research projects, which could have a positive impact on their life and background (Belleflamme et al., 2013b; Wheat et al., 2013; Szkuta et al., 2014; Meyskens & Bird 2015).
In spite of Hartley’s statement about the fact that innovation is a bottom-up process, within the case study analyzed by this research, it can be defined as a top-down process. Therefore, it depends on the peculiar structure of Italian universities’ governance, which is quite rigid. Nonetheless, the University of Pavia’s strategy is based on collaboration among different actors of society, like private companies, public authorities, nonprofit organizations and individuals. From fundraising point of view it adopts an open-source strategy, which includes innovation by the Internet (crowdfunding platform), inviting co-creators to help solving a specific problem, that is supporting research (Sorensen & Torfing, 2011).
Furthermore, the fact that support is mainly given to research function is determine by some social, political and economic environment conditions and recent changes. Research is the function that has most suffered from the governmental financial cuts to public universities and to research activities in general (Italy). This situation has forced them to find out new financial sources to be integrated by the governmental ones. Results from new researches, especially within life sciences and technologies fields, could be really appealing from donors that want to socially invest their money to sustain a good cause. Besides, crowdfunding is the fundraising tool that could enable them to be involved in the university’s value creation process (Colasanti et al., 2018).
Finally, the three aforementioned essays allow answering to the main research questions of this thesis. Taking into consideration the Italian higher education context, fundraising is partially integrated in the university’s strategy and institutional asset, in relation to its three functions. In fact, although fundraising objectives are often included in the long-term planning documents and most universities are endowed with a fundraising professional staff, fundraising process and culture are in their first steps of development. Universities’ organizational charts and procedures are quite rigid and more focused on functions rather than processes. Moreover, coordination and integration throughout the organizational structure is still an issue for the academic leaders, especially for presidents, who are expected to be responsible for fundraising process and relating results. Furthermore, fundraising outputs are often dependent on personal relationships based on trust in the academic leaders, rather than be institutionalized by loyalty towards the universities. Then, even fundraising professional staff and units perceive fundraising as a inescapable process, having a passive behavior towards it, rather than a proactive one. However, the universities that are considered as pioneers within fundraising topic, attempt to approach to the relating issues through an innovative tool that is crowdfunding. This fundraising means is still in its start-up phase, especially within higher education context. 
The consideration of fundraising as a crucial and strategic process even by public universities can have an important impact on university’s outcome and mission. First of all, fundraising outputs are mainly addressed to support research functions rather than teaching and outreach ones. Then, teaching activities are less sustained, whereas crowdfunding is sometimes seen as an outreach tool, able to communicate the value that universities create for society. Hence, if the universities are still able to guarantee their services to society, although the governmental funding’s cuts, this is also thanks to fundraising process and activities, at list relating to the research function.

6.2 Methodological contribution
From the methodological point of view, this thesis is based on a mixed approach, considering both qualitative methodologies, in all the essays, and quantitative ones, only in the fourth chapter. More specifically, the first essay (third chapter) aims to analyze in deep the integrated long-term strategic plans through “Content Analysis” methodology (Krippendorff, 2004). A qualitative content analysis was chosen, based on a deductive method (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; Mayring, 2014). The research adopts a “problem driven approach” (Krippendorff, 2004): once formulated the research questions and established stable correlations through the theoretical models proposed, units of analysis were defined as the integrated long-term strategic plans. Categories were a priori defined, considering the theoretical framework delivered (Schilling, 2006). Then, in order to analyze texts and link them to the right category, a codebook was defined, focusing on coding rules (Neuendorf, 2002). Coding units’ analysis was delivered through the support of a web-based software, QCAmap, which allows testing several text units, like university’s strategic plans, linking them to specific research questions and to theory-based categories (deductive content analysis).
From the epistemological perspective, the second essay (fourth chapter) is based on a mixed approach: both quantitative (questionnaires) (Sudman et al. 1996) and qualitative (interviews) (Fattore, 2005) methods have been used. Hence, the empirical analysis is split into two steps. First of all, a questionnaire, made up by five questions, was sent by e-mail to a sample of 58 Italian public universities. Moreover, the second step of the empirical analysis of this chapter considers a sample of twelve Italian public universities, selected from the Censis Public Universities Classification (2016). Hence, the second step of the analysis includes nine semi-structured interviews to Presidents’ Fundraising Delegates and Managers (Cardano, 2003). These interviews are analyzed adopting the grounded theory methodology (Flick, 2014). The first phase of this analysis is coding, which is the process for analyzing the materials collected in order to develop a grounded theory (Glaser, 1978; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss, 1987; Strauss & Corbin, 1990; Charmaz, 2006). Furthermore, coding can be split into three steps: open coding, axial coding and selective coding (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). The first step consists in segmenting data in units of meaning (single words, sentences…) in order to attach codes to them. Then, the next step is axial coding, whose output is the elaboration of the relations between categories previously identified. This step of the analysis is summarized in the Paradigm Model delivered by Strauss and Corbin (1990). This model is based on two axes: the first goes from causes of the phenomenon to the consequences of the phenomenon, whereas the other one links the conditions of the context where the phenomenon is studied with the strategies of actors involved in the phenomenon. Hence, axial coding allows selecting the categories that are most relevant in order to answer to the research questions. Then, the last step is selective coding, which take the analysis to a higher level of abstraction. The output of this step is the elaboration and formulation of one central category and one central phenomenon. Finally, once grouped the data according to coding paradigm and individuated the most important categories and phenomena, it is possible to describe the theory under certain conditions, which the researchers must specify. Hence, the theory is formulated and checked with the data gathered and analyzed. The process ends when the theoretical saturation is reached (Strauss & Corbin, 1990; Flick, 2014).
Relating to the third essay (fifth chapter), from the epistemological point of view, it is based on an interpretative approach, fitting with qualitative studies (Fattore, 2005). The empirical analysis is focused on an explorative case study: this method allows to get a deepen knowledge and awareness about the context of analysis.  Moreover, it enables to investigate situations characterized by the fact that there is not a clear distinction between context and phenomenon, which is the subject of the research. (Yin, 2003). This chapter analyzes the case study of an Italian university, which is the University of Pavia. The empirical analysis is integrated by two semi-structured and face-to-face interviews, in order to understand the state of the art of the fundraising and crowdfunding culture within the University of Pavia’s context (Cardano, 2002). On this basis, it was possible to get clear and precise information (Corbetta, 2003). Data provided by these interviews have been processed by content analysis methodology, which allows obtaining significant information from textual sources (Neundorf, 2016). It is articulated in several phases and it has to be based on a conceptual structure with a well-designed research hypothesis. Hence, in the preliminary stage of the analysis process it is required to formulate all the questions of the interview, taking into consideration the literature about the research topic (Krippendorff, 2004). The process starts from the analysis of the answers and it is articulated in five phases, developed by the two researchers, in order to have relevant and reliable results (Schilling, 2006). The categories of analysis are not taken from the literature, but they are delivered from the interviews’ analysis itself. Following the Inductive Content Analysis scheme, they are a priori defined, rather than taken from the literature, since the relatively recent introduction of the crowfunding phenomenon into the academic studies (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; Mayring, 2014; Miles & Hubermann, 1994). Afterwards, units of analysis are individuated. Each of them is defined as a piece of text understandable by itself and containing an idea or information (Tesch, 1990). The output of content analysis consists of a conceptual map, where concepts and logic relations included in the interviews are summarized (Schilling, 2006).

6.3 Limitations and implications for further development 
The first essay (third chapter) is an analysis of the state of the art of the Italian public higher education context, in term of fundraising role in strategic planning and management. It is an exploratory and qualitative study, which could be further investigated through quantitative analysis. It would be interesting to examine in depth the relationship between fundraising objectives and universities organizational size (number of students) or the geographical areas where the universities are located. Besides, a quantitative content analysis of integrated long-term strategic plans (or other strategic planning documents) could be useful to assess results got by this research (Krippendorff, 2004a; Krippendorff, 2004b; Krippendorff, 2004c). 
Relating to the second essay (fourth chapter), the main limitation of this study is the fact that the sample considered both by the questionnaires’ analysis and by interviews’ one is not enough to completely understand and explain the fundraising behavior of Italian public universities, in addition to their consideration of the tool as a support for university’s mission through its functions. It should be interesting to further develop this study by investigating the reasons why other universities are not endowed with a professional fundraising staff and why they do not consider fundraising as an effective tool to sustain university’s function. Moreover, within the “pioneers”, a deeper analysis of the interviews’ texts by qualitative content analysis could bring to a map of fundraising culture, investigating the common and shared language in the “Ba” of words (Magliacani & Madeo, 2018). 
Then, the third essay (fifth chapter) shows results that mainly relate to the context of analysis. Assuming that limitation, the research opens up a new trend about sustainability and innovation within public universities. Further developments on this research path recommend the formulation of a theoretical framework, within the value co-creation mainstream. Moreover, some quantitative case study about the crowdfunding platform could allow reaching less interpretive results and more general ones. Lastly, the validity of those research propositions should be investigated by multiple case studies, by comparing public universities located in different countries. 
Finally, from a critical point of view, even the dark side of fundraising output must be taken into consideration by future research. In fact, a strong success of fundraising activities can lead to an additional reduction in public funding for universities (crowding-out-effect). This can be seen as an advantage from one hand, because it leads to fewer burdens for public budgets. However, from another perspective, it can be dangerous since it makes universities partially dependent on private interests, especially those of private companies. Universities’ leaders have to decide strategically to what extent they want this dependency and, hence, the right fundraising mix in terms of tools.
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Figure 6.1: The triangular relation among fundraising process’ output, university’s outcome and university’s mission.
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