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1.1 Abstract

This research discussearisformational philanthropy and networks of cocreated value

in Canada, focusing dhe top segment Canadian philanthroprt® make single

donations of $5 Million CAD or more. This segment of donatso with a single gift at

that | evel can and do Atransformo organi zat
single donationThe context for this researchthe sphere of posecondary education,

specifically universities and their affiliated mealienstitutions. Ultimately, this

research attempts to answer the following questions: Why do donors make
transformational donations? What are the <ch
donatidbyo ext ensi on, t he ?Howdaeshs maketimppt i onal ¢
literature, and more specifically, the cocreation construct, illuminate the donating

behaviour of these philanthropi8té\nd finally, what kind of experiences between the

donor and the organization result in the donor making transformationations?

This body of qualitative research concludiest the act of transformational givimgnot

simply a dyadic relationship between the donor and the receiving organizaticiogsor

the gift itself benefit o nlhBrojettbneldevelopt e ndedo
the theoretical Aphil anthropic exchange sys
this theoretical development in Project one, in Project two, | propose an evolution of the
Aphil ant hropi c exc h artgsa plilgnthropicreqcial systentof her de
reci procal exchange and cocreated value, or
to understand the complex web that underpins transformational giving. Project three

elaborats this metaphor, based on more infamh data, and suggest selfsustaining

constellation of networks comprising symbiotic interrelationships among the

stakeholder$ the donor, beneficiary organizations, as well as the people and micro

communities they each serve and suppbis. suggestd that he actions and

interactions of the philanthropidtevea A compoundi ngo or | everage
philanthropic ecosystem, resulting in value creation that transteaadriginal donor

beneficiary dyad and extesis impact well beyond the bodaries of the initial

relationshipBased on empirical evidence, tiesearch proposes that transformational

philanthropy is embedded in a philanthropic ecosysteme that is defined more

simply upon conclusion of thigsearch projects a networkf cocreated value.



1.2 Background and rationale for the research

In 2008, | begathis Doctorate oBusinessAdministration (DBA)Thesisresearch by

conducting a literature revie(hereafter 8oping studywith aview to understanding

better thecontext of philanthropy. By that time, | had concluded my PhD course work

in busines¢20041 2006) with a specialization in marketingut had chosen to return

to practice andsimultaneouslyto pursue the DBA degreBlaving spent close to

twenty year®©f my career as a professional fundraig¢ease seAppendixA Jacline

Abray-Nyman- professionabiographyfor context) | was interested in combining my

knowledge ophilanthropy, gained througdractice with my research area of interest in

marketingi consumebehaviour andelationship marketingRM). Specifically, |

becameanterested in the construct ddoc r e a between the customer and the

organization, and in particular, how this might apply to the context of philanthropy and
notfor-profit organizationsCocreation( al so spel |l ed bgr eameomaa) hc
is defined as the individual involvement of a aamer helping the organization to

define experience options, selecting those with personal interest and meaning, and
fulfilling the cdosedmpwi olh Deeapastoiesntc@ance o0
(Prahalad& Ramaswamy 20043). Please sesectionsl.7 and 3.5of this papefor

detailedliteraturereviewson this topic

The careationconstruct interested me because | had spent the latter half of my career

as a professional fundraiser working with high-wetth philanthropists on their

benefactionsThe highnektwor t h phi |l ant hropi st reguired a
oneo ap pehatmmrslkidbuilding, which is cosistent with the onéo-one

Acca eati ono approach t o cWorkmgwiltethis segeménat i ons h i
of the donor populadn was an evolution for me professionally, from my initial focus

on annual fund and major gift fundraising (gifts from $1 to tens of thousands of dollars),

a level at whicfundraising can be initiated with a mdeneto-manyoo r fA-ma s s

mar ketingodo approach

Having worked on a number of benefactions at the $5 Million AR level, the

definition of careation, as noted in the preceding paragraph, resonated with me in
terms of the approach made to these donors for their investment in the universities for
which | had workedThose$5 Million CAD-plus levelbenefactions that had been



developed anthathad come to fruition seemed to engage the donor at a much more
persondaked level of experiencé his realizationmade me question how thecceation
constructand related marketing theory might illuminate the experience and influences
of the highnetworth philanthropist, specifically as they engaged in making multi
million dollar donations aimed at transforming their charitable interegisthe
universities with which | had worked).

In practice, agagingprospective donors requires thfessionafundraiser to

understand the demographic characteristics of their prospective donor pool, and to
ensure thathe means of engagement meets the interests of the prospective donor
Market segmentatiobased on demographic and otbenorcharacteristicss essential

to using limitednonprofit organizatiomesources wisely. Professional fundraising
practice uses thReareto principleas a guide, allowing that eighty per cent of funds
raised by a given charity will come from only twenty per cent of its doAasording

to Statistics Canadadés 2007 surveywydof givin
per cent) of Caadians made financial donations, a minority accounted for most of the
dollars donated. Consistent with tRareto principle the top25 per cent of donors
accounted foB2 per cent of the total value of donations (Statistics Carz p. 20).
Further,the top ten per cent of donors accountedfyper cent of that total (Statistics
Canada, 2009, p. 9). In addition, donors who planned their donations in advance and
supported the same orgaations repeatedly over time vgasignificantly more than
thosewho did not (Statistics Canada, 20@99).

Giventhis segmentatigrbased on th@areto principle most fundraising organizations
will focus very clearly on that twenty per cent of the prospective donortipatEnsurs

the highest return on investmdthat is, eighty per cent of their annual fundraising
revenue). This means that resources of the organization are often spent engaging the
interests of thesprospective donestakeholders, who represent the top twenty per cent
of t he do n aeto-opnoeofersomrelatiorshipfthe high networth donor

i O Ateem a n Kelationshipbuilding activities those focused atime lowereighty per

cent of the pool, have not traditionally resulted in highest financial value of fundraising
return {.e.,annual fundelethon fundraising drives, events, direct mail solicitations,

etc). Building longterm, loyal and mutually satisfying relationships with donors is the



notfor-pr of it organi zeheopOisv @ ge iRMavwthiehnaim8 $§ of oc u s
to ensureonsumetoyalty and satisfaction, where the greatest return on investment is

possible

Therefore, ® frame my research, | chose to foausthe topsegmentCanadian
philanthropistgthosehigh networth philanthropists who make single donatiai$5

Million CAD or more). This segment of donokgho with a single gift at that levetan

anddoit ransf ormodo organizations by creating ex
donation( Not e, hereafter, | refer to these phil
philanthropists based on the segmentation described above. Although this defnition

slbjective it wascommonplaceat the timen fundraising practiceandin the context of
postsecondary education in Canada refer to a gift of $5 Million or more as

Atransf adrThug tusebthisadrm as an a priori definition for my study.)

1.3 Research questions

Although the research questions evolved through the project plagsmsssed in the
subsequent sectionstble papey, the final set of research questions appkare in
Tablel-1.

Table1-1 Research questions

# Research aiestiors

1 Why do donors make transformational donations?

2 How doesrtlhé¢ei Do® construct il luminate the
donor?

3 What kind of experiences between the donor and the organization result in the dkimgr ma
transformational donations?

4 Wh at are the characteristics of a fntransf
fitransformati onal donor 0?




1.4 Summary of the DBA research process

There ardive research stages (projects) required for the fulfilment of the DBA Thesis

They areoutlined inTable1-2.

Table1-2 Summary of the DBA research process

Project

Obijective(s)

a) Scoping study

Developing a topic worthy of research through a critiealaw of relevant
|l iterature through the fAscopingbo

b) Project one
(systematic review)

Conducting a thorough and unbiased review of the relevant literature
(systematic review) with methodological rigour (Tranfietcal, 2003)
Understanding the fAgaps o .Develapihge set q
research questions for further stugith a view to making a contribution to
research and/or practice

¢) Project two

Conducing an empiricaresearch projectimed at illuminating the research
question.

d) Project three

Conducing a second empiricaksearch projecimed at illuminating the
research question.

e) Linking document

Providng summary of the research procesgpressindindings and
contributionsto research and to practice

For the purposes of my research, each phase of the project, along with its purpose, is

described inMrable1-3.

Table 1-3 Summary and chronology of thieesearch project

Project phase

Purpose

Preresearch project
phase (2002006)

Two years of fultime PhD coursework completed

a) Scoping study
(2008)

Philanthropy literatureeview

b) Project one
(systematic review)
(2009)

Systematic review of the marketing, sociology, economicsnangrofit/
philanthropy literature pertaimg to exchange and reciprocity

¢) Project two
(2009-2010)

Empiricalresearch projecimed at illuninating the research question
Informants Philanthropists

d) Project three
(2010)

Empiricalresearch projeaimed at illuminating the research question
Informants Professional fundraisers

e) Linking document
(2011)

Summary of the research pess findings and contributions

What follows is a more detailed description of each phase oéffearch project



1.4.1 Scoping study

Thescoping study on the topic of philanthropyevealed that philanthropy has been

studied through many disciplines and perspectives, including: anthropology, business,
economics, philosophy, psychology, sociology, and other social sciemeeklition to

studies focusing specifically on the #ot-profit and voluntary sector conteflease

seeChapter2 of this Thesidor the full Scoping study. The domains of literature that

examine philanthropic behaviowerefurther categorizedsdevelopingmicroii nsi d e

out macmit out si de isnForexamplestpéei cnt-w iwdedspective

exploredthed onor 6 s behavi our f regapsycholegy)iwhile er nal pe
the o u t-isrieghminglt he donor s behaviour by explori
influences on the individuak(g.,antlropology, business, economics, philosophy, and

sociology) Researchers interested in the context ohttrgrofitand voluntary sector

also study donor behavigisometimesirawing upon theories from these other

academic discipline¢Please note, | useg¢h t e r-for-pfrrodti t 0 or gani zati o
i nterchangeably with Anonprofitdo organizat.
exist with the intention of creating profit for shareholders, as dpriwiit

organizations.)

For the purposes of my researcbhhbse to concentrate on thieo u t-is ripadspective,

exploring philanthropic behaviour by examining the external influeocdke donor,

from the disciplines of business (marketing), econopaied sociology, and by

exploring thenonprofitand voluntary sector contegpecific literatureAs marketing

theory is applied to this context, the philanthropiassc onsi der ed t he fAcons.t
where the charitable organization to which the donadea contributiorbecamdi t h e

organi z at hed n né& iudt@lysis @rovideé an important area of study for

donor influence, the field of psycholotpay beyond my area of interest and expertise,

and thereforgbeyond the scope my research

1.4.2 Project one (systematic review)Philanthropy i an exploration of exchange
and reciprocity

Drawing upon myscoping studyandadding asystematic review of the marketing
literature, | was able to find two theoretical constructs that cut across my academic areas
of interest and that illuminadehe study of philathropic behaviour and my research

questios. Theywere reciprocity and exchang&herefore, irProjectone (found in

8



Chapter3 of thisThesig, | examined the pertinent research conducted on the topic of
philanthropy in the areas of marketing, sociolagynprofitand voluntary sectognd
economics, resulting in a more fulsome exploration of exchange and recijproeay

dominant constructs that sedvi® illuminate philanthropic behaviour.

As discussed ithe background and rationale for mgsearciproject my primary
scholarly interest is in the marketing area, specifically in consumer behaviour and in the
cocreation construcHowever, while the marketing literature reviewed suggested that
cocreatd consumer experiences result in deeper and mbséysay longterm
relationships with the consuméo, my knowledgethere was no empirical woek the
time | began myThesisthat examinedor-profit or notfor-profit cocreated experiences
Moreover, there was no empirical work at the time that apghiedocreation construct
to the context othe transformational philanthropist and the chagigmininghow
thesetypes ofexperiences might affect philanthropic behavidgniraddition, the for

profit oriented context of the extant literature did ewigrically examine theocreation
andexchange of both tangible and intangible forms of valdech is prevalent irnthe
not-for-profit context specifically that ofphilanthropy.

¢ Findings summaryAs a result of this literature review, | proposed that
cocreatiorof value is a reciprocal relationship that serves to mutually reinforce
the engagement of the exchange parties, resulting in value creation not only for
the donor and the charijtlgut for the entire philanthropic exchange system
within which the exist. Further, | proposed thadcreatd reciprocal
experiences and value propositions for both the donor and the organiaation
well as the entire philanthropic exchange sysieadto the kind of deep
engagement of the philanthropist that resuittransformationalevel donations,
using mya priori definition discussedarlier in this papel suggested that by
considering concurrent social and cul tur
donor behaviour, mPBA research might provide a muttimensional and
robust understanding of transformational philanthropy, specifically as
exemplified in thecontextof postsecondary educatian CanadaThe review in
Project one helped me to refine my reseamtéreststhe researchjuestions

andto set myresearch agenda fordfects two and three.



1.4.3 Project two: Philanthropy T a socialsystem ofreciprocal exchange and
cocreated value

Drawing ontheliterature reviewed in th8coping studyndin Project one| added
qualitative primary data for theurposes oémpiricallyexploring the transformational
p hi | an tdomatomgbehaviowirslight of, and focused tightly arounchy research
questios. Projectwo (found inChapter4 of this Thesig wasa qualitative study that
analyzedong-interviewswith transformational philanthropistgho made donations of
$5 Million (CAD) or more to postsecondary education institutionSanada

Specifically, | explored the following constructs and spheres of influence on the
transf or mat i on anhtinglbbhaioarnas develoged i Rrajest ong:

Exchange (symbolic (intangible), utilitarian (tangible))
Social systems and relationships (peer, family)
Reciprocity

Norms

Culture

Altruism

Value creation

¢ Findings summaryAs a result oProject wo, | proposed ahilanthropicsocial
systemof reciprocal exchange and cocreated valyenetaphorically, a
Aphil anthropic ecosystem, o0 in which phil
giving, with charitable organizations, beneficiaries, peers, familyloees and
communitiesThe researcbhonducted in ProjectMo reveatdthat these
phil ant hropi st so6 makinmgweemexiricamysinkedrwdh deci si o
the interrelationships of the multiple communities in which tiegreengaged,
resulting in tagible and intangibleocreate value, not simply for the benefit of
the dyadic relationship between the donor and the charitable organization, but
also for the communities in which they inteetfThrough the analysis of these
interviews, | contributé to the existing body of research a deeper understanding
of transformational p hi lasexglamedthpuge t s 6 beh
the proposeghilanthropic sociasystem ofeciprocal exchange amdcreated

value

10



1.4.4 Project three: Transformational philanthropy i the professional
fundrai serd6s perspective

In Project hree(found inChapters of this Thesig, | exploreal the researcljuestions

from the perspective of the senior fundraising professionals whoearasikh
transformational philanthropists develop their donationSpecifically,| sought
interviews with professional fundraisers who had worked with donors who had made
gifts of $5Million CAD or moreThe senior fundraising professionals offgtheir
personal perspectivan the philanthropibehaviour of the transformational donor, as
well as their perspective of the role the organizationguaythe relationshipin
Projectthree, though the data seasexpansive and rich in detailchoseto focus on
contributions to three main areasiterest in keeping with the research quesias
follows:

e The Atr ansf oi defining tbismcanicej pdstenon r
e Influences athe transformational donor
e Cocreated experiences with the transformational donor

¢ Findings summaryin summary,the analysis from Project three suggéeshat
cocreatd transformational philanthropy resedtin value that is determined not
only through the process and experience of making the donation, but also
through the exchange of competende=finedin thisresearch projeds:
abilities, expertise, knowledge and skit®tween the donor, the organization
(and its representatives) ametrhaps everhe ultimate beneficiaries of the
philanthropy This cacreated value creates the ultimate impact of the
philantropic investmentlt was concludedhat it is the sum of the philanthropic
experiencepl us t he successful outcome or
philanthropic exchange with the organizatitrat constitutes the totabcreated
value derived from the interactiofhe data suggesdthatcocreatel, reciprocal
philanthropic experiences resedtin deeper and more satisfying lotggm
relationships with the donoin the context of the relationship between the
philanthropist the charitable organization, and the communities and social
systems within which they existocreationof valuewas determingto bea
reciprocal relationship that serves to mutually reinforce the engagement of the
exchange parties, resulting in valueation for the entire system and

communities in which they interadthrough their reciprocity, these individual
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actorscreatela contextuali zed systemwasan whi ch
cocreatel experience involving, reinforcingnd sustaining a fluspectrum of

community relationship$2roject three confirmed the findings of Project wo
theexistence of alglanthropicecosysteni the sociakystem ofreciprocal

exchangend cocreated value

1.5 Methods
Projectstwo andthree found inChaptergt and5 of this paper respectivelwere

t

qualitative field research studies thatcongdérh e i nf or mant OGealityi nt er pr

(i.e.,that of the donor, in Project twandthat ofthe professional fundraisen Project
threg. Field research emphass internal validity of the study, aiming to understand
naturally occurring social events apibcesses related to, in this case, the study of
transformational donoré\s a result, generalizability of the findingssecondary to
clarifying theoretical nderstanding (Singleton and Straits, 200514). As this
researclwasnot meant to be generalizable, the outcome of this reseasihtended,
rather, to provide a richly detailed description of this segment of the social world
(Baines and Chansark&002 p. 5 Singleton and Straits, 200p. 310).

This studytook a structuralist approach to content analysis in the sociological tradition,
Awhich treats text as aRyan& RusseM00Qm769.1 h u man
analyzed fredlowing texttranscribed verbatim from informant interviews, where each
interview formed the unit of analysiRyan& Russel 200Q p. 780). | used inductive

coding while analyzing the text®r the purpose of discovering concepts and

relationships in the raw datand then organigdthese into a theoretical explanatory

scheme that elaboratand extenddexisting theories and concepts explored in the

literature reviews (Morgan, 1983; Ry&nRusse| 2000) As appropriateand to ensure
consistency between projects,sled construct and concept definitions from the content
dictionarythat Icreated in Project onplease se&able4-1 Content dictionary

construct definitions

1.5.1 Research design
Observation of the phenomenohinteresti transformational philanthropiy
experienced in my twentyear career as a professional fundraiser, led to my curiosity

regarding howhe careation construct might apply to thiarficular context

12

e



| decided to conduct field research in order to best study this phenomenon of interest.

Field research is aimed at building a general, abstract understanding of a single social
phenomenon (Singleton and Straits, 200306). Further, the nature of figlresearch
fgenerally focuses attention on interactive
relationships, organizations, ami3l2ycommuni ti
and thereforgt seemed ideally suited to the particular research questiot context

1.5.2 Research subjects

In keeping with the qualitative field resea
necessarily small but also often selected on an ad hoc basis for reasons of availability

and c¢ onvRyan& Russe200Q [§. 780; Sirgleton& Straits, 2005p. 310).

Therefore, | conducted a nonprobability, wmmndom fApurposive sampl i
based on my professional knowledgeasfd interaction withphilanthropists and

professional fundraisers, in order to identify my infortssaRurposive samplingas

appropriate as | aimed to gather information relevant to the limited scope of experiences

with a population of transformational philanthropists, a small group that varies from the

donating population at large (Singleton and &r&005 p.133). This pool of

informantswaslimited and extremely private due to the confidential nature of their

philanthropy andin the case of the professional fundraisers, th&ractions with an

equally private group of donar&iven that thistudy focusd solely on

transformational donors and the fundraisers who aawkith them, indicating a limited
scopethatprecludes random selection, purposive sampliagdeemed an acceptable

alternative to probability sampling is suggested that a fjoaweakness of purposive
sampling is fAimaking an informed selection o
knowl edge of the population before ,the samp
p. 134) Given that lcamefrom practice in this particular fielthaving worked

specifically with this donor populatioand collegially with other professional

fundraisers| offerediconsi der abl e knowledge of the pop
particular suggested weakness of the methasiconsidered to have little ooreffect

on this study

Please note that the informant nam&sechanged to protect their privacy and personal

identities However, pseudonymsereused to keep the personalized nature of the
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relationships discusseds well as the interelationshipgsocial, familial, professional,

etc) between the individuals mentioned across the interviews.

1.5.3 Proceduresand measurement

| conducted primary data collection throughdi@pth interviews with informanta

personandy t el ephone, usachmhyengagifigthe fnfermantimr y o app
storytelling about their experienc@®ertaux 1984 p. 215, Tedlock200Q p.455) A

semistructured interview guide was created to provide some focus for my interviews

with the informants (McCracken, 1988he guide wasmformed bythe theoretical

constructs | had explored the literature reviews, antbr Project three, from what |

had learnedh Project tvo. Please seAppendixB andAppendixC for thesemi

structured interview guidder each of the projects

Content analysis of each inter oppvwewas cond
structure for the analysis and inductive coding process. | started by organizing the

information by questions asketien began to develop my ideas around emergent

patterns andategorizedhese accordingly. Each interview was read and codieé to

ensure thorough review and consistency. Finally, | reviewed groupings of text under

each construct and concept to ensure similarity of the text cAdeditial coding

architecture was established as a result of grouping relevant and meaningéydtson

and constructs ( a)feuondinrthe tatalfhis mitalcoding as fAnodes o
architecture was refined further through the procesiseainalysis and resulted the

conclusions that integrate across the informant intervi€his iterative analysis

process formed the basis for firedingsand discussiosectiors of eachresearch

project(Singleton& Straits, 2005p. 337).
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1.6 Findings summary

=]

the purpose of exchange is to m
(Vargo & Lusch, 2008, p. 3)

When addressing the ovarching findings of this DBAesearch projectt was

necessary to look first at the individual findings of Projéetsandthree then to

integrate them in a meaningful way. To integrate and synthesize the findings from these
two studies, | referred back to the research questions to provide a structured approach to

the discussion.

# Research aiestions

Why do donors make transformational donations?

2 How does the fAcocreationodo construct i1l um
donor?

3 What kind of experiences between the donor and the organization result in the donor makin
transformational donations?

4 What are the characterists o f a Aitransfor mati onal donat
fitransfor mati onal donor o?

What follows is a discussion of the synthesized findings, structured against the research
guestionsculminating inadiscussion ofransformational philanthropy as awetk of
cocreated value, or met aphdeorspecdi¢dands, a dAphi l
supporting data references, please refer back to thedmd projecstwo and three

(Sections4 and5 of this paper).

1.6.1 Why do donors make transformational donatiors?
The philanthropists and the fundraisers, although from different lenses, commented on

four common themes:

e Wealth donors had the financial capacity to make a gift

e Value creation donors wanted to invest in something that creates value for the
organization and for society

¢ Community engagementionors were interested in being good community

citizens by supporting the communities in which they live and work

15



e Selfactualization donors experienced their philanthropy as part of their identity

andaal mi nation of their | ifebds work [/ jou

Pursuing this dyadic analysis of the findings, | summarize below the perspectives of the

donors and the fundraisers in alignment with the four common themes stated above.

¢ Wealth All donor informants commented thhey felt the desire to (and some
the obligation to) Agive backo after enj
they achieved financial wealtRor many, in planning their last wills and
testamentshiey choose not to transfer their entire estatessiodescendants
and other family members upon their deaths, for fear of the ill effects
exorbitantfinancial inheritance could create for their children. In other words,
they feared that giving their childreor others in their familygreat sums of
money would only result in negative outcomes stemming from a mentality of
entittement or unlimited financial resources. Instead, they mentioned ensuring
that their familiesvouldh ave fAenougho money, and t hen
causes in alignment witlheir interests. Many of the dors mentioned that they
i c atnadk e i t Twhatisjhatthéaloedof the wealth has a finite
capacity to bring them joy through consumer consumption, therefore they turned
their consumption behaviour to naommercal or nonconsumer interests, such
as community building through philanthropy. These donors expressed the desire
to affect positive change in the communities in which they livedhadnade
their wealth. In other words, they expressed both the desaad the perceived
obligation tq give back to those who surrounded them as they succeeded

financially, as a form of reciprocity.

Professional fundraisers also mentioned accumulated wealth as an important

reason whythey felt that somdonorsmadetransfamational donations. Simply

put, fundraisers agreed that donelsctdo so in large measure because they had

had financi al success and had the financ
change. Fundrai sers focused ronggokarjsoor f i n

transformational philanthropy.
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e Value creation For the philanthropists, creating value for organizations and
communities (micrg regional) by sharing their wealth was stated as an
opportunity to ensure loRggrm sustainability and opportunifiyr those less
fortunate C r e a sshanmedgvalu@was in fact the return on investment (ROI)
thatmanydonors were seeking. Many of the donors referred to wanting to
Achange the worldo or to make the worl d
the statugjuo to where they believed their philanthropy could take an
organization anr its surrounding communities. Donors were not only
interested in filling that gap with their philanthrqgplyey also reported their
interest in leveraging existing capacit§inancial and competency, both internal
and external to the organizationn order to achieveraevengreater, more

transformational, vision or outcome.

The data revealed that professional fundraisers also perceived the creation of
value as an importantigter of transformational philanthropy. They reported that
transformationalevel donors were interested in truly transforming organizations
and communities and nsimplyin funding the status quo. From the perspective
of the fundraiser, the donors intedde have a strategic and meaningful impact
on the organization and in turn, on society. The donors were intkraste
creating value that extendbdyond what exisd prior to their philanthropic
investment. Fundraisers also mentioned that donorsedemteverage

additional capacity and relationships within and beyibieerganization.
Leveraging their initial donation in this way also crelsdditional valudy
creating & ¢ o n s t.&@Thi$ caristellatiorextenetdthe networks of interest
and influerce for the organizations, the surrounding communigéied for
themselvesBy doing so, lhe value createddasextenetdbeyond the initial

donorrecipient dyad.

¢ Community engagemen®Philanthropists reported that making transformational
donationsasaformf A ci v i cedtw buitdtand sustaimneebnmgful and
valuable relationships within communities of inteyesid spheres of influence
such ageers, leaders, family members, spiritual deités, They understood

and were delighted that by makitigese types of financial commitmentisey
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hadengaged multiple communities of people and organizations through a ripple
effect. Many philanthropists spoke of their interest in exchanging competencies
with individuals or organizations of interdstiched ly their philanthropyThis
provided them with intellectual and/or social engagement. Some reported that
these types of donations helped them to achieve acceptance, recognition or
respect from others. These donors reported feeling a sense of obligation to
reciprocate with their communities for their good fortune, and also felt that they

must do so to set an example for otharsludingtheir own families.

From the fundraiserdéds perspective, phil a
doing so becausbey were asked to step in and make transformational change.

They believe the donors enjoyed being as
society. The informants provided evidence that donors sought to participate in
community relationships through theicts of philanthropy. This type of

community engagement extendid n @ersordal and professional networks,

and in doing so, they benefitted from meaningful relationships and opportunities

for intellectual engagement, specifically as it pertained to atiogethe vision

for the Atransformationo they were fundi
fundraisers, like the donors, reported that the exchange of competsasies

important to the donofiswithin and outside the beneficiary organization.

Donors learedfrom others within the surrounding communities of interest who
wereengaged in the philanthropic service experience (other donors and

volunteers from a variety of business and personal backgrounds, organizational

experts such as the leadership and profssand service providers such as

staff).

Self actualization Most donors reported experiencing personal or emotional
valuederivedfrom experiencing the positive impact of their investment. With
these transformational donations, they aimed to creattoogretpetuate a

personal legacy. Although this was stated as more important to sonte than
others, it was a common theme of interest on the part of the donors. Universally,
the donors interviewed associated feelings joy, pleasure and pride from making

these investments in the organizations and communities they supported.
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The professional fundraisers revealed that these donors tabkdmp e r sona o
fibenefactoo That is,that donorseemed to appreciate their roles as the

individual who had invested imte or gani zati ondés interests

for doing so. This findingligns well withthe donors who reported their sense

of Aprided in creating transformational

recognized that these donors were creatipgraonalor family, legacy as a

testament tohe manycontributiors they had mad® societyin their lifetimes

These donors were perceived as using their professional success to demonstrate

leadership as philanthropists in areas of communal/sociaégtt@ihat is, as
benefactors, they were said to be proud to lead new transformational initiatives
because they had not only the means to do so, but could also contribute their
personal/professional competencies to help lead change. The fundraisers also
reported the donors as making transformational change through philanthropy as
a way of fulfilling their more personal dreams, and in doing so, the donors

experienced and expressed emotional and spiritual feelings of fulfillment.

In summary andn response tthe research question: Why do donors make
transformational donations, a dyadic comparison of the data suggested that they do so
because they have wealth; they wish to create value for organizations and for society;

they are interested in community engagetreand reciprocity for their good fortune, and

that these gi fts -actuaizapos, seeingdheir philarghropgy@asa r 6 s

testimony to the cul mination of their |

162 How does the Acocreat i onaingbahavieurof u c t
the transformational donor?

The philanthropists and the fundraisers, although from different lenses, commented on
two common themes that informed the question of how the cocreation construct
illuminates the donating behaviour of thartsformational donor. The themasre

e Valuecreation
e Service experience

Pursuing this dyadic analysis of the findings (philanthropists compared to fundraisers), |
summarize below the perspectives of the donors and the fundraisers in alignment with

thesetwo common themes.
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e Value-creation: Donors were focused on the value they could create for the
organization and through the organization for society as a whole. Many donors
enjoyed engaging with the leadership of the organization in cocreating the
philanthiopic vision for their gift. While they did not always engage in a
practicahno iveamsis, t he philanthropists we
the initial vision creation. For those donors who were not engaged in the creation
of the vision, they felt thahe leadership of the organization was focused
sufficiently on its vision for the future aneh turn,the philanthropists adopted
this vision.In this case, donottsusted the leadership to do what was best for the
organization with the philanthropic iagtment the donor made. For others, part
of the value creation experienicevolved helping to define and deliver that
visionand playing a role in experiencing the outcomes and impact of their

investment.

From the perspective of the fundraisemsuring tiey workedwith the donor to

create meaningful value for the donor and the organization remained paramount
to successfulelationshipbuilding. Facilitating thecocreaton ofthe vision with

the donor was often reported as being key to negotiatingtéyny
transformationalevel investments. The donors were said to be focused on
change and innovatioand onengagng with the organizations envisioning this

type of change. The fundraisers percditreat donors cocreated value with the
organization for the beefit of multiple parties. In other words, fundraisers

reported that donors cocreated value not only with the organization, but also for
and with the surrounding communities and select relationships within those
communitiesThis was often reportedasafon of Al ever ageodo towar
value for organizations and communitiébis cocreated muHparty value

creating experience deepened the relationship between the organization and the
donor, as they enjoyed not only defining the impact of their philanthropy but

also seeing their investment have an impact within and outside the organization
they supported, often extending value into the surrounding communities of
interest. It was with thedansformationallevel financial support that donors were

able to exact this type of cocreated value.
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e Service experiencelhe transformational donors reported a positive service
experience as one where organizations were open to their vision. In addition,
donas reported investing larger amounts and making longer term commitments
(multiple donations over a period of time) and reinvesting because of their
satisfaction working with the organizat.
with the multiple organizatiaal representatives (fundraisers, presidents,
professors, deansic) as well as the exchange of competencies inherent to
those exchanges. These relationships and opportunities to exchange

competencies were essential to the positive service experiereddror.

Data from the professional fundraisers also suggested that donors wished to be
engaged in a meaningful dialogue and idea development with the organization.
The donors were reported to want to explore the potential impact of their
investments prioto making the transformational donation. This interaction
became an essential part of the cocreated service experience, and ensured
strategic and sometimes even visionary value creation. It was the service
relationship experience plus the value creafimpact) culminating from the
transformational donation that resulted in the total cocreated value of the

philanthropic experience.

In sum, @nors were less likely to adopt the language of cocreation explicitly.
Rather, the donor informants referred tatlhaerests in having a meaningful

di al ogue about the organizationds Vvision
might be able to take the organization to the next level with their financial
investment and in many cases, with their personal involvement béyend

vision creation, to assisting with leveraging their gift for other financial
opportunities or other relationships deemed to be important to the cause.
Fundraisers on the other hand were quick to adopt the language of cocreation
and to build on what th meant for their interactions with transformational

donors. Cocreated experiences and value creation were reported to be essential
to building longterm mutually satisfying relationships. Inviting the donor into

the early stages of defining the priorditor the philanthropic investment was

viewed as necessary to successfully engaging the philanthropists. However,
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fundraisers reported that after that initial stage of developing the gift with the
donor, only some remained interested in following thromgmere detailed or
practical matters of the gift design and implementation. Consistent with the data
from the donorsfundraisers reported thabme donors wanted to be deeply
involved from vision to implementation, while otheveresatisfied that the
leadership of the organization would provide the necessary guidance and
competencies to implement their donation as promSedlly, the service
exchange plus the value creation, or impact derived from the transformational

donation, resulted in the total@eated value of the philanthropic experience.

1.6.3 What kind of experiences between the donor and the organization result in
the donor making transformational donations?

The philanthropists and the fundraisers, although from different perspectives,
commentean four common themes that characterized the kinds of experiences
between the donor and the organizatimatresulted in the donor making

transformational donations. The themexe

e Strategic vision

¢ Flexibility and accountability

e Positive relationshipxperiences
e Appropriate recognition

Pursuing this dyadic analysis of the findings (philanthropists compared to fundraisers), |
summarize below the perspectives of the donors and the fundraisers in alignment with

these four common themes.

e Strategic vision:Transformational donors wanted to ensure thab#meficiary
organizatbnwas strategic in its vision for the future and that it was poised to
serve communities of interest. The donors viewed the organization in its context
i for example, a university prades education to its population so that students
can become productive adults in society; or, hospitals (typically a part of a
university research network in Canada) provide research and patient care for the
good of community citizens. Therefore, univaes for examplewere not
viewed as onto themselves, rather, they were viewed as organizations that serve
the citizens of the surrounding communities. Transformational donors invested

in these organizations because they wanted to see an impact ndttoely a
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organization, but with what the organization could do to serve its communities.
Drawing on another example, a number of donors spoke about investing in
universities to create greater competitive advantage for Canada. This
exempl i fi ed ihvestmertWwas notlexpeaed to semain localized to
the confines of the organization but rather, how it was supposed to transcend
those organizational boundaries to serve the greater population more broadly.

Professional fundraisers reported that transfaonal donors were only

interested in investing where the organization had a clear and strategic mission,
vision, and direction. While they report
cocreate these, the fundraisalsoreported that the donors wantec

reassured that the leadership of the organization alreadydbealra

understandingf its fundamentaktrategic position.

Flexibility and accountability: Donors reported wanting organizations to be

open to a dialogue about innovation and change. el expected the

leadership to have a vision for the organization, they also wanted to understand
what came next in terms of innovation and aspirations for the future. These
donors were focused on the organizationé
they reported trusting the organizations in which they invested to spend their
philanthropic investments wisely and to be accountable to them as donors as to
the outcomes and impacts, direct or leveraged, achieved through the investment
of their donation. Bnors were looking for a clear return on investment (ROI) be

it tangible value creation like enhanced enrolment due to scholarships, or more
symbolic value such as reputation enhancement or greater collaborative efforts

within and outside the organization.

The professional fundraiser informants reported that the transformational donors
with whom they worked were looking to support organizations that were ready
to make transformational change. Without this willingness or interest, the donors
were not insped to make deep financial investmeiscause what thes
philanthropists wanted to do w#o take the organization in a materially new or
different direction as opposed to funding more of the sémather words,hey

wanted to make ainforsnant pepoctdd that Jomarsowverg h e s
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most i nter esftreiden dchl yaod Achlatngree, one t hat
interested in creating greater valaad even leveraged vallfer the mutual

interests of the organization and the communities it servediuindeaisers

reported that it wakhe organizations that had a clear commitment to serving
communities that were most attractive to the donors. These donors were said to

be interested in serving their communities by investing in key public good
organizatios such as universities, therefore they looked for evidence that the

two were inextricably linkedthe organization and its community(igs)

Positive relationship experience$he donor informants reported positive early

experiences with the organizatiomghich resulted in feelings of gratitude. For

example, if the donor received a scholarssm studenthe donor felt indebted

to the university for their successer time These donoralsoreported that on

going positive relationships, in particulatwh t he or gani zati onods
(presidents, deang)omplete with an ogoing and open dialogue about mutual
interests, reflected well on the institu

invest anceffecttransformational change with a particular ongation.

The fundraising professi oreldidnshipr ef |l ect ed
building approachTheyreported that the organization must take a patient and

long-term view of donor cultivation even while it conducts the most basic

it a c telatorashipbuildingmoves. For example, organizations may start by

engaging prospective donors in annual giving programs and events; but

eventually they must move into a more personalized individual and meaningful
relationshipbuilding phase with prospége transformational donors. Most

i nformants mentioned t he(buildmglongtermnce of Db
personal relationshipskersusbheingfit act i cal 6 i n their appro

donors.

According to the fundraisers, building meaningful exteraktionships started

by engaging internal organizational relationships in a cooperative and collegial
manneyin order to serve the donors in the most efficient and timely way
possible. Without these internal relationships in place, the fundraisergeépo

being unable to move in the agile way that transformational donors expect once
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they engagein the process of making a philanthropic contribution. Without
strong internal relationships and cooperation, meaningful external relationships
couldgrind toa halt due to complicated bureaucratic machinatioats

prevented positive, expedient service experiences with the.donor

Fundraisers reported the importancdéa¥ing anopen dialogue with donors,

especially with the leaders of the organization. Also reported by the

philanthropists themselves, these donors were se&kiexploremutual

interests through which thegightimplement their desire to create change and

have arimpact. Organizatical leadershighat wasadaptable to fostering the
philanthropist6 i nt er e st s-fulbllimenfptreaugh theiranvestoentain

the organization, proved to be tlwehich wasmost successful in managing

relationships with the trasfiormational donor. In other words, fundraisers

advocated for whavascalled in practicea A do@amtrer ed approacho
managing the relationship with the transformational donor, both for the timing

andthetype thesalonationgnight take.

The fundraisrs reported that wasnot enough to engage the donor him or

herself, but that they also understand family and advisory dynamics

(professional services such as legal, accoungittg,and engage also the

appropriate family or advisory relationships thaghti nf | uence t he donc
relationship with the organization. Further, they suggested tvasthe

organizations that offedinteresting relationships (access to networks of

interest, peer relationships outside the current sphere of connecticersitgiv

experts) to the dwor for intellectual engagemetitat also enjogddeeper more

meaningful relationships with these benefactors.

According to the fundraiser informants, their own interpersonal relationships

with the donor were also an integral pafrthe cocreated experience with the

organization. Professional fundraisers were a trusted source of information; a
conduit to the organizationébés network of
leadership and to other meaningful relationships withexample, professors),

community networks of relationshipsnd a source of competency in helping to

devel op the vision for the donords phil a
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their philanthropic interests through investment in the organization. Profdssiona
fundraisers saw themselves not only as a contact within the network, but also as

a meaningful playeir as negotiator (internally and externally); tacticiarg(,

financial planning aspects of the giftroughexpenditure); and trusted source of
accounh bi |l ity (being responsive to the donc
of their donationi(e.,value creation) and steward of the idiosyncratic interests

of the donor inside and outside the organization). As such, the professional

fundraiser considerdam or herself an influencer of the donor.

e Appropriate recognition:Transformational philanthropists looked to the
organization to offer appropriate recognition. While few placed this as a strong
influence on their decision to make a transformatibena| donation, most were
proud to be offered accolades and recognition by the organization. Organizations
that acknowledged that theyerein some ways a conduit for the donor to
experience outcomes such as professional legitimacy, higher profile, personal
legacy, and or peer and community respect, were the organizations that made

proactive and appropriate offers of recognition that pletse=donor.

Professional fundraisers also reported that recognition was important for these
donors, but that thi s -thakidgimnoostcades.i ve t he
Donor recognition was reported by the fundraisers to be paoilkit and a

source ofgreat pride for the donors.

In summary, transformational donors looked to organizationsttonlyhave a

strategic vision, but also to be flexible and open enough to receive input from
stakeholders such as themselNether words, they were interegtim changdriendly
organizations that were accountaliesitive, meaningful relationships with
organizational leaders as well as the professional fundraiser were a valued part of the
experience with the organizaticBompetency exchange was determireetdve value

for some donors. Most donors wished to be recognized for the impact their investment

had made, but this did not drive their donating behaviour.
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acteristics of a nNntrans

1.6.4 Wha't are the r
t doaows ©D@r mati on

c ha
extensi on, al i

h
As discussed in the Introduction of the Linking document, at the outset oéske@rch

project | used ara priori definition for the transformational donor as being one who

had made a single donation of $5 Million CAD or more to a charitaigl@nization. As

di scussed, the term fitransformational donor
level of donation tied to the particular charitable organization, referring to a donation

|l evel that does, i ndeed,ralyigpgaking,snfthe comeéxt t he or
of postsecondary education in Canada, it would be commonplace in fundraising
practice to refer to a gift of $5 Million o
with the use of this term within the context of my stullg | analyzed the data, it

became apparent that | would develomayosterioridefinition as a contribution to the

field of study. Therefore, in the process of coding the data for Project three, | added to

my set of research questions: What aretheacbat er i sti cs of a Atransf

donationo and by extension, the fAtransf or ma

This question was not explored specifically in Project two when | interviewed the
transformational donors. However, a number of questions were asked of these dono
that contributed to our understanding of who the transformational donor is as well as the
characteristics that desceithe transformational donor. In order to understand better the
characteristics of a transformational donation, | drew upon the datd fo the answers

to the following question used in Project two with the donor informaw$iat do you

feel you have helped to create by making these donatitmxghe university, for

society?o What foll ows here are swithmganalygisnpl e r e
pursuant to their comments. (This analysis is seen for the first time here as this research
question was added after Project two was concluded.) | selected these responses to
reflect what the donors say about themselves and their donstidhat we may better

under stand what constitutes a Atransfor mat i

Donor Lyle Alimontmade a $15 million donation to a univerdityspital joint research
institute Hec omment ed, AThe gi ft to the [lnstitute

dealing with pretty good size money 1in the
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you hope that some good comes of 1t and t ha
linkage betwe n education, research and clinical
where all these different pieces are now talking to each other and working with each

ot her . o Al mont referred his interest in to
between otherwise disparate groujphe transformation, for him, was in linking

education, research and healthcare practice.

DonorMargaret Anderson commented on her donations and their impact:

Well, 1 think that a personal donation of a significant kincesajkou from
being good or running a firglass organization in a very responsible and

well thoughtoutwag t o excel |l ence, and | think that
strive for, i1tdéds that your donation i s g
from a good systena good health care system, to an excellent health care

system or an excellent university. That 6
comes in...

Anderson reflected on hotransformationaprivate investmerstcan take lift an

organization out of its status quo b e i n gntofihg eeand gfiexcellenced

DonorMichel Berube offered this thought regarding his commitment to supporting
universities philanthropically:

Before we make an investment in a community, we'd like to have an
enduring presence after we leave. So we've made a study of what
institutions endure in society. Businesses do not endure. Families do not
endure. Communities do not endure. The only ingbiuthat endures over
time, to our knowledge, other than the Catholic religion, is universities. And
to this day, | don't understand how come, because | don't think they're
particularly effective in their organization, their governance, or their
financesput they endure. So we decided, if we're going to make a
difference, after we're gone, if we want to have that continuity of what we're
doing, we'd have to go to universities.

For Berube, he wanted his donations to make an enduring difference, anarékmef
him to transform Acommunities, 0 he invested

enduring institution$ the university

DonorWyatt Brescoe commented on his donations in support of leaddihipe r e 6 s

enough private wealth in this country that we can affect social change by directing our
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doll ars strategically. o For uBaedescoe, he fe
strategically to transform arnd affect social changewhat he termed later ithe

interview asprovidingi | eader shi p. o By engaging organi :
transaction of the gitibward its strategic capacity to transform and make social change

Brescoe felt thathroughhis personal engagement and lending ofdvis; competencies,

he created an example sifategic investmenthenhe entered a relationship with a

charitable organization.

DonorDario Gavino reflected on the linkages between his philanthropy and his interest
in entrepreneurial approaches to businesstiked:

" m hoping, and | think I am, that not ol
given makes the world a better place. We always lodknatnt, | want, |
want The government's gotto give,andghken d, t hereds only so m

that the government can daydathey have their own problems and they

have their own issues; and they have their own waste as we call it. Think
what we do as entrepreneurs in this society, is when we give, and this is part
of where I'm involved more and more, is, you know, it's toerske that

it's not a waste, and to make sure it's frugal, and it's going to be better for
somebody.

Gavino was interested in making Ipisilanthropicc nvest ment s t o fAmake t |
better place, 06 and in doi ngtergiesasame f el t t he
entrepreneur helped organizatda spend more efficiently in their efforts tansform

society. He gave through the organizations to affect change, but he also provided
personal knowledge and skill to ensure what he felt was an effectivence.

Donor Scott Davidsomunderscoredhe societal level impact of his donation:
Davidson Again |1 6ve helped create a better

ResearchefSo foryou,i t 6s real ly about the knowl e

Davidson Ye&$, the countryhat has the highest knowledge creations

will have the highest staadd of living... [n Canaddgwe 6 ve been

fortunately blessed with good knowledge base from the people that

have come here starting with England and France and spreading now

all over the wdd, all the continent, people coming in bringing

knowledge and staying here and building our institutions. Especially

our universities and science research
a country. 1 todés whatodos made America gr
Canada great. o
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For Davidson, it was the investment in knowledge creation that could transform society.

For him, an investment in university education and research was a patriotic endeavour

meant to create greater lotgrm competitive advantage for theioat

DonorHank Dresdale commented on his satisfaction as a result of helping individuals
(as opposed to society as a whol¢g said

I think the most satisfying, rewardi
helped somebody; nobody else knows about ititsitielped their life out

of the big hol e &suehyrine personal you&nseb e c a u
what 6s happening, you can watch what
ever give it with the understanding that they owe you something for it. If

you do hat then they feel beholden to you, so there should be no strings
attached to it.

Dresdaleenjoyed the role of the anonymous benefactor. By helping out others and

watching the positiveransformatiot hat fAhappens, 0 Dresdal e

return on his investment, at the level of the individual, and this underscored his interest

in giving.

I also asked each of the donors if bei
identity overthey e ar s . Il n helping to define the

donor, 0 what f aéstriptiors fromrthe infermants. s e | f

ng t|

e i
s h

exp

ng a

char

Anderson said, dA...people are very grateful

to do. o Breveatihg Andemson riefippréeciated for the philanthropic work

she felt fortunate to be in a position ta ter gratitude was reciprocal.

Davi dson comment ed,,adibeing.a philanthrepistel think niaking k
donations ... to causeasd to individuals... | was asked to give a talk on philanthropy
which | woul dndét because | just didnot
great philanthropist. | was lucky enough to be born in Canada, be born in [province]
with some good vaki s @ lucky ticket to have a good father and mother who brought

me up with these values. 06 Davidson did

vi ewed himself as a supporter of causes

t i ¢ k et @have been borh i@ Canada, to a family with wealth and with solid values
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about giving bac korblavdsannhis tole aselalantnropist id vy .

characterized as normative because of his seodmomic status.

Commenting on his identity as aiph ant hr opi s € pneBfthethiogele sai d, ¥
believe in is that the world needs to understand how we can be more philanthropic
entrepreneurdut we also need to have more entrepreneurial philanthropists. So those

two go hand in handnd I findthat 6 m a pretty good crossover
phil osophies and not |just Theougkoutinig t he t al k
interview, entrepreneurship anthovationwereBr e s ¢ 0 e 6 sphrasesindhiis ma r k
philanthropic endeavours, he was looking teelage his own value creation to

encourage others to give. Using his own competencies to engage the organization, he

looked to build more capacity for the organization to help itself, and in his view, this

was accomplished throwgply.Mentrepreneuri al p
Gavino |Ilinked together his identlguess as a ph
soé see myself as a businessman, you know,
phil anthropy as a Ado goodo extension of hi

interview he often referred to bringing his business competencies to the organizations in
addition to his financial support. Like Brescoe, anotherpntre neur , t hr ough Gz
handson involvement, he was interested in building capacity for the orgamizatio

create more wealth for itself.

DonorSandy Reimer also |linked together his wo
up in the morning and | love working [laughter] and at the end of the day I like to share

in our success. So it's more a matteff @f@ make money we should ber if we have

talents we should be giving some of that to
entrepreneurs, enjoyed not only investing his money, but also his time. He offered his
competencies and his finaatsupport to the ganizations, and saw his success as part

of a collective undertaking to be shared.

Like DresdaledonorGary Marsden identified with his role in helping the ultimate

recipient of his philanthropyi n t hi s ¢ a dllee,satid¢fdetion isifticad e n't n
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change some peopleds |ives by giving them o
goal was simple. Educate people from all walks of life. He felt that wealth should not
dictate opportunity and as such, he mentioned often in his interview, the inveshtrment
made on behalf of those without means so they may have greater opportunityHis life.

wealth was made to be sharetg wanted to affect change at the level of the individual.

DonorGerry Smith offered his thoughts about his identity and legacy as a

phil ant hegopqpo pays,a rofe é it because you're trying to create some

purpose, you're trying to create a legacy, you're trying to create, you're trying to, to

make Canada a better place for youesthaving
as a testament to his own success. He wanted society to benefit from the results of his
ownhardwork f or him fihaving been heftwmakeit Hi s i nv
ila bet tievasinpehdadcteendrror his own personal experience. Hieedtevith

very little and through his hard work and successful endeavours, he created great

wealth. He shared that wealth as a form of perpetuating his existentt give others

the opportunity to succeed

From the interviews with the donors, | corada that although they have unique
perspectives stemming from their unique acts of philanthropy, they shared some
common characteristics. From this data, | suggested that the transformational donor was
interested in the betterment of society, enhancifrgrin its perceived status quo to a

level of excellence, with enhanced competency. Donors indicated that thedteant

build enduring organizations. Some felt that thisk personal engagement and

leadership and they personally conteriftheir time and idividual competencies to

assist the organization in building greater capacity for itself. Many donors were patriotic
and looked to build a stronger, more competitive Canada. Many looked to the individual
beneficiaries as the ultimate example of their ptileopy in action. These donors
understood thewerewealthy and that their wealth engendered a responsibility to give
back. Some were entrepreneurial and spoke of their interest in innovating organizations
and society to become stronger. Few donors mesdioheir personal legacy, but for

those who did, they saw this as inextricably linked with the outcome of their giving. In

other words, they wanted their gifts to reflect their success, by creating more successful

32



organizations and individuals within thepheres of influence.

From the perspective of the fundraiser, as discussed in Project three, the

transformational donor was characterized as being a visionary, passionate leader who
adopedor aligredhis or her vision and values with those of the pizmtions they
supporéedphilanthropically. They cartkdeeply for the organization ameereengaged

and knowledgeable about its purpose. These donors were described as having done their
due diligence and as making planned and strategic donations in keggbirigeir

personal interests. Without exception, the fundraiser informants focused on the
transformational donords desire to make an
as being the desire to have an impact, or to transform through their biemestact

Informants replied that donors were looking to transform (change) the organization for

the better, significantly, and meaningfully; there was a distinction made between

benefactions thatereii mpor t ant oweeeRtlr aheser mhat veo for
organization.Theseinformants felt that transformative donatismightto fund

aggressive, visionary godlot just to maintain the status quo.

Informants from both Projects two and three suggested that donors were interested in

affecting changé theyhad a desire to create something new and better, and wished to

change societthroughthe organization. These donations were reportedly intended not

only to reshape organizations, but also to shape communities within which the

organizations existed and gh they served. The benefactors and their donations

demonstrated community leadership and establishedtéong enduring commitments

that represented the intersection of the organization and society. These donations drove

a meaningful confluence ofideasnd or gani zati ons. The donoro
build greater capacity for the organization, which in tmightinfluencerelated

communities and socie@t-large Informants (fundraisers and donors) were clear that

the gift itself was not the imp# ratherthatthe gifthadan impact on the

organi zationds cause as well as its wultimat
organi zationds community and towards those

continues to serve.

In terms of value creation, these donations were said to create leverage within the
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community; they provided examples for otherstofollesnd a dAr i ppl e ef fect
where a donation led to multiple tangible and intangible ingp&ot just one outcome.

Some nformants (fundraisers) observed donors who sought to fulfill a desire for human
connection through their donations. This desire was echoed by select donors who sought

to fulfill their philanthropic interests by helping at the level of the individas

opposed to the organization). For some, transformational philanthropy was represented

as a result of, or resulting in, salftualization and creating a personal legacy, or along

|l asting testament to a donordés existence.

Consistent with the findings in Project two discussed above, in Project three, |
suggested aa posterioridefinition of the transformational donor as one who is

primarily focused on creating value by funding change in society through their
organization othoicei an organization that can fulfill a visionary promise and make

an impact that achieves the intended dream of the donor. Organizatoght
competencies to this equation in the form of articulating and developing organizational
capability thatjndeed, has a positive impact on soceety its citizensAnd some

donors felt they too brought competencies into the equation, helping organizations to
become better, more effective asmkenmore innovative.

1.6.5 Transformational philanthropy and networks of cocreated value the
philanthropic ecosystem

i S o dderdityisavaluec r eat i ng activityo
(Vargo, 2009, p. 375)

The data suggestthat the act of transformational givimgasnot simply a dyadic

relationship between the donor and the receivingrozgéion, nordid the gift itself

benefit only the @i nindmjdceohel developedthe i mat e r ec
theoretical #dAphilanthropi c eButdihgupogteis sy st em,
theoretical development iroject onein Projecttwo, | proposean evolution othe

Aphil ant hr opi cfurther defintng igas a mhilarsthropicrsoaial system of
reciprocal exchangepand ama dir ®opti €ed ecdlsyes t eonc

to understand the complex web that underpimssformationagiving. Project three
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elaborated this metaphdrasel onmoreinformant dataand suggested selfsustaining
constellation of networks comprising symbaoiterrelationships among the
stakeholder$ the donorpeneficiaryorganizatios, as well as the people and miero
communities they each serve and suppidre actions and interactions of the
philanthropisthhada fAcompoundi ngo or philaettvapic aged ef fect
ecosystem, resulting in value creation that transeetie original donobeneficiary
dyad and exteretlits impact well beyond the boundaries of the initial relationsHie.
result of this body of research proposes that transformationahgiropyis embedded

in a philanthropic ecosysteimone that is defined more simply upon conclusion of this
research projectisa networkof cocreated valud=igurel-1charts the evolution of the
philanthropic ecosystem metaphor as it has been defined through the projects that

comprise thisThesis
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Figure 1-1 The evolution of the philanthropic ecosystem

Project 1:

w theoretical development of the
"philanthropic exchange system"

Project 2:

wempirical data collection supports
theoretical development in Project 1

wemergence of the "philanthropic
ecosystem™ a metaphor for the
"philanthropic social system of reciprocal
exchange and cocreated value"

Project 3:

wempirical data collection adds to the
knowledge gained in Projects 1 + 2

wphilanthropic ecosystem is further defined
to include characteristics of a "self
sustaining constellation of networks,
comprising symbiotic interrelationships
among stakeholders"

Linking document:

wdyadic analysis of projects 2 and 3 along
with additional literature review assist in
refining the definition of the philanthropic
ecosystem to a more simple "network of
cocreated value”
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At theend of each interview with an informant of Project three (the professional
fundraiser), | asked each if they would permit me additional time to describe the
findings of my research thus far, based on the data collected from the informants of
Project two (he philanthropists), in order to gain their feedb&ach informant agreed
The philanthropic ecosystem, as conceived in Project two was then described as
excerpedfrom semistructured interview guide Exhibit 1-1.

Exhibit 1-1 The philanthropic ecosystem description for informaritspeaking points

Researchel 6 m going to describe to you some of my
donors.

e Thisresearch suggeststhatl.d scr i be t hec disPyhs tl eammd hmeotpa pch
relationships are engaged and affected and reinforce philarthrelpaviour]:
e Donor
e Charitable organization
e Recipient(s)
e Communities
e Peers
e Families
e Relationships are inextricably linked with perceptions and decisiaking of philanthropists as
they engage fully in the inteelationships of their community.
e Resultingin value creation for the entire system and communities in which they interact
¢ Relevance for community sustainability is of paramount importance to theaetptopists as
they look to careate meaningful change by investing deeply in the organizatianbuhd and
serve their communities.

The professional fundraiser informants were then asked:

e What are your thoughts about these findings?
e Is this consistent with or different from your experience?
e How do you think this ecosystem will evolve?

Building upon the findings from Project two, what follows is my analysis and
interpretation of the informant responses from Project three, grouped as follows:

e Value exchange and value creation
e Leveraged value
e Community relationships and the philanthroptogystem
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1.6.5.1 Value exchange and value creation

My research suggestthat valuein-exchangewithin and among social and

organizational systemsgvaswhat constitutdt he @A phi | ant Haopi c ecosy:¢
constellation of personal and professional networks and communitiegcifengaged

and enmeshetthrough philanthropyThe constellation of communities inclubide

donor, the beneficiary organization and the peoplenaintb-communities they serve

and support. All together, these compidiseh e fiecosystem. 0O

FundraiseHarriet Lester descrilld he ecosy shiswapds ef fect

That makes perfect sense like a, a spider web and every, every piece is
somehow connected the other piece and, and everybody encourages that
A donor is delighted to know that a recipient will pay it forward and the
recipients often respond back with, you knewell, | plan to be rich
someday, too, and I'll | wanna be like himSo, that's yeah It feeds itself
Yeah, and you never, you never underestimate the role of any one of the
playersi in the, in the decision of the donor
Lester refers to the inextricably Il inked co

of these can be underestimaiwhen it comes to the influence on the donor.

As discussed in Project three, the data rexcthlat cocreated exchange of value

occuredwhen the organizatiowasready for changé when status quavasnot seen as

optimal, and a vision existito partne with others to drive the organization forward

toward innovation. Fundraiser Ollie Newman commemtedhis aspect of the

ecosystemi | | ove it [ e.dthikyt'svergsmarththinkd'pviery, it'd a

good way to describe.i¥ou know the you know the world we swim in, andyou

know there is..intent hereRight? There's intent to be innovative and experimental and

in partnership there.There is an intent to create a, a culture that makes this stuff

possi bl e. o I n t he pmghaseahenegdfagthet at i on, New
organi zation and the donor to be Ainnovatiyv
Apartner shi po emntacreate vialoeuhrough whech transformatiorl

change is possibl&lewmanalso emphasizit he fAi ntent 6 of the dono
the organizationindeed, one of the key interests of the transformational philanthropists

interviewedwasin making a gt that creatd value. These donors wauatthe
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contribution to not only support and sustain the organization, as well as the extended
beneficiaries of the gift, but also to benefit the various communities to which the donor
and recipients belomgl Ultimately, these donors waedto sustain and promote the

prosperity of their communities.

I nextricably |Iinked to the donor vasthe ense of
donorés sense of cocreating meaningful <chan
philanthropic experience. To this end, tmegdedeep investments in organizations that

built and servd their communitiess part of the ecosysteiy research indicatkethat

it was this @eper relationship with the philanthropist that reiitt transbrmational

level givingi that is, gifts that transforetdthe organization as well as the communities

embedded in the philanthropic ecosystem.

Fundraiser Barry Doons commenech t he reach of these donors
throughout the ecosystem (and beydine organizationyi. . . | eader shi p and
building, sustainabilityand what that means in terms of the giving back by, by the

organizations which they [donors] fuld it becomes much more generational... for

example... it's not just putting jaleady people in the market today, but think about

what those people then do, what they generate, how that takes the economy, and where
this community goes fr om aedapoufthereachofthe@ t hi s
gift and how it transceratithe organization. Hspokeo f donor s bifithei vi ng bac
organi zati onsiewmhp hcahs itzhienyg ftummed oiby, 6 i n ot he
gavethroughthe organization as a way of contributing to the economy and thus to the
community He underscoréthatt he gi f td0 fagne niemrpaatcet on t he eco
spokeof where the community Agoes flnom a gi ft
other words, the giftvasnot simply given to the organizationwasgiven to the

organization with the express purpageyenerating change in the constellation of

communities in which ivasembedded.
In the context of the philanthropic ecosystem, value was created and exchanged by and

among the stakeholders, the extent of which was expressed temporather words,

informantsperceived the impact of the gift and its enduring vaitethe future,
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underscoring thenportance of the ¢ o s y s t demdssistainabihtygrundraiser

Mark Patterson commented on sustainability through the transcendence from generation

togeneration and the importance of Arenewi
.you talk about environmental ecosys
energy to that system? So itdés, itos
the best forms of energyear r e newabl e energy. And so
that, that overall relationship with t

the involvement of their family, the possibility for giving, maintaining or the

ng

i nspiration theyove tghatenwhatr tohdyedwe tdon
continues and itodés renewed from, you kno\

1.6.5.2 Leveragedvaluein the philanthropic ecosystem

As discussed in this DBfesearch projectransformational donossereinterested in

the leverage their donati@ouldprovidePar t of t he fnHnofdhestel |l ati
philanthropic ecosysteims the leverage that transformational philanthropistd use

within their networks to produce greater value for the caeige,§overnment matches
andphilanthropic matches fro peers)The data sugge=stthat donors enhandéheir

own contributions and the value proposition of the organization by leveraging more

money, powerand even policy change, through the influence of their personal and
business relationships, individuaknd through constellation network$ese

philanthropists also leveragiéhe competencies exchanged in these relationships to

provide extraordinary and unique value for the network of communities

Fundraiser Maurice Drake commedbn the multiple levels of leverage and exchange

thatdid or may haveexisiedwithin the philanthropic ecosystem:

on

Wel | Il think itdés [the ecosystem metaph:

enough that it could accommodate even more detail dependlingvo you

want to go, because that ecosystem that you described, and the communities
that you allude to, could include very specific players such as governments.

It could include media. It could include business sectors. All of which, none
of which, mightbe primary drivers but they dllall of which could be
considerations in terms of the influence that is attempting to be leveraged
through the creative act of transformational giving.

In this quotation, Drake emphasiizine variety of actors wheverg or couldhave been

involved in leveraging the value and competencies created from an initial philanthropic
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gift and that whether theyad beermprimary or secondary actors, theyladidpotential

to influence a greater effect or impact of the gift.

1.6.5.3 Communityrelationships and the philanthropic ecosystem

As presented in Projects two and three, the data eVt transformational
philanthropists interaet], through their giving, not only with charitable organizations
and their beneficiaries, but also wittetr own peers, family members, and other

communities, as well as with the network of communities that suresithdm.

Fundraiser Trevor Robertson reflected on the inclusion of multiple communities within
the philanthropic ecosystem
Il thinksybBaemsmpeéeaphor] entirely consi st
experiencedAbsolutelyl mean, thereds no question th
largest donors to [university] are also people who value the community, the
broader community and, and understandrh@ortance of [university] to
the greater community and so the importance of a, of a healthy [university]
|l 6m sure that in our case they, for the I
well so, you know, that o6smeantydald,t i s a, a
would agree with that completely.
Community played a very important role in influencing the donor who was not only
interested in supporting the organization as the ultimate beneficiary of the gift, but,
more importantly, who also wantedtoensurbe e gi ft 6s benefits rippl
d o n or 6-sommunites and networks of interest. Fundraiser Barbara Meester
commented on this ripple effect as foll ows,
individual and setting peoplé'snot even settingieir sights high, it's just inspiring
people to think about what they could do to make a difference and, you know,
philanthropy at a university, philanthropy in any other charitable sector has an effect on
all the employees, all the volunteers, all thedfiemaries of their generosity in terms of

what they personally decide to do. o
Informants in both Projects two and three suggktstat transformational donors
perceivel their decisioamaking as inextricably linked with the integlationships of the

multiple communities in which the donongereengaged anthatthe donors wisidto
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serve The data reveallithat donors beliekthereshouldbe an expectation of return.
Donorswereengaging in acts of reciprocity that extedéheyond the utilitarian value

of the gift to include the intangible and symbolic value of the gift ity have

benefiedthe donor and the surrounding communities. example, Wwat the donomay

havereceivedn returnwast he fisoul f ul 0 \‘heldtreanendous wetighte i r gi f
iitwast he val ue o fcoudldgustaida fumdrdisingpcamphigntand that

couldresult in creating community benefits in the form of physical infrastructures,

unique competencies, as well as relationships thategloogetherto strengthen and

sustain communitiegundraiser Gord Kerry commented this tangible and symbolic

value exchanges follows:

You actually made me think of one, one important, one important piece of

the puzzle you know, about recognition and the intalegiewards in that

ecosystem analogy, which is a very good metaghbdo think of the, the,

the benefit that a donor receives coming through for sort of follow up tours

and visits, you know, informal or formab the hospital when they are, they

havespontaneous sort of outbursts from staff or, or, or conversations with

staff thanking them, so the, the ecosystem is not just the, as you know, the

corporate institution, the money part of

very, very deliberatgl very, very directly by the staff members, they feel

empowered and supported that, that, that investment is, is a tremendous

boost in their abilities, their daily functioning as a staff member.
In this preceding quotation, Kerspokeo f t he @i ot afngobl ul 6 val u
gift being its inspiratedobhher mdelmpowe oimeh ha

community and subsequently expressed to and experienced by the donor

As stated, the actors within the philanthropic ecosystem indhingelonor, the

beneficiary organization, and other direct or tangential recipients, such as a scholarship
recipient at a university, or a patient in a hospital. But, as mentioned, each of these
actorswassurrounded by something much more compl@xset of ncro-communities

within their own constellation network. For example, surrounding a scholarship
recipientmight have beethe professors and students in their shared university
community, as well as the other mieccommunities to which the scholarship ment,
professors, and students all beled¢socially, culturally, politically, religiously,

economically, demographically, locally, nationally, and globally). Similarly, the donor

42



alsocamewith his or her micreand broader communities, personally (fanaind
friends) and professionally (associations, organizations). theuer si t y6s commur
includednot only professors, but alstudentsadministrators, staff, volunteers, and
various suppliers, who also each beledtp a variety of micracommunites. These
communitiesnvereall inextricably linked with respect to the activity surrounding the
gift. For instance, individuals involved in the development of the gift excldange
knowledge about the gifThey benefiédfrom the gift (tangibly or intangibly and they
alsogaveback in one form or another, consciously or unconsciously, to community
building and community sustainabiljtgs they raisgawareness around the gift
Participation in developing the gift also resdlin seeding interestith otherdonors
for theirpersonakontributions Competenciesiereexchanged and created in the
process. Kerry commented on theseaedowxtended
it, within the greater ecosystem, and tésultantexternal validation thatane from the
gift:
I so you see that rippling, you see that rippling out... there is tremendous
pride that someone has invested in them and then just that, it just ups the
whol e game. Theyodre,webhrgdseppwantredthpnt
philanthropoyand t heydér e, theydre conscious of t
the little, you know, the subtle change occurs in their approach to their daily
jobs. Someone out there, someone out there put their hard earned cash down
on the table so they [staff] coulithey could have a better experience, better
tools to the job, better environment in which to work... It absolutely goes
well beyond thé you know, the institute, the corporate institution which is
often where we talk about institutions, you know, the fithemncial
presidentds office, that kind of thing.
some, theredbs a backing, that the missi ol

in, role in carrying out, executing the mission has been given increased
externalvalidity.

Together, the transformational philanthropist and the charitable organizations
exchangd and cocreatévalue for the benefit of themselves and for the communities
they servd and in which they live and operat@ The cycle of reciprocity exietl

because the donor and the recipient continaezalue what eachaveto the other, and
together they creadegreater value for themselves and for their constellation networks

The valuewasboth sustaining and enhancidgmultiplying effectwascreatedvhen
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the philanthropy reswdtlin value experienced begd the initial dyad and extendew
multiple relationships and communities. As aresrisuringpg b al ance, or fAmut

symbi osi s, 0 i n t hewagessentiabtoits long tepustainabiltyo s y st e m

Fundrai ser Ronald Stephenson commented on t
relationship:

And, and | think, | think for the most part the relationships truly are

symbiotic | think perhaps part of the challenge is when what should be a

symbiotic relationship becomes more parasiied this is maybe pouring

out some of the challenges or, or what happens when things go. \Wraing

an organization, rather than acting symbiotically with the donor, acts more

parasitically and is interesten the money rather than the donor, then |

think that damages that ecosyst&o I dondt know if you <co
your model and, and extend it a little bithat way

Here, Stephenson remarked on the significance of the positive relationstgebdhe

donor and the organization, highlighting the threat thatexisbne or the other

becamdipar asi ti co0 wiThehdatain Rrdjeets teacaadsthyes supgurt

the finding that the relationship with the transformational devaemost successful

when the resultant cocreated valuecrdate posi ti ve fistep changeo f
involved in the exchang®atterson also contributed his thoughts on the necessity of

collaboration in the ecosysteintollaboration whiclwasnecessary tsustain the

systemHe said

...S0, | guess the, the ultimate question is how do you sustain this system?...

in this economy, do we have the right culture, do we have the right

government support, do we have the right tax regulations, do we have the

right role modeling and do we have the right collaboration and that, you

know, is something that again relates directly back to transformational

giving and the whole concept of i nvestin:
investing in has, has the legs to susitself.

In summary, and as depictedrigurel-1, the evolution of the philanthropic ecosystem
metaphor began with its theoretical underpinnings conceived in Poojecthen
emerged from Project two asighilanthropic social system of reciprocal exchange and
cocreated valué. In Project three, the ecosystem was further defined'salfa

sustaining constellation of networks, comprising symbiotic interrelatioasimmng

stakeholders Drawing upon the literature presented in section 1.7 below (on business



ecosystems and constellation networks) and as a result of the final dyadic analysis of the

data from FPojects two and three presented in this Linking documempose a more

simple and precise definition of the philanthropic ecosystem, tratisin et wor k of
cocr eat eldis comehtedesalue creates the ultimate impact of the philanthropic
investment. It can be concluded, therefore, that it is the sune ghilanthropic

experience plus the successful outcome or
exchangédetweerthe organizatiomnd the philanthropighat constitutes the total

cocreated value derived from the interaction.

1.7 Updated literature review anddiscussion ofresearch findings

Project ongrovidesa s/stematic review of the marketing literature related to ielg f
of interest(seeProject one irChapter3 of this Thesig. However, n the process of
writing this final Linking document for my DBAThesis | reviewedthe most recent
literaturefrom theareas of marketing interetat had emerged as being the most
significant as related to my research findings in Projects two and Thrisesection
presents additionaltérature for the purposes of updating past literature reyiews
therebyensuring academic recency of the relevant scholarly areas of discUgson.
relevantstreams ofmarketingliterature reviewe@nd presented heralong witha
discussion omy findings areas follows:

Relationship rarketing

Servie dominantagic

Value creation andocreation

Networks, constellations and ecosystems

1.7.1 Relationship marketing

| began my research by looking at transformational philanthropy through the marketing
lensoficust omer rel ati onsCRM insa nfatgheemeonnt gdoo i (nCgR M)
of relationship through the collection and use of custamerl evant i nf or mati o
2009,p. 374). In other words, organizations collect customméormation(and in the

contextof philanthropy, donomformation), and manage the relationship with

intelligence gleaned from the collection and analysis of these data. ppiots
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conclusion of my Projects two and threewever | foundthe area of CRM insufficient

to contextuake the oneto-one relationshimature of transformational philanthropy

(CRM is more useful in fundraisirfgr oneto-many marketing approachegYhile

CRM wasuseful from a tactical level, it alomeasnot robust enough to illuminate fully

the findings of these projectas a result, by turning back to the literature for further

study, ladédt he concept of #Arelationship marketin

which | analyzd transformational philathropy.

While ARM is often manifested through

RMalonei s i nt ended massofidtians.t[and is theplar gpposite of
transact i onp. 376)Mraardgrao,fullyxéfidedelationship rkating, | rely

on the consolidated overview of definitions provided by Vargo (2009). In the excerpt

below, Vargodrewon close to thirty years of research to provide insightautthe RM
concept (Vargo, 2009. 374):

a) Relationship marketing is a stratefgyattract, maintain, and enhance customer

relationships (Berry, 1983, p. 25).
b) Relationship marketing refers all activities directed towards establishing

developing, and maintaining successful relational exchange (Morgan and Hunt,

1994, p.22).
c) Relationshp marketing is marketing seen as relationships, networks, and
interactions (Gummesson, 1994, p. 32).

d) Relationship marketing is the process ofoprating with customers to improve
marketing productivity through efficiency and effectiveness (Parvatiya6,19

cited in Mattsson, 1997, g49).

e) Relationship marketing is marketing based on interaction within networks of

relationshipgGummesson, 2004, B)

f) Relationship marketing is the process of identifying, developing, maintaining
and terminating relation&xchanges with the purpose of enhancing performance

(Palmatier, 2008, b)

From the list above, for the purposes of understanding better the context of

custo

transformational philanthropy, | draw part.:

exchang®( ¢c) emphasi zing nndtdyo reknp haaopdratimngmtge riiec ot

withcustomer® and (e) Ainteraction within
characteristics of RM that hedgto illuminate the context of philanthropy and that
alignedwith the findings of Projects two and three, specifically supporting the

philanthrgic ecosystemThe philanthropic ecosystem emphasizes the relational
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exchange inheremt the interactions between individuals amithin and between
networks as well asvith the oganizations caperating and areating with the
philanthropistsin terms of managerial implications, using the lens of the RM literature
provideda deeper understanding for charitable organizations of the process by which
and contexts (networks and communitiegthin which, they may engage the potential
transformational donoin other words, organizationlsatseekto engage and enhance
their interactions within meaningfylassociated networksy cocreaing value with ad

for communities and their members (including philanthropists), engage in relationship
marketing efforts that may position them more effectively to participade in
philanthropic ecosystems substantiated by Covielkt al.(2002), smply engaging in
CRM focuses the organization on the tactical or transactional level of piiotiesss,
the |l evel of fistepso and fAmoaseppaseddoomnl fAdat a
the more meaningf ul Arel at i etala2D02, pd2y net wor k
My research suggesithat while these are necessary as building blockglationship
building, they are not sufficienBuilding fruitful relationships with transformational

level donors requires deep engagement in a multitude of relationsHifesetthand
substantiate the exchange dynariite result is arguably a deeperore meaningful
connectiorfor the organization® the networks and communities of interest, whiich
turn, legitimate the potential to offer and create (andrea¢) value vith the
philanthropists aligned with their desired philanthropic impact with and for these very
same networks and communitidhe ecosystem metaphased in my researataptures
these types of networked relationships and their resultant sharedwthiunethe

system.

1.7.2 Service Dominant Logic

I n their seminal article AEvolving to a new
Lusch (2004) suggestdthat a new dominant logiwasemerging for marketingi o n e

in which service provision rather than gooslsif undament al to economi ¢
(Vargo& Lusch 2004, p. 1). Where the gooddominant logic (GD) had been based

on the exchange of figoodsodo and on Atangi bl e
transacti ons, ocedthahasenacaldmmant |eic (SD) tbcused dn

Aintangi ble resources, the cocreation of va

new model for marketing scholars and practice, as opposed tebheGlel that was

a7



inherited from the study of economic exchange (Vadausch 2004, p. 1). Vargo

(2009) commenedfurtherf wh et her consi dered in terms of
when viewed from a valdereating orientation (® logic), as compared to an output

producing orientation (€ logic), value emerges and unfolds overdj rather than

being a discrete, productiamo n s umpt i on e v @.875)0As ¢videmaedio |, 20009
my research, thphilanthropic ecosystemisosupported théemporal effect®f the

impactofad onor 6s benefacti on .Eeatosysterwasfound nt v al u
to bedynamic in nature, evolving and emerging with symbiotic relationships that feed

the ecosystemas well as feed on the ecosystem, much like a philanthropist and their
benefactorsThe value thatvascreated in the ecosystem thye various actors within, it
wasexchanged over time aneascharacterized by the same interactivity and

reciprocity to which Varg@2009)referedabove.

Vargo (2009) providedlarity about the meanings and implicationsiefiationshi for

the GD logic and the D logic in Table1-4. In this table, we see how charitable giving

at a transactional level (lowé&nancial levels of donations) may be transactedgisi
principles of the @ logic Or gani zati ons wusing trnairskeappr oa
or foemmaen gpproach to encouraging logrm repetitive giving (transactions)

However, pursuant to the data presented in Projects two and three, philarahtbpy
transformational level, requidegreater focus by organizations at th® $ogici its
oneto-onerelationshipbuilding and service exchange approadh order to be

successful.
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Table1-4 The mearngs and implications of relationshigVargo 2009, p. 376)

G-D Logic S-D Logic
Meaning(s) of | Dyadic bonds represented by trust an{ Reciprocal, servicéor-service nature
relationship commitment of exchange
Long-term patronagé repetitive Cocreaion of value
transactions
Complex, networked structure of the
market
Temporal, emergent nature of value
creation

Contextual nature of value
determination

Manage customers (through
communications, satisfactioatc) to
maximize CLV

Collaborate with customers to develd
mutually beneficial value propositior]

Normative
implications

Cocreag value through serviefer-
service exchange

The SD logic waspertinent to my research on the philanthropic ecosystem because it
focuselon At he process of coll aborative. and r e
373). As was found in Projects two and three, informants regiwansformational

philanthropy as collaborativemutually beneficialand reciprocal process of value

creation My research offeddempirical data in support of the[$logic, and in

partiaular, in the context of ngmofit organizations.

Another important component of the philanthropoosystemvasthe exchange of
competenciefrecalling that this term idefined in this paper as abilities, expertise,

knowledge and skilldyetween the donor and the organization as part of the

transformational philanthropic experienédigned with the SD logic, in which service

Afis the fundament al basis of exchwasge. .. th
the exchange of competenciégcording to Vargq2009) At he essenti al el
D logic thus begin with the definition of servitkepr ocess of using oneo:¢
competencepsic]( k nowl edge and skills) for the bene:
p. 374) Using the SD logic to help explain the philanthropic ecosystemuwderstand

that the exchange of value inherent to acts of tramsfbonal philanthropy incluakan

exchange of service, drthat germane to that servicessthe individual competency

brought to the fore by each individual actor engaged in the experience. In other words,

the donor and the organization exchahgervice vithin the philanthropic exchange,
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not onl,d &g beidgehgti ned i n the example of a ¢t
donation) for a fs c h.dbther thehdonpraandithes t he benef
organization exchangeompetencies as part of the servielationship, as together

they discussdtheir respective visions for a future whei@ examplestudents may

receive scholarships, participatesineducational experiencand ultimatelybecome

productive members of society the latter example, using thelSlogic, the exchange

of competencies defisghe relationship between the donor and the organization and

between each of thesetorsand the ultimate beneficiaries of the exchangdue is

created as a result of thisahange value that is collectively determined and used

within the associated networks of the donor and the organizatisis not a simple

G-D oriented dyadic exchanggccording to Vargo and Lusch 20808, A or gani zat i ¢
exist to integrate and trarmsfn microspecialized competendsi] into complex

services that are demanded i mptBhandimar ket pl a
arguethatthese competencies and complex services are also demandeahpradino

context by the transformational danesho expects to be engaged deeply with the

charitable organization.

Transformational philanthropy, as evidenced in Projects two and Wasgery much

an SD oriented exchange embedded in one or more networks or communities of

interest reinforcing Va g q2B@9)assertiond . . . I n economic mar ket s,
exchange generally, value creation is mutual and reciprioeakérvice is exchanged

for servi ce)p 374 My reséarch gffeedempiricd &vidence of

competencies in exenge.

I n terms of v-®logaethecfiimecanhot coeate valiie but ca8 only offer

value propositions and then coll aboratively
2009,p. 374) In the context of transformational philanthropy, @rganization (firm)

offers the donor (beneficiary) value propositions or vice versa, then together, they

collaborate to define and create the resultant vdlne exchange of competencies in

this value creation process defines the interactisnwell ashe resulting value
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1.7.3 Value creation andcocreaion

As has been discussedthe marketing literature, it is posited that value creation is not
a onesided eventinstead, value is a collaborative effort between the consumer and the
firm. In the context ofransformational philanthropy, this would mean that value is
created by the charitable organization and the philanthropist togathevidenced in
Projects two and three, both the donors and the fundraisers ajbasthis is the

case The value crated, tangible and intangibasa collaborative effort between the
donorand the recipient organization, aperhaps everother beneficiaesof the gift

For example, itvasthe donowho giftedthe financial component, their competencies
(e.g.,vision, expertisgas well as théeverageof their personal and professional
networks while it wasthe recipient organization who helpto define and implement

the gift designatiorpossiblywith otherbeneficiaries of the financial support, who in

turn, createl value from their resultant actions

Further, & stated by Vargo & Lusch (2008, @A . .. the enterprise ca
create and/or dedriea&tri vyrmad.ue.. .and viad elleatcioon a
offerer and the beneficiarysfer vi ce col |l aboratively create
2008, p. 8). Based on this assertiovalue creationwould not bea dyadicexperience

between the donor and the charitable organizalibis relationship becomes embedded

in the philanthropic ecosysin and continues to evolve within the constellation of

networks Vargo (2009) continuedi [ T h e ]  u ncreatibnali(diregt,or thronigh

goods) nature of value is relational in the sense that the (extended) activities of both

parties (as well as thosé @her parties) interactively and interdependently comb

over time, to create valoe ( V a r gpo375) AsGWppPorted by my research, the

philanthropic ecosysteis dynamic in nature, embedded with reciprocal, interagctive

and mutually beneficial fationshipscocreaing value.

Further, Vargo and Lusd200&) suggestdthat value is unique, based on the

idiosyncratic nature of the competencies engaged in its collabocativeaibn; they

saidiOQur argument is that value obtained in c
be created unilaterally batwaysinvolvesa unique combinatioof resources and an

idiosyncratic determination of value... and thus the customer is alwaysraator of
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vd ueodo (it al-Vags & lugch, 2008 h8). Arguably, in the context of
transformational philanthropy in a university setting, ¢bhereaion of value would
necessarily be idiosyncratically determined because of the very nature of the
organizaibni one premised on the development of unique intellectual proddrgy

value agocreaged by the transformational philanthropist and the university, along with
the beneficiaries of the gift, would be as unique as the individuals engaged in the
dynamic For example, the funding of an academic chair would result in value unique to
the chair holderThe valuecocreagd with this donowould, thereforenot bethe

monetary value of the gift itself; would bethe value of the output and the impact the
financial investment halselped fund i.e.,theuniqueresearch, teaching and

mentorship in whiclthis gift would permit the chair holder tengageln this relational
context, we see clearly an example of HAmutu
(Vargo, 2009,p. 377), where the donor provides service through their financial
investment, the organization their hiring of the Chair, the chair through their research

and teaching outputs, and so on with each beneficiary of the exchange.

1.7.4 Networks, constellations and ecosystems

Based on the findings from Projects two and three, | suggested that transformational
philanthropy takes place in an ecosystem of reciprocal exchange and cocreated value,
one in which the reciprocity is a collective, circukand mutually reinforcing activity

that engages the philanthropist, the organizations they support and the people and
communities in which they live and work. Further, | suggested that the donor and the
organizations together cocreate value for the beokfitemselves and for the
communities they serve, and that this value helps to reinforce and sustain a full
spectrum of community relationshipsalso suggested that the organization move from

a transactiotbased relationship with prospective transfoioral donors to one that is
more relationshigoriented, with a particular focus on the networks in which the donor is
embedded and enmeshébbw, | consider the more recent literature in an effort to

substantiate and extend this metaphor.

Recalling from e literature reviewed in Project one, Vargo, Maglio and Akaka (2008)

contributelt o conceptualization of tditasamar ket as
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constellation of @tale2008)iTlese asthors poeitithat@acl{ Var g o
exchange or dyhof service expands into a network, whichturn, becomes a network
of networks that puts value back into the entire constellafioay statd:

é v a | uaeeatiorois not limited to the activities of any one exchange or a

dyad of service systems. It ags through the integration of existing

resources with those available from a variety of service systems that can
contribute to systemwelh ei ng as determined by the sys
environmental context. Each service system accesses resources from other

services y st ems t hr o u g hin-exchangeasrihg eegotiated | u e

measurement offered and receivedy(,money and value proposition)

among exchange partners. The resources of the service provider are adapted

and integrated with esourceg andvaloeeis syst embs e
derived and determined in contexté The p
knowledge is generated and exchange occurs within and among surrounding

systems. (Varget al, 2008,p. 150)

Looking more deeply at the marketing literature on netgjozknstellation systems and

ecosystems in a business contéiiklan and Knox (2009) suggested a conceptual

framework of marketing relationships whereby organizations may emerge from the

more simple fAtransact i onta-bneréradli aotnischn phoi m@,n dt

to the Anetworkedo relationship with its co
on investment (Maklan & Knox, 2009, p. 1399argo(2009)commenédthat

Amarketing is evolving to a nmresactiomalgndc t hat
cocreat ve of value, network centered @nd, thus

374). In other words, that value is not only defined erateagd in a collaborative

manner as determined above, but that it is also the purviewltpla parties that is,

Ainet work centeredo &argbsadiihherenthyoughat hens
interactive, collaborative, unfolding and reciprocal roles in vabeeaion that SD

logic conceptualizes relationshipocreaion andservice exchange imply a value

creating relationship or, more precisely, a complex web of valegtion relationships,

rather tha making relationship an option ( V a r gpo375) Ru@th@rd/argo and

Lusch(200&) suggestdthatfi . . . t h e e erentioe is thef value adnfigurations

I economic and social actors within networks interacting and exchanging across and

through networksConsequently, value creation takes place within and between systems

at various levels of aggregatiorhe former pait originally centered on descriptions of
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=)}

value constel-drad atoincm metdwdirvial ppeer t ner so an
resour ceo(Vago & lgiscta 2068 ps5).

=)}

In order to define the relevant termsed abovenore clearly, | addss them each here

in greater detail

Value networksii Avalue networks a spontaneously sensing and responding spatial
and temporal structure of largely loosely coupled value proposing social and economic
actors interacting through institutions and tealogy, to: (1) ceproduce service

offerings, (2) exchange service offerings, andc(®)rea¢ value [Footnoted by authors

-] The concept of a value network can also be thought of as a servisgstem which

may better capture the adaptive and evolatigrtharacteristics of a value netwoitk

also may capture the nesting of supply chains with larger and more ensorgpasue
network® ( Let a&l,2010, p. 20)

Relationship networksReinforcing the role of networks and value networks in the

context of relati onshi p)defiaittokoérelationghipi s Gu mme s
mar ketmamgkatsi ig based on interaction within
(Gummesson 2@ p. 3) as well adis assertionthat et wor ks -tomangy 0A many

orientation (Gummesson, 2008)

Ecosystem relationshipfi Busi ness ecosystems miased, be see
networkwith-n et wor k r el ati onshi ps, including the
savice-ecosystems view, all actors are both providers and beneficiaries... that is, the

customer is just another noted in the larger ecosystem and thecaatmor transaction

serves as a platform for furtheR00%pl ue cr ea
377) Further, Vargo (2009), relying on lansiti and Levien, 2004; Prahalad and

Krishnan, 2008; Normann and Ramirez, 1993; and Haeckel, 1999, framed transactions

as platforms in ecosystem relationships. Va
framework, engaging in a transaction in the market means buying in to a complex series

of mutual servicgroviding,valuec r eat i ng r el ationshipso (Var c

Further, he referenced Normannand Ramir ( 1 994) fdvalue constell a
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ecospt em rel ationshi ps asadaptiagpandirelationg natutee A dy n:
of value c¢creationo (Vargo, 2009, p. 377). F
as being able to Aisense and respond to the
(Vargo, 2009, p. 377).

Integrating valuaetworksand relationship networks, Varg®009)summarize these
concepts:

... the purpose of interaction, and thus of relationship, is \caheeeaton
through mutual service provision... valueareation is a&omplex process
involving the integration of resources from numerous sources in unique
ways, which in turn provide the possibility of new types of service
provision Thus, value creation through service provision and service
exchange relationships at thécno level must be understood in the context
of value creation through service provision and service exchange
relationships at the macro levéhe elements are value, relationships, and
networks; the driving force, and thus the nature of value, relats)sind
networks, is mutual service provision for mutual wellbeing. (Vargo, 2009,
378)

Vargo and Luscli200&) expounedupon the role of the organization in the business
ecosystemTheysaidfior gani zati ons exi st tspecialized egr at e
competences into complex services that are
economic actorse(g.,individuals, households, firms, natioms$¢) are resource

i ntegrat or s 0,2008, p.B)gWith all actors ascrdsource integrators within

the ecosystem model, the exchange system becomes symbiotic esubtaifing.

In the context of transformational philanthropy, the donors and the organizations do not

only need one anothey tocreate value, they need multiple actors from each of their

networks in order to fully experience the phenomenon of transformational philanthropy.

I n other words, Arel ationships. .. are not |
networks of relatnships and occur between networks of relationships. These networks

are not static entities but rather dynamic systems, which work together to achieve

mut ual benefit (value) through service prov
commercial context, customes ar e | ooking for the fAconst el
potential 0 embeddedetalyn2006,p.264e Rageel onitence ( Lusc

55



empirical research in Projects one and two, transformational philanthropists were and

continue to look for the saan

In a visual depiction, Varg(®009 offered Figure1-2 to describe the contextual nature

of value creation, in the context of constellation netwbBrkm thisdiagram, we can see

the constellation that begins to form with multiple network partners in the-value

creating spherd would argue thisame type of constellation formatiapplies to the

context of transformational philanthropy, where the philanthropst t he A cust omer
the university is the Afirm. o I'n this exan
beneficiaries, and both have their own networks of relationships and value they bring to

their interconnection, thereby creating a constellation n&twihin their spheres of

influence (often communities of mutual interex well as tangential communitjies

touched by their respective intereahd networks).

Figure 1-2 The contextual nature of value cegion (Vargo, 2009,p. 376)

Resource Resource

‘I
: Integrator/ Integrator/ ~—mm /
H Beneficiary Beneficiary
\ (“Firm”) (“Customer’) \
=
E—

R

Source: Adapted from Vargo (2008)

Specifically commenting on the nfur-profit and social marketing contextuschand
Vargo (2006&), suggestdthe following about the -® logic being applied outside the
Acommerceo sphere:

AThe cent r alogioadthattfumdamental toiuman well

being, if not survival, is specialization by individuals in a subset of
knowledge and skills (operant resources) and exchanging the application of
these resources for the applicatiorknbwledge and skills they do not
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specialize... this shift in focus from operand to operant resources has
implications for understanding social interaction and structure that are
markedly different from the ones suggested by a focus on the exchange of
operand resources and potentially has ramifications for understanding
exchange processes, dynamics, structures and institutions beyond

c 0 mme rLaseh. &vardo, 2006, p.54)

In this excerpt, the authoesnphasizeéhe exchange of resources and competencies
(knowledge and skills) thareof value and exchanged as a matter of human

subsistence

Projects two and threas well as this final Linking document, hgwevided empirical
evidence thattiis through the acts of transformational philanthropy thataxgés take
place not only between the donor and the organization, but also through the social
interactions and collaborativalue creatiomprocesses and between actors a
constellation of networksThe literature above adds to the conclusions predgémte

section 1.7, that is, that transformational philanthropy can be observed and nurtured as

part of a philanthropic ecosysténa network of cocreated value.

In conclusion, this DBAT hesissuggests that cocreated transformational philanthropy
results n value that is determined not only through the process and experience of

making the donation, but also through the exchange of competencies between the donor,
the organization (and its representatives) and even the ultimate beneficiaries of the
philanthrgoy. This cocreated value creates the ultimate impact of the philanthropic
investment that is that the sum of the philanthropic experience plus the successful
outcome or fAvalueo attached to the entire p
constitues the total cocreated value derived from the interaction. The data suggested
that cocreated, reciprocal philanthropic experiences resulted in deeper and more
satisfying longterm relationships with the dondn the context of the relationship

between thehilanthropist, the charitable organization, and the communities and social
systems within which they exist, cocreation of value was determined to be a reciprocal
relationship that serves to mutually reinforce the engagement of the exchange patrties,
resuting in value creation for the entire system and communities in which they interact

Through their reciprocity, these individual actors created a contextualized system in
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which the transaction6s value was a cocreat
sustaining a full spectrum of community relationships. The research presented

confirmed the proposed philanthropic ecosystesrselfsustaining constellation of

networks, comprising symbiotic interrelationships among stakehdldersther words,

a netwok of cocreated value.

1.8 Managerial implications

In conclusion, thisexction of the Linking document draws together the findings of the
DBA research projestand considers the insights for practite very concise set of
bullets Thislist of practical insightsa précis of what has been presented in great detail
within this Thesis, ior professional fundraisers and their organizatems$ may be
considered in thengagement of the transformational philanthropist:

i.  Donors capable ahaking donations in excess of $5 Million CAD had the
wealth to do so becauigeywere comfortable that they hadcumulated
sufficientfinancialmeans to sustain their familia&/ealth at this levelvasoften
aresultofoneormord i nan c i a leveris| evidence af whicly should be
monitored and discussed with the donor to help determine the ideal timing for
the gift

ii.  Transformational donorsdicated their desir® invest in something that creates
value for the organization and for sociefyeywerenot interested in funding
the status quaather, they were looking to fund aggressive and visionary.goals
Agile organizations that facilitate internal and external collaboration proved
most prepared to work successfully with the transformationaddo

iii.  Organizations must stay focused beyondttaesactionof the gift, on its
outcomeor impact In other words, these donors indicated that they are
interested in the impact of the gifinot in the transaction itself. In this way, the
organizatonmap e percei ved as a conduit for the

as opposed to the beneficiary itself.
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iv.  Engaging these donors in a meaningful relationship with the organization
compels the organization to joiorceswith the donoto makean impact on
thar desired communities of mutual intereStganizations must increasingly
reflect the diversity of their membershi

inextricably linked with community prosperity.

v. These donors expextthe organization to have a clBastated mission and
vision, adopted and articulated by the leadership, and for which the organization
washeldaccountable. Organizatiomgereexpected to have a clear and
consistent view of their future and of how the philanthrogestid help them
achieve their aspiration€learly stated goals are not to be confuséd
inflexibility 1 rather, many of these donawgrelooking to make a meaningful
contributionto the vision i(e.,a cocreated visiorgnd looledfor a change
friendly and adaptable orgaational cultureThese donors were interested in
the Aintangibledo as well as the Atangi bl

philanthropy

vii Manydonorswamtdt o be engaged in the Avisionodo c
intended outcome. The dialogue adidsyncraticcompetency exchange with
organizational and related community memlbbezislgreat value for the donor
This constitutd a meaningful component of the service experience for the

donor.

vii.  Transformational donomsereinterested in creating levage for the
organizations in which they invest Valuable eEveragevasoffered inthe form
of additional financial capital, or relationship capaatessethrough their
personal and professionattworks The cration of leveraged capitalas said
to originate from the organization or from the donor, aad ofterexchanged

repeatedly by eachctorthrough their respective constellation of networks

viii.  The most successful relationships with transformational donors were those

described as trustirgndauhentic Theseoften included the professional
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fundraiser, the leadership of the organization and a group of close family

members or other advisors

ix.  Engaging transformational donors is not a transactional pursuit, nor is it
necessarily a onm-one relabnship. Engaging individuals and organizations
associated with the constellation of networks to which the donor belongs,
directly or tangentially, assists in creating a more effective relationship dynamic.

X.  These donors saw their donationsas@| mi nat i on oifther hei r |
legacy As such, these gifts should be recognized, by the organization, as a form
of selfactualization for the donor.

With this new understanding of transformational philanthropy based on my research
findings, or@nizations may work more closely and collaboratively with prospective
transformational donors with the express interest of cocreating value for the benefit not
only of their organizations but also for the constellation of associated networks and
communites t o whi ch each bel ongs. Lusch, Vargo
survive and prosper in a networked economy, the organization must learn how to be a
vital and sustaining part of the value network.... the organization will not survive unless
it hasthe ability to learn to adapt and change in order to offer competitively compelling
value propositions to customers (Va&d.usch, 2004) as well as other members of

the value network thatupply it with needed resources ( Leat &.2040, p21). As
presented, my findings support that the philanthropic ecosystewheed part of a value
network, and therefore organizations that are part of the philanthropic ecosystem must
adapt to this more competitive value cocreating model to survive overespesially

as financial resources become increasingly constrained in tierqobfit context and

donors become increasingly interestedooreatingshared value.

Lusch, Vargo and Malter (2006) contended that the recognition of both tangible and

intangble value in relationship marketing provided the organization with much needed

insight into the consumer, and by extension, | sugtestransformational donor. They
stated, AThe shift from the tangible to the
solution that the ctak2006pe70).inthe corgeatlofi ngo ( Lus
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philanthropy, | suggeshat the organization focus on thies o | u tAidorneca moor of t he
donor and not on the gift itself. | propose that those organizations that rexzsed

on the transaction of gift exchangestead obnthe cocreation of value with the

philanthropist, remain stuck in the goedisminant logic and may fail to succeed in an
increasingly servicelominant (SD) context. In addition, Lusch, Vargo ancaler

(2006) ar g uDeayic gudgests that hllgartitifants in the vadoeation

process be viewed as dynamic operant resources. Accordingly, they should be viewed as

the primary source of both organizational and national innovation and valeeact i o n 0
(Luschet al, 2006,p. 271).Further, Vargo and Lusch (2008argued that these

Afoperant o resources are the Afundamental s
Lusch, 2008, p. 6). Therefore, in terms of managerial implications, the orgaoizati

that engage in meaningful relationships with transformational philanthropists may

increase not only their own competitive advantage but also that of the communities they
serve. Building on this premise, my research indickigat aganizationsnteresed in

the idiosyncratic competencies of their donors, anditivatve the donor in helping
organizationalnnovation through value creation borne of the gift, are those best

positioned to lead the sustainability of the&iganizations andommunitiesn

partnership with the transformational philanthrapist

1.9 Contribution

As discussed, my primary scholarly interest is in the marketing area, specifically in
consumer behaviopandmoreoverjn thecocreaion constructin particular, | am
interestechow these scholarly fields appiythe contexts of the ndor-profit and
philanthropicspheresHowever, while the marketing literature revievatdhe outset of
my DBA researclsuggested thatocreagéd consumer experiences result in deeper and
more sasfying longterm relationships with the consumer, to my knowletlgere was
no empirical work at the time examining fprofit or notfor-profit cocreaed
experiencesspecifically not in the context of the transformational philanthropist and
thecharitdble organizationand how these experiences might affect philanthropic
behaviour In addition, the foiprofit oriented context of the extant literature did not
empirically examine the exchange of both tangasld intangible forms of value

prevalent irthe not-for-profit context, specifically that of philanthropy. Based on the
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additionalliterature reviewegand the findings of Projects two and three, | propose the

following domains of contribution from nrgsearch
Domains of Contribution:

1. Theoretical My research offexda new definition of the transformational
philanthropist and as such, contributes to the understanding of select higbrtiet
donors in the nonprofit and voluntary sector literature. Based on my research, |
suggestdthe definition of the transformational dorisrone who is primarily focused

on creating value by funding change in society through their organization of ¢hoice
an organization that can fulfill a visionary promise and make an impact that achieves

the ntended dream of the donor.

2. Empirical evidence My research applakthe theoretical knowledge of relationship
marketing, the serviedominant logic (€D), the cocreation construct, and the concept
of business ecosystems in tenprofit and voluntary stor context. By bridging the
literature betweethesetwo scholarly areas (marketingndnonprofitand voluntary
sector), my research agldito the body oempiricalknowledge as specifically applied to
the phenomenon of transformational philanthropy am&laas well as to the context of

highereducation

In the marketing area, the extaaincepts examined (servideminant logic (D), the
cocreation construct, and business ecosystem®confirmed and developed further
with the addition of empiricadvidence Specifically,using relationship marketingRM)
theory,my development of the philanthropic ecosystem as a busesgstem
providedevidence ofelational exchangaetworks and interactionso-operaion with
customersandinteraction within networks of relationship$Vhile these conceptsad
been proposed theoreticaflyior to my researchmy body of research provide

empirical evidence of their existence.

Further, based on the data in Projects two and three, philanthropy was detéonhbi@ed
a collaborative and reciprocal process of value creation, offering empirical data in
support of the $ logic and away from the good®minant logic (ED). Finally,
transformational philanthropgmbedded within the philanthropic ecosystems

presated as empirical evidence of a business ecosystem and constellation network of
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recipro@l exchange and cocreated valuane inwhich the reciprocity is a collective,
circular, and mutually reinforcing activity that engages the philanthropist, the
organiations they support and the people and communities in which they live and
work. The data indicated that the actors form an ecosystem where the donor and the
organizations together cocreate value for the benefit of themselves and for the
communities they see, and that this value helps to reinforce and sustain a full

spectrum of community relationships.

In thescholarly area ofonprofitand voluntary sectaesearchmy research offers
entirelynew applications of these marketing constructs and conastbisy apply to
the high networth donor who is &ransformational philanthropidtly research findings
supporédthe existence of the philanthropic ecosystem, a recipooceitellation
network of cocreated valu&o my knowledgeempiricalresearctcontributing to the
understanding diigh networth transformational philanthropists in Can&danever
been conducted prior to this studiurther, the unique dyadic perspective from the

donor and the organization, atio the empirical contribution of thresearch project

3. Knowledge of practiceBy combining the extant and new theoretical knowledge

from relationship marketing, the servideminant logic (£D), the cocreation construct,

and the concept of business ecosystems, with the empirical findings of my research, this
DBA research projegirovided practitioners with substantive new insights into high
networth transformationaphilanthropist This research offexdinsights orhow

organizational actors (fundraisers, members of the leadeetb)pnight reposition

their organizational rationshipbuilding activities to engage these donors more

effectively in their pursuit of meaningful value creatfon stakeholdersvithin and

outside Canadan addition, | offeedthe fields of study and practice a new definition of
thei't r an s f lphilanthropstdo nlaa s ed on e nihis definitics | evidenc
provided a deeper, more complex and robust understanding of the transformational
philanthropistfor the organizatiofi one that examirgetheir mutual interests in building

and sustaining thrivig communities

My research offegdnew insights into the value of constellation networks that include
the transformational philanthropists and the organizations they support, threaded
together by a web of direct and indirect relationshésl how theynterchange
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collaborative efforts of mutudverage anthenefit. The value of the constellation
networkwaselaborated througlhé metaphor of the philanthropic ecosystehich has
emerged as a network of cocreated value, involving many dctorenstellation of

personal and professional networks and communities that are engaged and enmeshed.
The constellation of communities includes the donor, the beneficiary organization and
the people and microommunities they serve and suppdVYithin this néwork of

cocreated value, the actors share valeating experiences by interacting and
collaborating on their shared interesihis reciprocal engagement results in cocreated
value for the constellation of communitidgost interestingly, the reciprocakchange
extends far beyond its monetary contributiofise network of cocreated value
comprises the act pandvisions forahe Ritdrdhe detwoork alsod r e a ms
captures value from the exchange of competefid@®syncratic contributionsf

knowledge, skill an@éxpertise And finally, the network extracts value from the variety

of relationships within the constellatiowhichextends the value creation beyond the

initial dyad of the donor and the organizatiengaging a great number otars, who

cocreateand experiencealuetogether.

1.10Limitations of the study and areas for further research

Limitations. This studyis a qualitative field research studhat considesthe
informant®interpretation of eality (.e., that of the donor, ifProject two, and that of

the professional fundraiser in Project thré@cusingon donors having made
philanthropic contributions of $5Million CAD or morthefindings describ this

segment of the population alone. Because of its methods, an obvious limitation of this
research might be the generalizability of its finditdswever, the universe of
transformational philanthropists in Canada is inherently small, therefore thedseth
chosen to study this group are in keeping with my research interest to provide rich
qualitative descriptions of this segment of donor population versus statistically
generalizable or predictive analysis of this group. Moving forward, as | attemptko wo
with sections othis DBA Thesistoward publishing in a peeeviewed scholarly

journal, my interest is in collaborating with one or more academautoors to discuss
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and confirm joint findings through inteoder reliability in an effort to increasiee
credibility, dependability, and confirmability of my findings (Johnsoal, 2006).

| acknowledge that my own professional experience as a fundraiser may introduce a
particular danger of bia3o control for this] includemultiple confirmatory quotations

from the original verbatim transcripts of informants in order to illustrate the concepts

and theories | develop in the papleslso submitted the findings from Project two, the
Aphil ant hropic ecosyst etsof Brojdctdhree,in@amment t o
attempt to confirm and further refine my findingsirther, upon completion of each of

the Project phases of this DBA reseafttesis | submitted a formal written copy to a

panel of academic colleagues, led by my doctoral sigumet for review oral defence

and as necessary, revision and resubmission

| began Project two with an interest in conducimgrpretivistqualitative analysis
However, as therBject emerged with prexisting theoretical constructs in minde(,
relationship marketing, serviedominant logic, and cocreatign) was clear that |

would have to take a mopmsitivistalbeit qualitative approach to the methods
Therefore, in Project two, | used research propositions to structure the analysis of the
dat. As | prepared to conduct the research for Project three, however, | decided to take
a much less structured and positivist approach to the data collection and analysis,
preferring to approach the data set without propositions and allowing the findings to
emerge from the analysi is for this reason that research propositions are not
articulated nor used to frame the findings or discussion in Project Thrisadifference

in approach between projects does preclude a strict dyadic comparison of findings
However, what is presented is structured instead by the research questions as the

common architecture for the entifbesis

Finally, this research is meant to extend the current theoretical understanding of for
profit consumeioriented literature in aot-for profit context, based on empirical
evidenceDespite the empirical evidence, the applicability of the findings in-ariwiit
context may not be appropriat&imilarly, another limit of this study may the
applicability of the findings as they pgain to specific cultural and communilgvel

diversity as demographically represented in Canada.
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Future research.To date, | havearticipated in two refeezl conference presentations,
namely,"Philanthropy: a reciprocal ecosystem ofareated value" @authored with
Colin Pilbeam), November 2010, presentedAasociation for Research on Nonprofit
Organizationgnd Voluntary Action (ARNOVA)annual conference in Arlington VA,
and, "Innovative philanthropy: the role of reciprocity iraeating value ttough elite
gift-giving in postsecondary education” (@uthored with Colin Pilbeam), November
2009, presented akssociation for Research on Nonprofit Organizatiams VVoluntary
Action (ARNOVA) annual conference in Cleveland, OH. Itis my intereputsue
both conference participation and publishing in scholarly journals in the future.

Researching the concept of philanthropic networks further would be of great interest.

For example, there exist networksclodbdivent u
that look togroup individuals whanvest together to transform organizations.

Understanding the applicability of my findings within the network context would extend

the findings of this DBAresearch project

It would also be interesting to extend this study to examine fustiectorganizations

and philanthropists who interactdiversemicro-communities so that we might

understand better the nuances within and between these sub groups, within and outside
CanadaFor example, \ile thisresearch projedbcused contextually on the pest
secondary educational organizations (as well as their related hospitals), it would be
interesting to pursue this research across other contexts, to exanimelibations fo

other organizations engaged in tienprofitand voluntary sector.

Future research may also explore the findings of this studyoth#r non highhet
worth donor populationgo understand the implication§ cocreated value where the
financialsums ofthe investment are not as great, but perldperethe mutual interests

of the donor and the organization to cocreate vagwerthelessemain similar.

The access gained to this exclusive group of professional fundraisers

transformational donom®ay present an opportunity to follow one or more of the
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organizationgnd philanthropistkngitudinally in a unique research setting offering
deep case study of one or moféhesanformantsover time
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2 Philanthropyi1 a scoping sudy
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2.1 Executive simmary

A study of transformational or dAeliteodo phil
of more than $5 Million CAD towards Canadian psstondary educational institutions

has ot been conducted to my knowled®gy interest in researching this ovarching

topic during my DBA program is to understand what influences create favourable

conditions for this level of charitable gift giving on the part of a philanthropist towards a

speific cause or charity. As a marketing student, within the discipline of consumer
behaviour, my particular | ens frames the ph
charity as the Aorganization, oWwidoh respect

donors nake transformational donations?

To study this phenomenonwill begin with a scoping study that examines the literature
on philanthropy. | will follow the scoping study with Project one / Systematic review,
which examines the intersection of philantiwy@nd marketing to inform my research

question

Within the body of marketing literature, | am particularly interested in the construct of
consumer cocreation (sometimes spelledm@ation) (Prahala8 Ramaswamy

20044ab; Vargo& Lusch 2004,b; Lusch &Vargo,2006) Cocreation is defined as the

individual involvement of a consumer helping the organizatiatetmetheir

consumption experience options, selecting those with personal interest and meaning,

and ful filling t heof-ocnowitistheragsistincerofthte x per i enc e
organization To this end, | add to my central research question, the followiogy:

does the fAicocreationo construct illuminate

transformational donor?
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2.2 Introduction
This study aims to create a better understanding of the influences on charitable, major
Atransformational o6 gift giving (defined her

part of a philanthropist towards a specific cause.

The etymologwnidfant he opyod cidpehsanttrapie,amd t he | at
from the Greelp h i | a n which @mes &aonp h i | a n loving @eppephil- +

a nt h rm@miogshuman being (circa162B)hi | ant hr opydés pri mary d
figoodwill to fellowmenespecidy:act i ve ef fort to promote hum
definition, it can be understood that philanthropy, while imbued with many

philosophical, political, religious, and social meanings, is considered at its core to be an
interaction aimed at human sulisisce This scoping study explores the extant literature

on philanthropy with a view to explorimgy central research questidihy do donors

make transformational donations?lease see pgpendice€, F and Jor a detailed

overview of the literature reviewed, the process followed, research inclusions and

exclusions as well as special notes on the categorization and grouping of the literature.

What influences a donor when he or she considers making a ctintrib@his scoping

study and literature review on the topic of philanthropy reveals that this question has

been studied through many disciplines and perspectives, including: anthropology,

business, economics, philosophy, psychology, sociology, and ottialr stiences, in

addition to studies focusing on the iot-profit and voluntarysector contextsThe

domains of literature that examine philanthropic behaviour can be further categorized
bymicroi i n % iud @éacwmii o u t-isn & ep e r. Bop examlei theanscro
perspective explores donor 6s ef..edychologyp ur f r on
whil e the macro examines the donordés behavi
influences on the individuak(g.,anthropology, business, economipkilosophy, and

sociology). Researchers interested in thefacprofit and voluntary sectors also study

donor behaviour, sometimes drawing upon theories from these other academic

disciplines.
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For the purposes of this study, | have chosen to concewminahe outsiden examining

the external influences on philanthropic behaviour from the disciplines of anthropology,
business, economics, philosophy, and sociology and through tfer+pobfit and
voluntarysector contexspecific literatureWhile themicro-level analysis provides an
important area of study for donor influence, the field of psychology is beyond my area
of interest and expertise, and therefore beyond the scope of this paper and my DBA

research.
Given that | am a student of businesy] anore specifically within the discipline,

mar keting and consumer behaviour, | consi de

the charity as the Aorganization. 0

2.3 Philanthropy and gift giving: a brief overview of the field and

literature

ADoes the | aw requi r e-abpegdtionjpablicc sm, phil ant
service, purity of purpose, devotion to the needs of others who have been

placed in the world below you?o

(Trollope, 1995 [1880])

Sociology and anthropolog\Gift giving is afundamental human practice chronicled

from the earliest times. For close to a hundred years, sociologists and anthropologists

such as Mauss and Malinowski conceptualize gift giving as a fundamental social system
(Hamer 2007, Weinbren, 2006). In his studyeaglish and American Giving,

anthropologist Hamer describes early English philanthropy as rooted in paternalistic

values of the Victorian era (it is recognized that philanthropydptes the Victorian

era, but for the purposes of this paper and theeztumlization of American

phil anthropy, Hamerdos conceptualization of
The tradition of making philanthropic gifts or gestures came from the sense of moral
obligation that Engl i shd |taonwda rhdo |tdheer si |oof wefirh i
order to maintain social order (Ham2007,p. 443). This moral obligation, however,

served the purpose of entrenching a particular social structure, one that kept wealth in

the hands of the | and dnmksthe talsor of theHowertoghe c hi c al
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authority of higher ranks, causing the former to be dependent on the latter, and the
organic quality of society is such that there exists an appropriate place for all individuals

who ideally contribute to the harmoniowsh o | e 0 , 200 g.A4A4Y.

In contrast, the early American philanthropists, who were influenced by the

Enlightenment and American Revolution (and generally from the North), were less

concerned about perpetuating their wealth and security througtsimecland rights

(than many from the South, who remained heavily influenced for some time after the

American Revolution by Anglicanism and English agrarian paternalistic roots that

sought to maintain unequal power structures in soci€th))e s e A nmeritcamer no A
philanthropists were more interested in addressing the structural problems of society

than in making gifts, what they perceived a
structural problems and solutions eliminated the need for distinctionsdretie

deserving and undeserving poor that had not only guided Victorian philanthropists but

had also been a useful tool for mutual aid and other cooperative societies that depended

on expectations of reciprocity among deserving, if occasionally unfogynat p e e r s 0

(Ealy & Ealy, 2006 p. 35). Vast American land availability and early marketces

distanced early settlers from the long paternalistic history of social stability and security

in England (Hamer2007,p. 453) The notion of helping others helpemselvesd.g.,

through their own business or land ownership) defined the early philanthropic

behaviour For example, early industrialist, John D. Rockefeller, believed in the
Afoundational giving for individual advance

advancement of health, education, and science, while Andrew Carnegie considered his

philanthropy to Aencourage mankind to move
exi stence, seeking Aindividual and personal
ci vi |l i(Haneri2@OnHm454)

Marketing. Gift giving is also well studied in the consumer behaviour and marketing
literature (Belk& Coon 1993;Giesler 2006 Guy & Patton 1988 Sherry 1983) In
addition, marketers and economists have examined economidt laewedtility value of
the charitable transaction (Sargeanal.2004 Brooks 2007 Harbaugh1998).
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Nonprofit and voluntary sectorln the notfor-profit literature, donors and charitable

culture has resulted in an enormous body of literature daami@es its psychological

and sociological influences on the philanthropist (Ha2@pQ Hibbert& Horne 1996

Katz, 1999 Lindahl & Conley 2002) Researchers who have studied the extant

literature on philanthropic giving have developetgrdisciplinary and comprehensive

modelling for a variety of dimensions of philanthropy (Kdt299 Lindahl & Conley

2002 Sargean& Woodliffe, 2007). Lindahl and Conley (2002) review motivational

studies in the philanthropic environmeftcording tothe authors, most studies

emphasize a combination of psychological and sociological influeitidess y c hol ogi c al
or selfinterest motives may include recognition, status, peer influence, tax benefits or
preservation of f&Qonlely,302wWe2) Wwhildsoaiolodichli nd a h |
motives focus on the influence of #Aaltruisn
or gani z at i&QCordey Z002ip D8 &Adng other motivators, Lindahl and

Conl eyds review of t Iceendfits warm gldwpandprestigee nt i f i e
benefits (when others know how much has been given) (Harpbh998); financial

stability of the institution (Pana$984); prestige factors through associated membership

with the charity and through the act of elital@hthropy (Ostrowerl995); and control

of social organizations/society (Ostrow#995) Lindahl and Conley also examine the

field of psychology, suggesting that role expectations, status, recognition and

satisfaction play a large role in building thdlahthropic relationship (Lindal&

Conley 2002,p. 94).

With respect to my central research questaimy do donors make transformational
donations?the literature reviewed revealed a number of influences on philanthropic
behaviour, which have been gped as follows, and explained in greater detallahle
2-1 below:

¢ Emotional and spiritual

e Reciprocal and exchange relationships within communities

e Power and control

Table2-1 categorizes the theories and contexts reviewed in this paper, into fields of

i nfluence. The fAproposed ipendedtoclaafymyst at e ment
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perception of what a donor might say if they were expressing the context of influence in
their personal experienc€hat is, for my future research, | am proposing personal
statements that | might look for as | analyze my data bas@wformant interviews

This is not an exhaustive list, nor is the rudimentary categorization meant to be a final
attempt to classify these influencékwever, this list of influences provides a broad

array of personal and social factors that can iaduexamined in conjunction with

marketing literature
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Table 2-1 Theories and contexts of philanthropiofluence

Lexicon

Cause: the fAsoci al

il 1o that

requires

assi

Organization: conducts thrisiness that manages the mission/vision that assists the cause.

Theories and Contexts of Influence Proposed personal statement (of the | Authors
donor)
1. Emotional: emotion, love, I do this because | feel godd t 6 s Lindahl 2002
altruism, seHsacrifice, intrinsic | feeling within that influences me. Belk 1993
benefits (warm glow), Hamer 2007

sympathy, moral citizenship of
care

Schervish 206

2. Spiritual: spiritual, religious | do this because | shouldny spiritual | Hamer 2007
or religious beliefs influence me.

3. Cause:personal experienceor|l do t hi s becaus e |Hamer2007

identification with the cause personally- my personal experience Radley 1995

dealing vith the cause influences me.

4. Economic / financial: | do this because | have the means to ¢ Lindahl 2002
economic, tax benefits or so and/or | can sellirect my tax money | Hamer 2007
preservation of family wealth | to a cause of my choidemy financial

situation influences me.
5. Community / peer. I do this because | should Mauss 1967

community, peer, social, Soeio
cultural, normative, role
expectations, moral obligation
bond, recognition (prestige
benefits), status

- my peers, community, familgnd
others expect this of m#ly desire to be
recognized as a donor influences me.

Weinbren 2006
Harbaugh 1998
Lindahl 2002
Ostrower 1995
Ealy 2006
Lowrey 2004
Barman 2007
Giesler 2006
Komter 2007

6. Reciprocity and exchange
dyadic relationships

| do this because | will get something
backii t s a qui d pr(
My desire to give and receive influence
me.

Bourdieu 1983
Sherry1983
Weinbren2006
Mauss 1967
Ealy 2006
Giesler 2006

7. Power / Control: individual
influence, power, control over
social organizations/society,
juridical

| do this because | want to fix the world
my wayi my desire to manage this
cause in the context of the greater worl
with my own expertise, influences me.

Hamer 2007
Ealy 2006
Guilhot 2007
Schervish 2006
Frumkin 2006
Barman 2008
Komter 2007
Ostrander 2007
Ostrower 1995

8. Organizational: satisfaction,
trust, commitment, loyalty +
other characteristics of the
institution/organization,
reliability, reputation, financial

stability, goal achievement

| do this because | belong with this
organizationThis organization does we
by me and by this causily trust in this
organizationdbés col
assist the cause influences me.

Panas 1984

e
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2.4 Influences on philanthropic behaviour

2.4.1 Emotional and spiritual influences

In their study of gift givingBelk and Coor{1993) suggest that beyond reciprocity,

social or market exchange, or economic dimensions, there exist caseseatthange

gift giving. The authors proposemmo d el t hat expl ores the fAl ove
romantic and agapic (unselfish) gift givirlg this paradigm, the authors explore the

high involvement of individuals engaged in acts of love (romantic, brotherly, spiritual,

parental, and familial) that mae#t through altruism and sedécrifice. These types of
Aexchangeso ext en-tasdlexghange patadigen bexauseofahair c

basis in romanticism rather than utilitaria
concept of agapic love as a dmiva# gift giving deepens the conceptualization of

philanthropic motivation beyond the obvious social or financial exchange dynamic.
Similarly, Hamer (2007) explores MaussOs wr
and the suggestion that persopaitticipation and moral consciousness are what inform

the exchange relationship. Referring to fAmy
notion of an Aintangi bl eBamerseflectaaftén as a mot i
mystical feelings associated Wwivarious spiritual forms conjoin with peoples

imagination about their relations with one another represented in the rituals of

e X ¢ h a n g e, 8007, pHd4n énrother words, it is the intangible, mystical and

perhaps spiritual aspects of the relatiopghat define the exchange.

The influence of having a personal connection to the philanthropic cause is explored by
Radley and Kennedy (1995). The personal connection can also create an emotional and
spiritual state of being which in turn influences tomor. These authors suggest that

social relationships within a community are deepened by their social exchanges and
interactions with each other, thereby motivating a donor to give to the eagse (

illness) The experience with the cause can be petswmaan come from witnessing
interactions within the community to whom the donor belongs and its members with

whom the donor associates and relates.

Schervish(206) ref |l ects on the foundation of phil
Amor al b iwoeegarl aphhyo oHfe postul ates that, over

conscience that invokes a desire to support financially their communities, based on the
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ties of friendship. More specifically, Schervish suggests that acts of philanthropy are

partofwhah e cal l s fAmoral <citi zenheiviphstates: car eo «

The moral compass of a moral biography, then, is one that is inherently
communal and attends directly, rather than through the market, to the needs
of others Such a moral biogphy is the building block of the moral

citizenship of care, that array of intersecting relationships of care by which
individuals respond to the needs of others not through commercial or
political markets but directly, because of the tie of philia, onétghip love,

that one wishes to carry out effectively and strategically (Sche2@$8, p.

485).

Schervish contends that it is this voluntary network of mutual assistance, or the moral
citizenship of care, that beckons the wealthy to find a sociallyecesntial moral

purpose as one of the responsibilities and rewards of having assumed great financial
capacity (Schervist2006, p. 479).

2.4.2 Reciprocal and exchange relationships within communities as influences

Focusing on the sociological, anthropologicad @hilosophical approaches to

understanding philanthropy, Mauss conceived a model where a cycle of relationship

exchanges underpinned social relations and transactions, so much so that they were
Asocially embedded and suppporn t\Wed®00Epr ean nor ma
323). Reciprocity was part of everyday life and it created a moral bond that

strengthened communities through obligations, relationships, reputation, trust and

reliability (Weinbren 2006).

The concept of reciprocity is also expldrgy sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (1983), who
suggests that economic capital can be excha
Afsocial <capital.o For example, donors who h
transcend what Bourdieu referstolaseti r A habi t us-@comomicdirata t h  (t he
to which they were born), by exchanging economic capital for social cur®neyway

cultural capital can be attained is through academic qualificatlmmugh symbolic in

nature, another way donors caairgcultural capital is through donating to a prestigious

academic organizatioh i k ewi se, social capital, defined
or potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable network of more or

less institutionalizedelationships of mutual acquaintance and recognitionin other

words, to a member s,A98pp.248) may begdesorad pyoa ddgn@& o ur di e
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who aspires to greater social recognition or standing within a culture. Donors are
regularly recognizeébr their generosity in association with the charity, which provides
a form of reciprocity through associatidgaiven this phenomenon of exchange of

financial capital for cultural or social capital, further consideration will be given in

Projectone (systmat i ¢ review) to a donoros philanth

by the desire to achieve access to or membership in a network or group that might

otherwise be inaccessible.g.,a university)

The many social and economic systems that underliecthd giving are also explored

in the giftgiving literature Consumer behaviour researcher Sherry (1983) takes an
anthropological perspective on consumer research on gift giving, exploring its social,
personal, and economic dimensions. Sherry developsdelrof the gift exchange

process consisting of three stages: gestation, prestation and reformulation through which

donors and recipients progress (Shet883,p.1 6 3) . Sherryds model co
anthropological, sociological, and psychological exatiam of the giftgiving process.

In applying Sherryd6s model to the study of
factors, the reformulation stage of his model gives particular insight into the sustainable
relationship between the philanthropist dne recipient organizatioi he relationship

is sustained because the two actors work together to create the initial and ongoing

exchange relationship

Consumer researchers Lowrey, Otnes and Ruth (2004) examine social influences of

third parties on the typically dyadic giiving exchange. As representedliable2-2,
ACharacteristics of soci al i nfluence on dya
taxonomy of ten soci al i nf |l ue.ndeirgysopthe gi ver s

authors extend the body of literature beyond the focus on the-deriprent dyd to
include the social context, network and communities, within which the relationship
takes placeThe authors look to external social relationship influences to help
understand the gift exchange (such as muHpalgy influence and the evolution of

those influences over time)

80



Table 2-2 Characteristics of social influence on dyadic givingdwrey et al., 2004)

Social influence

Description of
influence

Giver6s mo

Underlying relational
process

1. Calibrating Giver distinguishes Make distinctions Making social
recipients who vary in | between recipients on | comparisons
relationship type and/o| relevant dimension,
closeness affirm important

relationships

2. Practicing Giver treas subsets of | Maintain satisfactory | Making social

equipollence recipients as equivalen relationships with comparisons

equal recipients, signa
they are equal

3. Reenacting
third-party
traditions

Giver takes over
traditions previously
maintained by a third

party

Maintain relationships
with recipient and now
absent third party

Adjusting to disrupted
relational traditions

4. Relinquishing
tradition

Third party
changes/discontinues
giverds tr
particular recipient

Maintain satisfactory
relationships by
allowing tradition to
dissipate

Adjusting to disrupted
relational traditions

5. Enrolling Third party assists in | Maintain satisfactory | Accessing scial support
accomplices giver behavior toward ¢ relationship with
recipient recipient, perhaps bon
with accomplice
6. Using Giver uses third party | Minimize risk of Accessing social suppor
surrogates when offering risky gift| negative recipient
to recipient reaction, perhaps bong
with surrogate
7. Gaining Giver seeks approval | Maintain satisfactory | Acting within relational
permission from| from third party for a | relationship with rules
gatekeepers gift to recipient gatekeeper while

pleasing recipient

8. Adhering to
group norms

Giver adheres to
groupos
gift behavior

s h

Please recipient,
maintain satisfactory
relationships in the
social network

Acting within relational
rules

9. Integrating

Third party brings new
recipients to the
network

To third party,
demonstrate know
ledge of importance of
integrated members

Initiating and severing
relationships

10. Purging

Giver subtracts
recipients because of
severed relationship
with third party

Symbolize relationship
disintegration

Initiating and severing
relationships
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Sociologist Barman (2007) draws mistitutionaltheory to show that macro level

factors affect philanthropic behawo She examines fielbvel configurations of

relationships within organizations in which donors and fundraisers are embedded.

Bar mands model hi ghl i ght s atooalfield strectureso mp o si t i
shape fundraisers' strategies of solicitation and, therefore, the extent of donor tontrol

doing so, Barmasuggests that the donor does not freely select their charitable
recipients, but ratheiraltpwamedihatsed anat sued |
(Barman 2007,p. 1448) whereby the field, or community, mediates the charitable

choice.

Consumer behaviourist Giesler (2006) explores the consumer literature on gift giving

and refl ects t hat onceivediofas anchggtegate ofalyadicygith as b e e
exchange r i,2006pl283) He(p®poses that gift systems consist of three

theoretical key elements: 1) social distinctions, 2) norm of reciprocity, and 3) rituals and
symbolismsGiesler contendsat the reductionist study of consumer gift giving has
distilled the concept to an fdentirely micro
actions of individual gifting partners acro
tendency to focus on gift givg exclusively as a process of balanced reciprocal

exchange [resulting in] an entire stream of consumer research, its effectiveness limited

by an oversimplified, atomistic, economistic view on gift giving and its respective
sociocul tur alr 2006p.284) Glesldr coficlhdes that omnsumer gift

giving should be understood, rather, as fia
interaction through giftsé systems of soci a
sociocul tural c on sjustramagdgregatenof dyadlic iateractmro r € t han
ritual s 2006pR2B% Asla eontribution to the study of philanthropy, Giesler

opens the door to understanding better how the meaningful social interaction between

the donor and the recipient may motivete act of philanthropy

Drawing on the works of Mauss and LeMirauss, sociology and social solidarity

researcher Komter (2007) proposes that both the utilitarian andtaitdrian views of

the gift oversimplify the complexand mup u r p o s el ifics yumbiol i.Byy 0 of t h
examining the gift as an instrument for influence, power, sympathy, status, and emotion

with economic, social, moral, religious, aesthetic and juridical functions, he explores the
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noble and less noble purposes of the #ifimter suggests that motives for giving can

be categorized based on Afour basic types o
respectively based on communit y2007@aut hori ty,
104)Komt er 6s anal ysi s mhfsotididynagic de¢epenaoud it s mot
understanding of philanthropy beyond the overly simplified models of exchange often

used in the marketing literature to explain the phenomenon.

These authors discuss reciprocal and exchange within communities as influences o
philanthropic behaviouiT heir theories will be examined furtherfmoject one

(systematic review).

2.4.3 Power and control as influences of gift giving

Since Medieval times, land ownership in England has been associated with generational
continuity throughte t radi ti on of handing dolma oneds
through legal entittlements and bequests. Ensuring familial transfer of wealth precluded

the transfer of land into the developing market economy, thereby protecting the existing

family hierarchy and inherent power (Ham26007,p. 445). Giftgiving by the wealthy

land owner to the working class was seen not only as a form of genteel behaviour, but

also as form of securing the reciprocal exchange relationship through socialiteonds,

thend owner permits the | andless peasant to
landlord relationship) in exchange for labotine landowner also embraces the
principle Athat those in authority have a d
communi t y2007(pH4a8me ather words, in exchange for lalvaand tenancy,

landowners take care of the basic needs of the peasants, assuring greater community

security through lack of widspread vagrancy. Preserving land ownership through the
masterservant redtionship and perpetuating moral order among the working class was

at the root of the historical English tradition of philanthropy

In his comparison of American and English philanthropic histories, Hamer concludes

that the Engl i s h ontinuitydiththe goal of acegptingichangesad i c

long as it did not interfere with the security of relationships, in terms of authority and
subordination within a social whole, 0 where
directed toward progressive, indivial change rather than perpetuation of stability

within a soci2007pws6pHistcally, therafoeer it could be
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suggested that the English were mostly concerned with securing social/economic
stability by maintaining the status quo otg&l relationships within the collective, while
the Americans were primarily concerned with securing social/economic stability for the
individual within the collectiveBoth countries however demonstrate a history of
philanthropy through exchange relattips with the ultimate goal of ensuring
social/economic prosperity for their countries, if not for themselves.

For American citizens at the end of the nineteenth century, rapid industrialization

changed the way people perceived traditional social instisiand their ability to

ensure social stability. The Progressive movement, characterized by its interest in
Acuringo the soci al ill's resultant from the
divisions within the classes, was formulated to affectad@eid institutional change

from existing government administrative structures considered to be filled with abuse

and corruptionl n t heir book titled nfPalyangdEadys si vi sm
suggest that the Progressives aimed to professionaézsudy of economic and social

problems and the implementation of corrective activity (including charity) &aly
Ealy,2006,p.36) . A At the heart of the Progressive
of charity as an unsystematic, temporary, and sigurbintment that failed to address

the root causes of problemsé charity might

l eft undisturbed the di seased sSkkEalyal order
2006,p. 36). What emerged was the advocacybggressives for charitable

organizations that would address the root causes instead of the symptoms, and cure the
distressed conditions and social disord€hss model still remains fsomepreseniday

charitable organizations.

What resulted from the Bgressive Movement was the funding, by philanthropists, of

what would now be considered the first generation of American social sciérttisis

i's, those who would reform soci al I 1 1's thro
and political condith n s 0 & Halg 2096,p. 36). For these new social scientists,

society was not made up of the individuals within it, but was an entity in and of itself

capabl e of shaping individuals. W@ASocial con
mechanisms used to shape the valuesaatidns of the citizens within the collective

(Ealy & Ealy, 2006,p. 37). Actions of the collective were to be studied and engineered
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as a way of creating social and economic welhg and efficiencyPrivate

philanthropic financing, therefore, underpaththe study and reformation of whatever

was deemed to be . dhesooitaloni bfofiebci laé dawnt
i ndividual families, churches, and the marKk
and how it might -doyevaliatian oféhd Pragressive legacyefar e n t
contemporary philanthropy suggests that industrial success enabled the creation and
accumulation of vast wealth, which in turn made possible the creation of endowed

foundations that continue to shape the pudjicere today

While much of the Progressiara philanthropic activity may seem to reflect positive

outcomes (from profound endowment in education, health, arts and culture), a more

sinister perspective might suggest that profound social and econormeenng has

taken place through the financial endowment by elite, political and/or religiously

motivated individuals. Philanthropy researchers Frumkin (2006), Barman (2008) and
Ostrander (2007) discuss the prsiohi ferati on
whether donor control and power affect the very essence of a democratic society.

Guilhot (2007) chronicles the more sinister perspective when he writes that

Aphil anthropic practices allow the dominant
and egulatory prescriptions, in particular by promoting the development of the social

sci ences207(pBHi7l)hotSchervish (2006) echoes G
what he terms fAhyper agency,-luldwdcapadityohe def i n
weal t h hol d.eg0o086,o488)8at hesulttsvnisacial contrdchervish argues

that with extreme wealth, and having met their own economic interests, hyperagents

(financial elite) can accomplish single handedly what used to require organtzad so

political or philanthropic movementllyperagents have within their financial capacity

the ability to fAshape, not just participate

causes and charities th2¥paed8Boose to support

2.5 Conclusion

This literature review contributes a great deal of insight into the influences on
philanthropic behaviouiThis Scoping study / literature review of philanthropy reveals
that the philanthropy has been studied through a variety of disciplines rapegieves
including anthropology, business, economics, philosophy, psychology, sociology, and
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other social sciences in addition to studies focusing on thnptofit and voluntary
sector context. My study on philanthropic giving focuses more spdkifarathe

external social perspectives of philanthropic behaviour, and how these may be better
understood through the lens of the marketing literapecifically, within the body of
marketing literature, | am interested in the exploring the constfutnsumer

cocreaion, defined as the individual involvement of a consumer helping the
organization to define experience options, selecting those with personal interest and
meaning, and ful fill i rolgo ntehde wciotnhs utniyet iaosns i osetx
organization and how theocreaion literature might illuminate the practice of
philanthropy The intersection of the marketing and philanthropy literature will help
develop further insights into the influences of transformatitenad! philanthropic dt

giving, which will be the focus of Project one (systematic review).

2.6 Addendum: re-defining philanthropy (February 2011)

Uponwriting the Linking document, | decided to review the most recent literature
published on the definitions of philanthrofwhile my research focus marketing
orientedandapplied inthe context of the transformational philanthropist, | thought it

would be relevant to review and appehid updated philanthropy definitian)

In Spring 2010, Sulek published two scholatyicles reviewing the historical and

contemporary definitions of philanthropy, as discussed predominantly in academic

contexts, in order to provide a deeper understanding of its full contemporary meaning. |
consolidated Sul ek 0 sramorefudsonmegefinitiorecftbew as t hey
context of philanthropy in a contemporary <c
historical and contemporary consolidated perspective on the field of philanthropy that

adds to the Scoping study research that | origircahyducted in the Fall of 2008

Recalling that in my initial Scoping study on the topic of philanthropy, | discussed the

origins and definition of philanthropy as follows:
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The etymology of the word Aphilanthropyo
philanthropia,and from the Greeg h i | a n thich ¢mes &rgm
p hi | an foving gepptephil- +a n t h rm@gmingshuman being
(circa 1623). Phi | an tghodvallgoyf@lavmeny i mar y def |
especialyacti ve effort to promote human wel f a

Fromthis definition, it can be understood that philanthropy, while imbued with many
philosophical, political, religious, and social meanings, is considered at its core to be an

interaction aimed at human subsistence.

Wit hout mini mi zi ngfc@iehperkrgday athdeclagsicaameaningss i s o0
of philanthropy, | highlight and summarize only the salient points here for the purposes

of updating my literature review.

Sulek (20160) r el i es on Salamondés (1992) definiti .
scholarly community associated with the fi el
commonly subscribes, that i1s, fAthe private
property) for public purposes, 0 and charact
of privatenonprofito r gani z at ,i2@ld,$.R01). I8 adtiteok he refers to
Schervishdéds definition, which integrates th
forces to the context of philanthropy, exploring the obligatory as well as the voluntary

naure ofgivingSher vi sh (1998) defines philanthropy
a moral obligation that matches a supply of private resources to a demand of unfulfilled
needs and desires that ar,201dop.208uni cated by

To contextualize philanthropic actions, Sulek (2810 p. 398) di scusses t}

motivationso of philanthropic actions, sumn

...there are many potential motivators to philanthropic actions, whether
expressed in terms of love of the human ldbautiful, the good, the divine,

or wisdom; personal excellence, civic virtue, or morality; rational
understanding, moral sentiment, or good will; the pleasures of social
intercourse, the craving for social standing and recognition, or the lust for
power;the highest ideals, aims, aspirations, and hopes of people living in a
civil society; or even just simply what it means to be fully human.
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Sulek (2010) also offers an interesting conceptualization of philanthropy in the

contemporary social sciences asgented below ifigure2-1, hi s A Three secto
of political economy. o To explain his Model
i philanthropyis] the application of private means to public efidee other coceptual

poles in this schema would thus be government taxation, defined as the application of

public means to public ends, and market exchange, defined as the application of private

means to private end& voluntary-coerced axis could also be incorporated. 0

Figure2-1Sul ek 6s t hree sect or (Suleg 208, p.202) pol i ti ca

Voluntary

thropy

Private
Means

Public
Ends

Taxation

Exchange

Public

Private
Means

Ends

Coerced

Sulek (2010, p.203) suggests that as a result of his survey of contemporary academic

definitions of philanthropy, thre remain areas of significant disagreement, in particular:

1. Whether philanthropy is voluntary, or whether it is compelled by factors
such as moral restraints, social obligations, and the like

2. Whether philanthropy serves a public purpose, a pubbd,g
charitable need, or simply a communicated want or desire

3. Whether philanthropy is an intent to achieve a particular aim, is the
actual attainment of that aim, or is just simply a private act of giving

As a contribution to the body of researchtlba@ understanding of philanthropy, Sulek

(201() offers a framework of meaning (s€able2-3 below). To construct this
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framework, he categorizes the major modern definitions of philanthropy according to
the following categorie€Sulek, 2010, p. 204)

Literal: Encompassing refererséo the literal meaning of philanthropy
in ancient Greek as the love of mankind.

Archaic: For usages now considered largely obsolete, such as those
referring to philanthropy as the Al ove
synonymous with Ahumanity. o

Ided: To describe the attainment of ideal aims, goals, outcomes, or
objectives in terms of meeting a need, attaining a good, and/or
advancing human happiness and veling.

Ontological: To describe an innate desire, moral sentiment,
psychological predispason, or other such aspect of human nature that
impels people to want to help others.

Volitional: To describe the good will, intent, or readiness to voluntarily
help others.

Actual: To describe an objective act, such as giving of money, time, or
effort, to a charitable cause or public purpose.

Social: To describe a relation, movement, organization, or other such
social entity larger than the individual that embodies an explicitly
defined charitable cause or good.

Table2-3 Modern modes gbhilanthropy (Sulek 201) p. 205) on the following page,

offers a consolidated framework of the modern modes of philanthropy.

Transitioning from wh &ingdefiaition & itslacademib i | ant hr o
study, 06 that is Athe examination of volunt a
(20l concludes his research by offering to
predominant notions of phiniica fotphilanthppyd by sug
specifically, 0l orgaézationoof hurmaa potem@Sulel)2010g,r e at er
399)
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Table 2-3 Modern modes ophilanthropy (Sulek 2018, p. 205)

Modern Modes of Philanthropy

Literal Archaic Ideal Ontological Volitional Actual Social
Schervish (1998) Social relation Social relation governed ~ Social relation
governed by moral by moral obligation to governed by moral
obligation to meet a meet a communicated obligation to meet a
communicated need need communicated need
Salamon (1992) Private giving for public
purposes
Van Til (1990) Voluntary giving with Voluntary giving with Voluntary giving with the
the aim or intent the aim or intent aim or intent of meeting
of meeting of meeting a a charitable need
a charitable need charitable need
Payton (1988) Voluntary action for Voluntary action for Voluntary action for the
the public good the public good public good
Merriam- Goodwill to fellow Philanthropic act or gift;  Organization
Webster (2008) men especially active effort distributing or
to promote human supported by
welfare philanthropic funds
Webster & Love of Desire or disposition Charitable acts
McKechnie mankind to help mankind
(1934)
Oxford (1909  Love of The love of God Desire or disposition After 2002 especially: Charitable movement,
after 2002) mankind for humanity to help mankind practical benevolence; agency, or
(now rare) donation of money to good organization
causes
Webster & Love of Universal good will Desire and readiness Universal good will ~ Benevolence toward all
Porter (1864)  mankind to do good to all humans
men
Webster (1828) The love of Universal good will Differs from Universal good will ~ Benevolence toward the
mankind friendship, as an whole human family
affection for
individuals
Johnson (1755) Love of Goodness of nature
mankind

Bacon (1612) Goodness, affecting

the weal of men

The habit of doing good*

Affecting the weal of men

a. Bacon’s definition of philanthropy as the habit of doing good does not comfortably fit in either the ontological or the volitional categories, as habitual behavior is situated
somewhere on the frontiers between the two: between “voluntary acts” and the “second nature” of our teachable selves that these acts help shape and that are shaped by in

turn. For this reason, it is shown here bridging the two categories.
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3 Project one (systematic reviewghilanthropyi an exploration of
exchange and reciprocity
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3.1 Introduction

A study of transformaticad philanthropy (defined here as charitable donations of more
than $5 Million CAD) toward possecondary educational institutions has not been
conducted, to my knowledge. My interest in pursuing research into transformational
giving is to understand betttre influences of, and on, the magift philanthropist
(i.e.,the individual who makes this level of charitable contribution). My research

guestion isWhy do donors make transformational donations?

| began my research by conducting a literatexeew found in theScoping study

please se€hapter 2f this Thesig in order to understand better philanthropy in

general. This initial Scoping study revealed that philanthropy has been studied through

many disciplines and perspectives, includinghespology, business, economics,

philosophy, psychology, sociology, and other social sciences, in addition to studies

focusing on the nefor-profit and voluntarysector context. The domains of literature

that examine philanthropic behaviour can be furthert egor i zed by #fAi nsi de
Aoutside ind perspectives. For example, the
behaviour from the internal perspectieeg.,p sy chol ogy ), whil e t he #fc¢
examines the donor 6s b elhadwsacial infftuenbeg onghe pl or i ng
individual (e.g.,anthropology, business, economics, philosophy, and sociology).

Researchers interested in the-fastprofit and voluntary sector also study donor

behaviour, drawing upon theories from these other acadesuiplihes.

For the purposes of my research, I have cho
perspective, exploring philanthropic behaviour by examining the external influences

from the disciplines of business (marketing), economics, and sociologyyand b

exploring the nefor-profit and voluntary sector contegpecific literature. While the

micro-level analysis provides an important area of study for donor influence, the field of
psychology is beyond my area of interest and expertise, and thereforel ltbgscope

my research.

Drawing upon my Scoping study and subsequent systematic review of the marketing

literature in this Project, | was able to find two theoretical constructs that cut across my
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academic areas of interdsphilanthropy and marketirigand which illuminate the

study of philanthropic behaviour, specifically in transformational gift giving. They are:
reciprocity and exchange (semgure3-1 Understanding philanthropy through
reciprocity and exchandeelow). Project one summarizes the pertinent research on
philanthropy in the areas of marketing, sociology, and economics, and examines
exchange and reciprocity as two dominant constructs that illuntimatafluences on

transformational philanthropy.

Figure 3-1 Understanding philanthropy through reciprocity and exchange

I\/Iarketing Reciprocity &

exchange

Sociology Economics

94



3.2 Philanthropy, gift giving, and exchange

AT h e r es@ch thingoas a free ride.
Anonymous.

3.2.1 Philanthropy as exchange

As discussed in the Scoping study, the etyn
from the late Latirphilanthropia,and from the Greeg h i | a n thich ¢é@mes &am

p hi | an loving @pke:ehil-+a n t h rm@amiogshuman being (circa 1623).

Phil ant hropyos poodwiht fejowndeadspeciallytactiee effoitte i
promote human welfare. o0 From this definitio
while imbued with manyphilosophical, political, religious, and social meanings, is

considered at its core to be an interaction aimed at human subsistence. As humans

interact and engage in forms of philanthropy and gift giving, they form an exchange

partnership that, to one exit or another, becomes an interdependent system.

In its earliest and simplest form, exchange
one agent to anothero (Kolm, 2000, p. 7). G
is, therefore, considered ario of exchange where something of value is transferred

from one being to anothérthe gift.

It has been said that fAtheredés no such thin
context, it is assumed that the donor should want nothing in return. Reidfoy

Canadian tax | aw, which prevents an fHexpect
prevents a donor from receiving a charitable tax receipt if there is reciprocation for a

gift for which there is market value, modern philanthropy is also ichiaith a

social/moral expectation that the donor acts purely from altruism. Any demonstration of
selfinterest is something to be frowned upon. Dichotomizing gift giving as either

altruistic or seHinterested is a social construction rooted in a certaith & Christian

thinking, which idealized the idea of dtags being devoid of all selhterest (Mauss

1950, p. vii; Adloff & Mau, 2006, p. 100). Von Mises (1949) characterizes the altruistic

end of this dichotomy by xdcehsacnrg eb.ion gT wihsa tf ohre
exchange exists where there is no Aintentio
without any design of being benefited by a

Mises, 1949, p. 195). With autistic exchange, the act of gigingmpletely one sided,
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without expectation or receipt of reward, 0
better condition of the receiver g-ves to h
sent gifto (von Mises, Ildigh%ne can.inferlbbtltthe. From
dichotomization of autistic giving as being purely altruistic (as opposed to self

interested), as well as imbued with certain Christian values.

Gift giving is an ancient practice well documented by countless anthropolagsts a

sociologists, but perhaps best known through the work of Mauss as chronicled in his

essay AThe Gifto (Mauss, 1950), in which he
American Indians, Melanesians, and Polynesians, and by examining ancient texts
(Roman,Germanic, and other IndBuropean legal systems). Mauss believed that there

should be no free ridiethat gifts serve to enhance and deepen social/communal ties. In

his examination of gift giving, he conclude
soi darity is a contradictionod (Mauss, 1950,
dichotomy of seklinterest and altruism does not exist; rather it is acceptable for giving

to be both selinterested and altruistic simultaneously. One does not prettied®her.

Maus s O0s srmodalnygift giiing @aognizes that resultant reciprocities are

Afdeeply social acts which, though not based
establish and perpetuate relati ®)hp of mut ua
100).

By extensi on, | propose that towmaerds phil an

gift giving behaviour in that it exhibits both elements of-gairest and of altruism. In
order to move beyond dominant culturally or morally loaded pnétations of
philanthropic behaviour and to examine more fully the complex influences of-gitijor
philanthropy in the twentfirst century, it is necessary to examine the principles of
exchange and reciprocity and the role they play in the presgntanadian

philanthropic dynamic.
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3.2.2 Marketing exchange, social systems, and value propositions

3.2.2.1 Marketing exchange

As | considered philanthropy through the lens of the marketing literature, | began by

examining the concept of exchange, with a view to understanding better philanthropic

gift giving as an act of exchange. In early marketing literature, pioneering mgrketin

scholars determined thexchangeavas both accepted as a core concept within the study

of marketing and adopted as part of its very definition. Alderson defined marketing as

Athe exchange which takes place between con
(Al der son, 1957, p. 15) ; Bagozzi defined mai
behaviour, and it deals with problems rel at
and Kotler suggested marketing fAis a soci al
obtain what they need and want through creating and exchanging products and value

with otherso (Kotler, 1984, p. 4). Building
and Kotler, and drawing on social theorist
(Homans, 188), the American Marketing Association in 1985 developed its definition

of marketing in which the exchange concept was incorparatédiketing is the

process of planning and executing the conception, pricing, promotion and distribution of

ideas, goods ahservices to create exchanges that satisfy individual and organizational
objectiveso (Brown, 1985, p. 1). I n these e

inextricably linked to the marketing concept.

3.2.2.2 Marketing systems of exchange

As reviewed in the Scoping study, many researchers studying philanthropy see the act
of gift exchange as extending beyond a dyadic relationship to include multiple direct
and indirect relationships within an extended network (Barman, 2007; Giesler, 2006;
Lowreyet al, 2004). While the early definitions of marketing describe exchange as a
fairly simple dynamic between two parties or groups of parties, Bagozzi (1974), like the
authors above, suggests a more complex examination of the exchange construct as he

considers its role in the study of marketing theory.

Bagozzi proposes that the exchange or transfer need not be isolated as being solely
between two agents, but, rather, that it be encompassed and studied in the broader social

or cultural context. Hedevl ops what he terms the fiexchang
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engages, and is engaged in, more fulsome interrelationshpgEssence, thexchange
systenmay be defined as set of social actors, their relationships to each other, and
the endogenous and exogenwasgables affecting the behavior of the social actors in

those relationshipgs (i t ali cs by author, Bagozzi, 1974

By recognizing that exchange takes place in a system and not necessarily in isolation,

Bagozzi attempts to combine exchange theoriesth ar e based on Aindi vi
assumption(s)ofself nt er est 6 with those built on fAsoc
(Bagozzi, 1975, p. 333), moving away from what could be seen as an entirely

utilitarian conceptualization of marketing. (The utilitan concept permeates the social
sciences |literature. Put succinctly, #fAthe d
sciences view people notonlyasgelht er est ed, but al so as rati
that people have essentially selfish goalsand pirduee m ef f i ci ent |l yo ( Fr ¢
130-131).) Instead of this dominant model, Bagozzi paints a picture of a complex

system in which an consumer strives for both economic and symbolic rewards, dubbing

t he ¢ ons umaketinganad t (hBea dgio z Z37).,In dairty 8ch Bagopzi is

attempting to build on, yet contrast, #olvingconsumer from the neoclassical

economic concept dhe economic marfTheeconomic mahas, since the fecentury,

come to represent an individual who is assumed to act afitiand in seHinterest in

an effort to maximize his or her wealth, while minimizing his or her costs.) The concept

of the economic man relies on an individualistic and rational perspective, suggesting

that utilitarianism reigns, and that exchange betwedividuals is largely conducted on

the basis of barters, financially mediated or not, where market forces prevail and

contractual obligations are enforced legally or otherwise (Bl864; Bagozzil974,
1975;GérardVaretet al, 2000;Adloff & Mau, 2006). Bagozzi attempts to deepen the

study of marketing and consumer behaviour by rejecting the entirely utilitarian or

neoclassical economic viewpoint of exchange, that is, he rejects the conceptualization of

the consumer as the economic man.

In contrast® the conceptualization of the economic man, Homans would argue that the
utility of a social benefit cannot be clearly distinguished from other rewards inherent in
the social association, thereby making it difficult to apply principles of maximizing

utility to social exchange (Homans, 1961, p. 72). Homans describes social behaviour as
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Afan exchange of goods-matena onesrsuch bsthgsymlibls b ut a
of approval or prestige, o0 which cannot be n

606). Further, Homans explores social behaviour, refining the notion of social

associatorboy descri bing it as fAan exchange of ac
or |l ess rewarding or costly, between at | ea
Similar to Homans descriptions of soci al b e

man is soratimes rational, sometimes irrational, motivated by tangible and intangible
rewards, as well as internal and external forces; engages in both utilitarian and symbolic
exchanges; proceeds with incomplete information, weighing both economic and social
costsbenefits; may strive to maximize profits, but may also settle fordpgsium

gains; and the exchanges do not occur in isolation, but rather are subject to individual
and social constrainislegal, ethical, normative, coercivetc.(Bagozzi, 1975, p. 37

In sum, both Homans and Bagozzi perceive the consumer as seeking tangible and
intangible benefits from exchange that are derived not solely through utilitarian transfer

in a dyadic relationship, but rather, in a contextually influenced +paity systen.

Drawing on t heTheGiftakddlévisft r Maissd&s APri nci pl e ¢
Reciprocity, 0 Komter (2007) al sutlitagam oposes t
views of the gift over simplify the complex and mygtiu r pose Asymbol i ¢ uti
gift. Inthe words of LéviSt r auss, goods are exchanged as |
realities of another order: influence, power, sympathy, status, emotion; and the skilful

game of exchange consists of a complex totality of manoeuvres, conscious or

uncmsci ous, in order to gain security and to
through al | i an cStraussal®9b, prilP)vFarlKonyted, by(eka@ining

the gift as an instrument for influence, power, sympathy, status, and emotion with

ecoromic, social, moral, religious, aesthetic, and juridical functions, she explores

cultural inferences of the noble and less noble purposes of the gift. For example, Komter
refers to the giftds noble purposansl as fexp
the |l ess noble purposes fito mani pul ate, fl a
of fend, hurt and even kill, as in the case
Through debating utilitarian and nantilitarian conceptualizations of exchangehe

study of gift giving, we can see the development of a dichotomy ermenge of sel

interest versus one of altruism. By extension, this dichotomy can reflect a polarization
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of behaviours applicable to the study of philanthrofehaviours that arself
interested and those that are otimerested (altruistic).

A deeper analysis of the complexities of the exchange dynamic is necessary to fully
understand what motivates the exchange behaviour. If the philanthropist is the

Amar ket i ng tnmaen o eacnod iensdoheoneaho strives for both

economic and symbolic gain versus someone who is only interested in economic

exchange, then his or her actions, as well as the influences on those actions, are far more
complex than the simple utilitam model might suggest. Instead of dichotomizing- self

and otheitinterested exchange, | propose the philanthropist is likely to place him or

herself along a continuum that exists between these polar opposite behavioural options.
Bagozzi 6 s macrhkaentgien gd ymaanmiecx, as wel |l as Komt
as an Ainstrument, 0o offer a robust set of c
through which | probe the influences of and on the philanthropist in the subsequent

research projest

3.2.2.3 Marketing exchange systems and value propositions

Expanding the concept of marketing exchange, and touching on the early definitions
described above, which included the concept
(Brown, 1985), the concept of exchangeamtemporary marketing literature, now

widely accepted among scholars and practitioners, includes what is perceived to be of

value to any of the agents engaged in the exchange system. For instance, Bagozzi

(1979) defined exc hanggangibée ®rinfaagible,acdualerf er of s
symbolic, between two or md3dewhdepictheal actor s
seminal 1987 article AMarketing and exchang
Gassenheimer attempt todefine marketing as integrag perceivedr potential

satisfaction with the value received in an exchange (Houston & Gassenheimer, 1987).
Vargoand Lusch(20@ , i n their proposed Anew dominan
reinforce the view of perceived value and as they suggest theagmegly, the market,

and the practice of marketing, has shifted much of its dominant logic away from the
exchange of tangible goods and focused it o
value, and rel ati onslpilplgqoiedd, Ciban, gna Glliérrezu s ¢ h, 2

(2005) extend the idea of perceived value with the concept that the actors in the
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exchange become cocreators of value, and that this value is shared among the actors,

Athe objective of the iInt eavitecdeatandtobet ween s
shareval ueo (i talics ad cdtald20050pr234. mipatyais i s , |l zqu
2007, the American Marketing Association task force proposed a new definition of

mar keting as Athe activity ualgpthaoperdteed by or g
through a set of institutions and processes for creating, communicating, delivering, and
exchanging market offerings that have value for customers, clients, marketers, and
society at |l argeo (Shet h &gnldesthatthe valge®ddD 7, p.

the exchange is not entirely utilitarian in nature.

The concepts explored in the marketing literature regarding the evolution of the concept
of exchange illuminate philanthropy in the context of value creation, providing an
exciting opportunity to examine the influences on the philanthropist. The view that
marketing and exchange involve not only tangible and intangible transfers, but also
result in value creation, opens the door to examining the complexity of who determines
what isvalued, and how value is created. For instance, the philanthropist may enter into
an exchange because of the value proposition presented by the charitable organization.
(A value proposition is defined as an offer to fulfill a promise of benefits thatiatle

for the participants in an exchange dynamic.) The philanthropist, therefore, exchanges a
financial gift for the realization of that value proposition. Or, the philanthropist may
create the value proposition by making a financial gift, which creales for the
organization, and, in turn, may exchange tangible and intangible transfers with others.
For example, a philanthropist might make a gift of $20 Million to an academic faculty

of a university, which uses these funds to recruit wogltbwned aademic researchers.

In making this gift, the philanthropist has
which in turn enhances the reputation of the faculty/university, increasing its prestige
among prospective students, alumni and others. The unyeray then capitalize on

its enhanced reputation to attract increased funding from public and private sources. The
philanthropist sees that his or her gift has created great value for the university beyond
the initial transaction. This example demonssdkat in an exchange where the
philanthropist gives a gift of money and receives little thedngiblein return, value in

of itself, as perceived by the philanthropist, becomes the currency of reciprocation.

101



As has been discussed in this section ofeetmne, gift giving, a fundamental human
practice chronicled from the earliest times by sociologists and anthropologists, such as
Mauss and Malinowski, is also conceptualized as a fundamental social system in more
recent literature (Giesler, 2006; Ham2007; Weinbren, 2006). Within this
conceptualization of the social system, there have been two streams of thought: first, the

presumption of an fiecono minterestethreasonsviongft f oc u s e

gi ving and, second,isinhtdrestediinrbath ekamdamicmargl ma n o
symbolic value of an exchange. Using the
exchange is a limited view, however, because of the unquantifiable social benefits
received in the transactiénthose which cannot be fully rasured or accounted for

with the utilitarian economic man perspective. What the evolution of exchange theories
reveals is a more complex system of exchange, as explored above, in which value
comes from both tangible and intangible sources, and can ewecieated by the

actors within the exchange dynamic. Examining philanthropy through the lens of the
sociology and marketing literature, with attention paid to the complexity of value

creation and exchange, opens the door for examining the influencesmyftbe

philanthropic exchange.

3.3 Philanthropy as a social system of exchange

With the complex system of marketing exchange described in the previous $emti®n

in which value comes from both tangible and intangible sources, and one in which value
is coceated by the actors within the exchange dynamic, this section seeks to examine
specifically the influences of or on, the philanthropic exchange. The continuum-of self
and otheiinterested exchange, along with the utilitarian and symbolic value derived

from the exchange, sets the stage for examining further the influences on philanthropic
behaviours; that is answering my research quesiiry. do donors make

transformational donations?

Going deeper into concepts of exchange, in the context of philanthihemationale

for gift giving may lie in the gifigiving traditions from which this practice was borne.

As documented by Mauss, archaic societies engaged in reciprocal giving as a means of
reproducing themselves symbolically thus creating a cycle ofgigiccepting, and

reciprocating (Mauss, 1950). Far from being barters or contracts as we know them in the
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modern fAmar ket 07 ie.rexceanging itenms otpersewad similar value

or agreeing to an exchange based on a corntm@ifit giving in the premodern context

was I mbued with the giverds personal identii
(Mauss, 1950; Hirschman, 1983¢rardVaretet al, 2000;Arnettet al, 2003; Adloff

& Mau, 2006). For example, Mauss uses the North American Indidetgh as an

example of a Atotal system of givingo found
every gift given or received is part of a system of obligatory reciprocity. Spiritual and

material possessions are included in the exchange, as are ddersevhthe community

in the system as actors within the exchange. The perpetual cycle of exchanges, even

i ntergenerational, are included, resulting
(Mauss, 1950, p. ix]. According to Mauss, Maori gjiting rituals are far from simple
transactional exchanges because they implor
imbued with the spirit of the giver. Mauss statéstih e f act t hat the thir
not inactive. Even when it has been abandoneitidgiver, it still possesses something

of himé. the thing itself posse-$23%.¢he a soul ,
value of the qift, therefore, is not only appreciated for its tangible or explicit value; its

value is also inherent to the retanship between the giver and the recipient. The

relationship itself becomes part of the value proposition and is inextricably linked to the

exchange(s).

To understand better philanthropy as a social system of exchange, | turned to the

marketing literatug to examine the concept of social relationship value in the exchange.
Consumer behaviourist Giesler (2006) explores the consumer gift systems and reflects

that i1t Atraditionally has been conceived o
ritualero, (X0®k6, p. 283). Giesler focuses on
multiple relationships versus simple dyadic relationships in the exchange that focus on

the tangible value of the gift itself. He proposes a robust conceptualization, suggesting
thatthese gift social systems consist of three theoretical key elements: 1) social

di stinctions, 2) norm of reciprocity, and 3
theory, which includes the intangible as gifts, Giesler looks beyond the tangible nature

of the gift to the reinforcing nature of the social relationship between giver and

recipient, and how that defines the social gift system as opposed to valuing only the uni

dimensional gift itself.

103



Giesler contends that the reductionist study of consumegigihg has distilled gift

exchange to an Aentirely microscopic discus
i ndividual gifting partners across differen
focus on gift giving exclusively as a process of balameegbrocal exchange [resulting

in] an entire stream of consumer research, its effectiveness limited by an oversimplified,
atomistic, economistic view on gift giving
(Giesler, 2006, p. 284). In saying so, Gies&nforces the notion that the dichotomy of

self and othetinterested (altruistic) exchange is not robust enough as a lens through

which to fully examine the complexities of philanthropy, and that indeed, gift giving is

not a simple dyadic exchange, butex, part of a larger social system.

The continuum of selfand othetinterested exchange can be examined within the larger
philanthropic social system of exchange. Giesler concludes that consumer gift giving

shoul d be under st oo dearangful foaial interantpoh teroughs y st em o
gi ftsé systems of social solidarity that re
€ as more than just an aggregate of dyadic
Although studied under the lens of consumié giving in a music file sharing context,

|l suggest that Gieslerbés work caqvinge used t
Through his analysis of consumer gift giving, Giesler opens the door to understanding

better how the meaningful sociateraction between the donalong withthe charity,

in the context of their philanthropic fisyst

may influence individual acts of philanthropy.

As | continued to explore philanthropy as a social system of egehaturned to the

economic literature, specifically to the work @o@momist Kolm and his book entitled

The economics of reciprocity, giving and altruigfelm (2000) provides a deeper

understanding of the dichotomy of sedhd othetinterested (altr@tic) exchange by

placingthegiigi vi ng exchange or Atransferodo onto a
end and fipure gift givingd on the other. | n
types of modes of transfer: taking by force (coercion), exahaegiprocity, and pure

gift giving (Kolm, 2000, p. #®). This continuum is presented belowFigure3-2.
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Figure 3-2 Properties of the four modes of economic transfeKolm, 2000, p. Y

Coercion Exchange Reciprocity Pure Gift Giving
(taking)
Globally voluntary
Individually coerced transfers | Independently voluntary transfers
Interrelated tweway transfers Independent oneray
transfer
Self-centred motivation | Other oriented

Figure3-2in its entirety could describe the system of philanthropic exchange, where the
philanthropist is influenced not solely by one dimension or another, but perhaps
simultaneously by the effectfo t he entire system. Instead o
and Apure gift giving, o0 as Kolimerestarsl done, o
utilitarianismo on one end of the scale and
mor al i t y 0asystem afphuldnthrepic exchange acknowledges all of these

motivations and influences, in different measures and weights, and helps to orient the

social actions of the humans within the system. Based on the interrelationships of the
motivations and inflences within this exchange, | propose that the system of

philanthropic exchange does not exist as a dichotomy or even a continuum, but rather as

a set of interacting influences upon the acts of philanthropy (as represented with a Venn

diagram below irFigure3-3).
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morality

altruism utilitarianism
selfinterest socialization
norms & rational
culture choice

Figure 3-3 Influences on the philanthropic exchanggystem

Figure3-3 represents the philanthropic exchasgstem where multiple influences do

not occur along a continuum or a dichotomized scale, but rather, acknosealge

t hese f or ces oactcdncunently,na onty errtre philanthrgpist, but

on the charitable organizationds members an
influence (families, peers, communitie$¢c). The Venn diagram serves to demonstrate

the simultaneous nature oftldynamics in play. The degree of dominance of any one

influence at any one time may be as unique as the individual philanthropist him or

herself. This relationship of influences and outcomes will be examined further in the

next stage of my research.
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3.4 Reciprocity and the philanthropic exchange system

AThe ability to distribute valuabl e posse
superiority.o
(Blau, 1964, p. 104.09)

Quid pro qua the principle of reciprocity is a fundamental part of social

relationships. Most economically rational individuals aim to achégwemetryn an

interpersonal exchangee.,t he fAqui d pro quod arrangement
that they receivé something they deem of equal value for the item they gave. Looking

to noted sociologist Blau to help examine the proposed philanthropic exchange system,

his theories of social structures, in particular, how population and social structures affect

human lehaviour, provide an interesting contrast of pure economic exchange and social
exchange thdibenefits of social exchange do not have an exact price in terms of a

single quantitative medium of exchangeo (Bl
extracted iglefined by the parties within the transaction. In his conceptualization of

soci al Il nteracti on, Bl au refines social ass
exchangeo as fAvoluntary actions of rendi vi du
expected to bring and typically do in fact

clear that social exchange and strictly economic exchange are distinctly different

because social exchange entail s Farthe,speci fi e
Bl au argues that @Adonly social exchange tend
obligation, gratitude, and trust; purely ec
1964, p. 94). As | develop the concept of t

contribttion legitimates the perspective that the reciprocity within the system is defined
by the social actors within the system and is not necessarily reduced to the simple
dyadic exchange transaction of economically rational actors in an independently valued

transaction.

With respect to the concept of symmetry in exchange, whether the materiat or non
material items exchanged can be measured or valued independently becomes irrelevant
as long as the two parties engaged in the exchange are satisfied that symiststry e

and both parties are satisfied. For example, if a donor gives a charitable organization a
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gift of money and, in return, the charity thanks the donor publicly and honours the gift

with a plaque on a prominent wall, there is symmetry in the excharoyeded that

both the donor and the charity are satisfied with the value they received. Recalling the
2007 revised definition of marketing, #Athe
individuals, that operates through a set of institutions and prodessgsating,

communicating, delivering, and exchanging market offerings that have value for
customers, clients, mar keeal,20075p.30&)ntde soci ety
exchange becomes not about the value as objectively defined or meastuasd, bu

cocreated and evaluated by the parties engaged in the exchange or by the entire

exchange system.

Applying this definition to the context of philanthropy, the gift, therefore, is not only

what might be tangible in the exchange, but is also the rdglenceived value

cocreated by the giver and the receiver. The reciprocal relationship itself creates value

that extends beyond a finite transaction, and the value of that relationship is captured by

the system in which it exists. For example, a univeesiitycates a student. The student

receives the education and a tangible degree for which the student exchanged his or her
tuition payment. This exchange may seem like a simple tangible transaction, but the
student may al so f e eflknowlbedgeor meht@aship fromaei ved a
professor, and that professor, in turn, may
through conversations with the student. These intangible gifts may be reciprocated

between the student and the professor for some tithena tangible or monetary value,

but value still exists as created through the exchange system because these two

individuals value the exchange. Should this same student make a philanthropic gift to

the university as an alumnus, the alumnus may do meiprocation for the excellent

education received, as well as for the intangible gift of mentorship the alumnus received

as a student from his or her professor. The university might choose to reciprocate the
donation by naming a building after the alumrausd, in doing so, the alumnus may

achieve greater notoriety in society through media attention around the naming of the

building. These cycles of reciprocity exhibit the tangible and intangible value captured

within the philanthropic system of exchange.
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The concept of reciprocity is also explored by noted sociologist, anthropologist and

philosopher Bourdieu (1983), who suggests that economic capital can be exchanged for
prestigious Acultural capital o or HAsocial ¢
succeded financially may still wish to transc
economic strata to which they were born), by exchanging economic capital for social

currency. Cultural capital can be attained through academic qualification; though

symbolic n nature, | suggest that donors who give to educational institutions are

perhaps motivated by the desire to achieve greater cultural capital through their

association with prestigious academic organizations. Likewise, social capital, defined as

it he ategitheactual or potential resources which are linked to possession of a

durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance

and recognitonor i n other words, to a,l®8mbership i
248) my be desired on the part of a donor who aspires to greater social recognition or

standing within a culture. Donors are regularly recognized for their generosity in

association with the charity, providing a form of reciprocity through association. Blau

(1964) states mén make charitable donations, not to earn the gratitude of the

recipients, whom they never see, but to earn the approval of their peers who participate

i n the philanthropic campaign. Donations ar
1964,p 92). I n alignment with Bourdieubds conc

capital, Blau states:

People want to gain approval and they want to gain advantage in their social
associations, and the two desires often come into conflict, since heedless
pursut of advantage tends to elicit disapproval. The multigroup affiliations

of individuals in modern societies help to resolve this conflict. The

resources needed to win social approval in some groups are typically
acquired in the other groups whose approvétss significant and can be
dispensed with. (Blau, 1964, p. 105)

In the context of a philanthropic exchange system, therefore, a donor may be motivated
to give in order to achieve access to, or membership in, a network or group that would

otherwise benaccessible.

Wei nbrends research focuses on reciprocity

such as charities. I n hi s-gwirgfarld eecigracity,n s of Ma
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Weinbren (2006) conceives a model where a cycle of reciprocitgxarithnge

under pins social relations and transactions
and supported by a normative infrastructure
understands this type of reciproeyddyy as bec
i nterchange in social associations. Reflect
study of giftgiving, Weinbren suggests that adopting this perspective means rejecting a

more utilitarian or economi calsloy irdatriidryalo p

says:

Adopting Maussds perspective means recog.|
element of social solidarity was the cycle of exchange, the dynamic process

by which people reciprocally give and receive. Members need not be seen as

driven by thedesire to maximize their personal utility or their possessions.

Making central the building of social solidarity linked the cycle of exchange

to morality, to obligation, ritual, hospitality, justice and charity, all of which

were important elements withthe friendly society movement (Weinbren,

2006, p. 322).

Socially embedded reciprocation, unlike pure economic exchange, requires trust and
commitment (Blau, 1964, p. 990). As part of everyday life, reciprocity creates a moral

bond that strengthens comnities through obligations, relationships, reputation, trust,

and reliability (Weinbren, 2006). Taking this concept of reciprocity further, consumer

behaviour researcher Sherry (1983) looks at traditional consumer research on gift giving

from an anthropalgical perspective in order to examine the social, personal, and
economic di mensions of giving. I n his artic
perspective, 0 Sher r y-exdhangeprooepssas nsistingbe | of th
three stages: gestation, gegsn, and reformulation, through which donors and
recipients progress (Sherry, 1983, p. 163).
of his model gives particular insight into the reciprocal nature of the relationship

between the philanthropishd the recipient organization because of how the two work

together to create the initial and ongoing sustainable exchange relationship. Sherry

comments:
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Reformulation is the final stage in the process of gift giving. During this
time, attention is focuskon the disposition of the gift, which is subject to
consumption, display, or storage. It may also be exchamgeadturned or
redistributed) or rejected. In the process of disposition, the gift becomes a
vehicle by which the relationship of the dommd the recipient is realigned.
The social bond may be strengthened, affirmed, attenuated, or severed in
accordance with the partners' assessments of reciprocal balance. Disposition
may be intended (and is frequently perceived) as an expression of the
redpient's regard for the donor... A realigned relationship frequently takes
the form of gift exchange role reversal, with recipient becoming donor. Thus
the relationship may continue to develop. Conditions precipitating future

gift exchange are strongly lnenced by perceptions arising in the
Reformulation stage. (Sherry, 1983, p. 165)

In examining reciprocity in the context of the philanthropic exchange system, consumer
researchers Lowrey, Otnes and Ruth (2004) examine social influences of third parties

on the typically dyadic study a giffiving exchange. As representedliable2-2

Characteristics of social influence on dyadic givihgwrey et al., 2004)aboveon

page8l, t he authors develop a taxonomy of ten
and motivations. In doing so, the authors extend the body of marketing literature beyond

the focus on the donaecipient dyad to include the social context, netwand

communities (or system), within which the relationship takes place. The authors look to
external social relationship influences to help understand the gift exchange (such as
multiple-party influence and the evolution of those influences over time).

Barman (2007) draws anstitutional theory to show that macro level factors affect

philanthropic behavior. She examines fiddel configurations of relationships within

organi zations in which donors and fundrai se
highlightshow the composition of the organizational field structures shape fundraisers'

strategies of solicitation and, therefore, the extent of donor control. In doing so, Barman
suggests that the donor does not freely select their charitable recipients, buthathe

these are subject to a Asocially mediated n

whereby the field, or community (social system), mediates the charitable choice.
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As | examine reciprocity and the philanthropic exchange system, each of ttress au
point to a system within which the donor and the charity exist, and through which they
mutually reinforce their relationship through reciprocal actions that are valued by each
and that create value for the system itself. Each of these authors eldéserib
philanthropic exchange in the context of a complex social system in which the giver(s)
and recipient(s) are inextricably linked, and in which a system of reciprocity has
become the norm, whether or not it is explicit, and the value from which \sduodily

and collectively determined.

The examination of the literature on reciprocity and exchange explored in this section

has established that reciprocity is a collective, circular, and mutually reinforcing
activity. MnReci pr dithedim qf esetdighingtrelatiogpshipsfrestg i f t s w
on the voluntary and obligating aspects of giving, taking, and giving back
simultaneouslyo (Mauss, in Adloff & Mau, 2
enduring, longitudinal, and, perhaps, perpetual. $gmt-igure3-4 below to describe

the cyclical philanthropic system of reciprocity, where the gift giver (donor) and the

recipient (cause) exchange places within thiklapthropic exchange system.
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Cause: gives\‘

something of value
to the donor |
(education, health |
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Figure 3-4 Cycle of philanthropic reciprocity

In Figure3-4, tne cycie ot reciprocity exists because the aonor and the recipient

continue to value what each gives to the other, and together they create greater value for
themselves and for the entingsgem. The cocreation of the value for themselves and

their communities becomes mutually reinforcing so that each feels symmetry in the
exchange process. This cycle is proposed as one that is longitudinal, and, therefore, may
be characterized in a more @mnic sense over time. The relationship between the donor
and the organization may be prone to positive and negative influeoitefom the

engaged parties and also from externaltgssillustrated irFigure3-3 on pagel06).

The merits of this proposed cycle of reciprocity, as well as its dynamic and evolving

nature, willbe examined further in the next phase of my research.

3.5 Cocreation of value, philanthropy, and the cycle of reciprocity
In recent years, there has been increasing interest in consumer cocreation within the
body of marketing literater (Prahalad & Ramaswan®004ab; Vargo & Lusch,
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2004,b;Lusch & Vargo, 2006Ramaswamy, 2008/argo, Maglio, & Akaka2008).

Select authors are differentiating this burgeoning construct of cocreation from that of
customization in the context of relationship marketing (RM) arstiocnerrelationship
management (CRM) (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b; Vargo & Luscha2Q4sch

& Vargo 2006; Simonson, 2005). Cocreation is defined as the individual involvement of
a consumer helping the organizatiord&dineexperience options, selecting those with

per sonal interest and meaning,-ofemeéof wl & ihl | i
the assistance of the organization. This type of consumer participation is contrasted with
customizationwhich involves the aasumer selecting service options from & pre
determined set offered by the organization. For example, if situated along a continuum
of consumer involvement in creating the consumption experience, customization would

sit on the Al owd welnd,s iwhidnre tchoec riehaitg hoin ewmod .

The cocreation construct is of interest when examining the context of philanthropy

(where fithe organizationo refers to the fich
refers to the Aphil ant hriengdosphilanthropyttier ough ¢ o
charitable organization invites the donor into the experience as an exchange partner,

defining the experience and cocreating value with the charity for the gain of all parties

involved in this particular social system. Consurnaareation is proposed as an

element of marketing strategy that leads to enhanced vétudooth the organization

and the consumer (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a,b; Vargo & Luscla,BQGsch

& Vargo 2006;Ramaswamy, 2008/argo, Maglio, & Akaka2008).The current body

of marketing literature suggests that engaging the consumer deeply in determining their
consumption experience will lead to enhanced satisfaction and loyalty, and that

enhanced consumer satisfaction and loyalty lead to enhanced valindj&atlerson

et al, 1994; Mascarenhaat al, 2004).

Therefore, in keeping with myrincipalresearch questiohVhy do donors make
transformational donationsny research into cocreation in the context of philanthropy
examines whether this type of exieeice influences the transformational philanthropist

and if cocreating the philanthropic experience leads to greater value creation between
the philanthropist (the consumer) and the charitable organization. This leads me to add a

secondary research questiblow does theocreatiorconstruct illuminate the donating
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behaviour of the transformational donoihat is, does the organization that engages

the donor in cocreated experiences (resulting in cocreated value) benefit from

transformational donations agesult of that type of engagement? And as a corollary,
do donors who participate in cocreated experiences (resulting in cocreated value) with

the charitable organization make transformational donations to those organizations as a

result of those expermees?

Delving into the cocreation literature, marketing scholars Prahalad and Ramaswamy
(2004b) propose four building blocks that lead to cocreation: dialogue, access, risk

assessmant, and transparentyor DART. Table3-1Cocr eat i on fADARTO

blocks(Prahalad% Ramaswamy2004b, p.31provides DART definitions:

Table3-1Cocr eat i on f DART(Brahblad& Rahaswgmy2004b,c k s

p.31)

D1 Dialogue encourages knowledge sharing to increase qualitatively new levels of
understanding between companies and consumers
consumers are invited to interject their views of value into the vakgtion
process

AT Access consumers create value (for the firm and themselves) through experien
not just ownership

R Risk consumers understand risks of goods and services as they engage in t
interactive valuecreation process. They may bear more respditgifor

assessment dealing with risks as result
Ti engaging consumers through information sharing creates greater trust
Transparency between the firm and the consumer

Cocreation is conceptualized as a deep engagement of the consumer in the consumption

experiencehat results in cocreated valudor the consumer and the organization. As

the DART building blocks propose, inviting the consumer into the recipsecaice

experience provides opportunity for differentiation of the consumption experience as

being uniagie as the individual themselves (Sterling, 2008). This phenomenon is

demonstrated in the case of Nike, where Ramaswamy (2008) finds that value is

cocreated

platforms, especiallythosecente d on customer experienceso

9).

by ficontinuously interact.i
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3.5.1 Cocreation, customization and servic&lominant logic

I n order to fully define the construct of 0
significantly from that of consumer f@Acuston
the roots of both of these deft notiemtsati @n
(Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Prahala® Ramaswamy, 2004b; Vargo & Lusch, 2604

Simonson, 2005). Market orientation, as defined by Kohli and Jaworski (1990), focuses
on two traditional pillars of the marketing concémustomer focus and catination.

These authors suggest that organizations fe
customer needso (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990, p.
suggest that the organization croeeadughng t hes
I that the activities themselves must be coeatith the customethus shifting from

a firm-centric to a customarentric model of engagement. Further, Prahalad and

Ramaswamy (2004a) suggest that renowned organizational strategy reseactlaet Mi
Porterds 1980 Atraditional conceptiono of t
consumers were Aoutside the firmd and value
its activities, is shifting to imetude cons
negotiation between the individual consumer
20044, p. 7). Where the roles of the consumer and the firm were once distinct

(consumers were the targets of firm offerings), the authors posit a convergence of these

roles and of production and consumption (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004a). This echoes
Vargo and IlQusashsder t(i20M 4t hat the customer i s
rather than the targeted AoperandOd resource
chain (Vargo& Lusch, 2004, p.11). In an interview about his work on cocreating value

with customer s, Prahal ad concludes that suc
products, as the basis of value. Focus orctimiergencef traditional roles of ta firm

and the consumero (ltalics by author, Leavy

Lusch and Vargo (20@9 propose that the good®minant logic in the field of

marketing practice and scholarship has transitiooe@rd a servicelominant logic
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Table3-2 illustrates this transition.

Table 3-2 Conceptual transitiongLusch & Vargo, 2006, p.289

Goodsdominant

Transitional concepts

Servicedominant logic

logic concepts concepts
Goods Services Service
Products Offerings Experiences
Feature/attribute Benefit Solution
Value-added Co-production Cocreation of value
Profit maximization Financial engineering Financialfeedback/learning
Price Value delivery Value proposition
Equilibrium systems Dynamic systems Complex adaptive systems
Supply chain Value chain Value-creation

network/constellation
Promotion Integrated marketing Dialogue
communications

To market Marketto Market with

Product orientation

Market orientation

Service orientation

Building on the servicelominant logic concepts, cocreation can be seen as an evolution
of customizatiori starting from a place of market orientation for both cocreation and
customizatiori to one where cocreation leaps ahead of customization, the former
involving the consumer to a much greater extent by inviting them to help conceive the
firmdéds val

ue proposition.

In a cocreation model, the market shifts from being a tardegitgy a forum. That is, in

a Atargeto market, the firm and consumer ar
(one is the seller, and one is the target to whom the seller will sell); whereas in a
Aforumodo mar ket , the f i rrmnatanolesthatlofeen corvergeu me r  h

as the experience is negotiated. The unique nature of the experience means that supply
and demand emerge, and value is determined in the process (Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
2004b). Lusch& Vargo (2006) echo this view of the elation of cocreation by

contrasting the traditional goodentered dominant logic with that of the newly

heralded serviceentered dominant logic. According to these authors, in the traditional
goodscentered dominant logic, the role of the customer setthe recipient of the
goods. AMar ket ers do thi t o

ngs customer s; t
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to them, and promote to them. T&aM¥arggust omer
2006, p. 11). However, in a forum market, where servicdhesdominant logic, the

customer is a cocreator of the service, fma
interaction with the customer. The customer is primarily an operant resource,
functioning only occasi on&Vdrgp 20806, p.4d1). oper and
The good, therefore, is only the conduit of the service; it is the cocreated service

experience itself that provides value to the consumer. Lusch and Vargd)2efiGe a

s e r v i tkeapphcationfof specialized competences (knowleddeshitis), through

deeds, processes, and performances for the
(Lusch & Vargo, 2006,p.283) . The authors do not aim to
Aservices, 0 rather t hey amliageguses in setvibkeat goods
provisiono (Lubspcd83).& Vargo, 2006

Vargo, Maglio, and Akaka (2008) contribute to conceptualization of the market as a
forum by pushing the boundaries even further to conceive it as a constellation of
Aser vi ce s yetat, 2008.dhege\dwthorg mosit that each exchange or dyad
of service systems expands into a network, which, in turn, becomes a network of

networks that puts value back into the entire constellation.

éval ue cocreation i s mpdneekchanmgebraed t o t he |
dyad of service systems. It occurs through the integration of existing

resources with those available from a variety of service systems that can
contribute to systemwelh ei ng as determined by the sys
environmental context. Eagervice system accesses resources from other

service systems t him-exchanbe isedhe negatiatege € Val ue
measurement offered and receivedy(,money and value proposition)

among exchange partners. The resources of the service provider aesladapt

and integrated with a service systembs e:
derived and determined in contexté The p
knowledge is generated and exchange occurs within and among surrounding

systems. (Varget al, 2008, p. 150)

This steam of literature is invaluable in building and reinforcing the proposition that
there exists a philanthropic exchange system in which the donor and the charitable
organi zation cocreate val ueipaftand t hemsel ves

beneficiaries.
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3.5.2 Differentiating cocreation and customization in the philanthropic context

Simply giving consumers a choice of customized offers does not open the relationship
to a cocreation experience. The explicit difference exists in giving consumers choice
from a sebf customizable options decided upon by the firm; the firm (or
service/product) is still placed at the root of the equation instead of prioritizing the
consumer (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a). Cocreation, in contrast, occurs when the
consumer helpdefinethe options, selects those that match their interests, and fulfills
the experience with the assistance of the firm, placing the consumer at the root of the
equation, and the firm as the facilitator of the experience encounter.

In terms of marketing orieation, customization is rooted in individual marketing,
traditional mar ket segmentation and CRM. Wh
are met through the selection of set product/service characteristics, they are not actively
involved in defining wiat those choices or characteristics might be on almasase

basis. Simonson (2005) suggests that <custon
uponod by the firm, as opposed to the firm a
Ot her wi sTefed as eids din situations in which an
preferences for the focal product or service are first measured or tracked and the

information is then used to designeff s t ai | or e d (Sinmmsont 2005tp. cust on
33).

For examplh4 unandidoammw (the consumer) to a
selection of pralefined scholarships to which they may designate their financial
contribution in an effort to make their fAcu
involved in designing thecholarship itself, including selecting which students it may

benefit, academic areas in which the student may be studying, at which level their

grades may lie, if they are involved in extnarricular activity, and in which activities

they may be involvé, etc. The annuafund donor is a segment to which a set of options

are offered, even if these options are base
gleaned from popular donation choices in the past. This example typifies a customized

offer. Whilecus omi zati on brings the consumerés int
passivelybyprel et er mi ni ng the fAchoice set, o0 regard

on the collection of meaningful data points. The consumer is still on the outside of the
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decisionmaking process as they are a targeted segment versus an integral part of the
design process itself.

By contrast, a cocreation experience involves the consumer in the design process, the
choice determination, and the final selection. If situated alongtanaam of consumer
involvement in creating the consumption experience, customization would sit on the

t h

Figure3-5 belowto represent this continuum atmmlsummarize the chacteristics of

Al owd end, wi c o cDravimg on thenlite@atare, 1 dewelopgch i gh 0 e n

each construct.

Figure 3-5 Differentiating characteristics between customization and cocreation

Continuum of consumer involvement

Low

High

——ll e —

Customization

Cocreation

Consumer chooses from padefined experience
options

Consumer is involved in defining experience optio

Organization leads the consumer through the
consumption experience

Consumer leads thefire x p eofifoenre®e an
to the organization to help fulfill it

Market orientation is low focus is on the
organization first, then the consumer, and is le
coordinated with the

Market orientation is high focus is on the
corsumer, and with the consumer, and is highly
coordinated.

Firm-centric model of engagement; firm, good,
service is at the root of the equation with the
consumer as the target

Customercentric model of engagement; consumer
at the root of the equatiomith the firm as the
experience facilitator

Firm acts upon the consumer

Firm acts in conjunction with the consumer

Consumer is a target of firm offerings (operand
resource);consumer is involved in the decision
making process but outside the degigocess

Individual consumer is involved in negotiating the
firmds offerings (oper
involved in the decisioimaking process and is also
inside the design process

Consumer is involved

the experience is adfed by the firm

Consumer involved in a
experience is negotiated between the consumer a
the firm

Value is predetermined by the firm and through
the consumption of the service/product as offe
to the consumer

Value isdetermined by the negotiation process; Th
good or service is the
consumer experience; both the process and
experience have value

120



3.5.3 Caocreation and value

Marketing scholars have suggested that firms wanting to sustain their corepetiti

advantage and increase their value must ensure a high level of market orientation and
relationship management, specifically focusing on the participation of the customer in

the consumption experience (Slater & Narver, 1995; Gronroos, 1994; Prahalad &

Ramaswamy, 2004a, b; Vargo & Lusch, 2604 I1zquierdoet al, 2005; Ramaswamy,

2008) . Prahal ad and Ramaswamy (2004a) sugge
experiences iIis the emerging bases for wvalue
jointlycreatedoy bot h the firm and the consumer o (F
7). I n an interview on this topic, Prahal ad
and Acustomer #10 and such ar e reitherfoowmhat <coc
firm or the consumer. It is abobbth It is about two joint problem solvers creating

uni que valueo (ltalics by author, Leavy, 20

Scholars posit that by engaging the consumer earlier and more meaningfully in the

mar keting cycl e, ¢te icuodemdn dignifccdnt chandeand ma r k
Atransforming the nature of the relationshi
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a, p. 6). Vargo and Lusch §804dgest that,

increasingly, the market, and the practice of mankgtnas shifted much of its dominant

logic away from the exchange of tangible goods with the logic now being focused on

Ai ntangi ble resources, the cocreation of va
2004, p. 1). Izqueirdeet al, (2005) gosofara®t say t hat @Athe objectdi
interaction between suppliers and customers is to capatéo sharey al ue o (i tal i cs
added for emphasis, Izqueirdbal, 2005, p. 234). Ramaswamy (2008) tests these

assumptions with the firm Nike to understand betteptiaetice of value cocreation. In

doing so, he draws the following conclusion:

The source of new competitive advantage
profitable growth lie in the strategic capital it can build by continuously

interacting with its custoers through engagement platforms, especially

those centered on customer experiences. This new strategic capital is the

accumulated knowledge and skills continuously garnered by the firm

through interactions with customers. These interactions strengthen anfo s

capacity to use global network resources and thematic communities to

continuously identify and act upon new innovation and value creation
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opportunities. In sum, leading firms are learning how to sustain competitive
advantage by cocreating experiencesalue with customers (Ramaswamy,
2008, p. 9).
Together, these scholars point to increased consumer involvement and consumer
cocreation in the consumption experience as the basis for increasing value to

both the firm and the consumer.

Through careation, consumers participate in the production and consumption of the
firmdéds product or service through their act
customers are seen to have the potential to jointly create value with the firm. Prahalad

and Ramasamy (2004 a) squdaityiaterdctionshhatenaliiehan g h

individual customer to cocreate unique experiences with the company are the key to

unl ocking new sources of competitive advant
7). Itis the customensho help decide what is of value, as opposed to simply being on

the receiving end of what the firm feels is of value, creating a reciprocal approach to

value creation. When applying this research to the context of philanthropy, | propose

that by engaginghe donor in cocreating value with the organization, the organization
becomes a meaningf ul Ai nfl uencero of the ph
beneficial value creation becomes part of the reciprocal nature of the relationship for the

entire social gstem of philanthropic exchange.

3.5.4 Creating value for consumers and organization$ a reciprocal relationship

Value creation, as an explicit component of marketing strategy, can be considered a key
measure of the strategic effectiveness of consumer cocrehttithe marketing

literature reviewed, authors tie value creation to marketing strategy, and, ultimately, to
overall firm strategy. Mi zi k and Jacobson (
concerned with creating sustained competitive advantage, which leads to

superior financi dihg]theereatiom of custanweevaluiesi,v o | v

innovating, producing, and delivering products to the market); [and] appropriating value

in the marketplace.e.,e xt racti ng pr of i t093,po63)(RAvihatad k & Jac
and Ramaswamy (2004b) also suggest that value determination can be seen as a source

of competitive advantagenefi strategic capital is about challenging the traditional

approach to competition and value creation. It entails new teasnk about
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opportunities, access competence, leverage and reconfigure resources, engage the whole
organi zation, and compete to cocreate value
Ramaswamy, 2004b, p.148). Also, considering the raaigganizational stratgg

perspective, Mascarenhas, Kesavan and Bernacchi (2004) suggest that maximizing

value along the chain contributes to competitive advantagé c o mpany 6s r e all c
capability is its ability to continually redesign its value chain and to reshuffle its

strudural, technological, financial and human assets in order to achieve maximum

competitive advaehd,a0§&m486)Mascar enhas

Adding the dimension of consumer involvement in value creation, Payne and Frow

(2005) suggest t haisderived franr cgstomer validhatibis 6 s Vv a
derived from Athe outcome of the coproduct.i
acquisition and retention strategies, and the utilization of effective channel

management 0 (Payne &thdfwoodg jtis thécOcbeatedvalue 1 7 2 ) . I
experienced by the customer that becomes in
Lusch& Vargo (2006) assert that from the servicentered view of marketing with a

focus on it as a continuous process, the consisyaways involved in the production

of value. They extend this view to the full dynamic of the marketing cycle, suggesting

that, fAin using a product, the customer i s
valuecr eati on and del i&VWargo,)y200fp.0l8)drsfiatekes 0 ( Lus c h
refining the valuecreation process, Payne and Frow (2005) also suggest three key

elements that involve consumer cocreation. They étFdetermining what value the

company can provide to its customer; (2) determinihgtwalue the company can

receive from its customers; and (3) by successfully managing this value exchange,

which involves a process of cocreation or coproduction, maximizing the lifetime value

of desirable customer segm@nTiheyarguebhaty ne & Fr
ultimately, customer value is extracted when the value proposition is fulfilled and

results in a superior customer experience.

Assessing value creation involves examining how value is created along the value chain
for both the organgtion and the consumer. Based on an extensive literature review on
Afperceived value, 0 Johnson, Herrmann and Hu

customer 6s overall evaluation of wh at he or
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gi ves up or et@a2ps,0.143) Thé autharsrfurther suggest that value is
a broad construct that encompasses fApercept

out puts relative t cetal20@86,pcl@3Mmpetitiondo (Johns

Izquierdoetal,( 2005) suggest that increased value
benefit in terms of higher value, better quality and increased satisfaction with their

purchases, while firms benefit from greater sales volumes, better operating efficiencies,

positive wod-of-mouth publicity, improved customer feedback and decreased

mar keti ng ex p etals2005,p. 285). Eugthei, thesedaathors suggest that
Acustomer satisfaction acts as an anteceden

(Izquierdoet al, 2005, p. 235) and, ultimately, to greater customer retention and value.

Mascarenhastal.( 2004) suggest that valwue to the <co
experience of cocreating the product with the company; [that involves] the experience

of co-producing and c@wning it; the responsibility of purchasing and repurchasing it;

and the respwsibility of supporting the firm with positive referrals of its products and

servi ces, 0etaMaoqp.ad87ewhithaeasures future access to the

good/service that has become of value. Creating value for the producer occurs through
insightsganed from ficustomer interaction and par
the consumer]; cocreation and-awnership of products [with the consumer]; as well as
customer satisfaction, retention, delight a
(Mascarehaset al, 2004, p. 487). Value for the organization also builds from positive

referrals that result from satisfied customers. Building on the premise that cocreation is

integral to value creation, Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004b) suggest that the new

valuecr eati on space i s 0 a persomlizediodreatiove space c
experiencesleveloped through purposeful interactions between the consumer and a

net work of companies and consumer communi ti
Ramaswamy, 2004b, {0).

From the discussion in secti@b.10f this paper, we saw that some marketing theorists

suggest that the market is shifting fromageocdsnt er ed At ar get o mar ket
consumer is the operand resource,toaservieent er ed #Af or thend mar k et
consumer is an operant resource (Prahalad & Ramaswamy,[2004sch& Vargo,

2006&). Taking this view a step further, Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004b) argue that

124



the nature of value creation has also, in turn, changed to a more participatory form.
They state that:

... In the conventional value creation process, companies and consumers had

distinct roles of production and consumption. Products and services

contained value, and markets exchanged this value, from the producer to the

consumer. Value crdan occurred outside the markets. But as we move

toward cocreationéthis distinction disap,|]

engage in the processes of both defining and creating value. The cocreation

experience of the consumer becomes the very basis of (alabalad &

Ramaswamy, 2004b, p. 10)
In other words, value is not only being held at the firm level solely through the
extraction of profit from the consumer, but
their experiences in relationship to the goodyiserand/or organization, which results
in personalized value for the consumer and
is that the consumer and the firm cocreate value, and so the cocreation experience
becomes the very basis of value. The valuatme process centers on individuals and

their cocreation experienceodo (Prahalad & Ra

Luschand Varga2006) support the assertion that the consumer has become central to

the valuecreation process. In examining the progress frontrétktional goods

centered dominant logic to that of the emerging sermsrdgered dominant logic, they

suggest that the determination and meaning of value are also evolving. Whereas under

the goodscentered logic vafue is determined by the producelislembedded in the

operand resource (goods) and i s &Varfoj ned i n
2006y, p. 11). In contrast, within the servicee nt er ed | ogi c, HAvalue i s
determined by the consumer resultsfrorhtte basi s of
beneficial application of operant resources sometimes transmitted through operand
resources. Firms can onl| & Varga R0OG p.al).ue propos
Relying on Gronroos (2000), Luseind Vargo(2006a) also suggest that c@ation is

essential to the creation of value:

Value for customers is created throughout the relationship by the customer,

partly in interactions between the customer and the supplier or service

providerThe focus is not on pvaledeatngs but on t
processes’her e val ue emerges for customers an
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the focus of marketing is value creation rather than value distribution, and

facilitation and support of valuereating process rather than simply

distributing readymadev al ue t o customersé the enterpr

value propositions; the consumer must determine value and participate in

creating it through the process ofpmduction. (ltalics by author, Vargo &

Lusch, 2008, p.19)
As we have now seen, this view @lue cocreation highlights a fundamental shift in
thinking about an organizationds interactio
or experiences, now provide opportunities for consumers to negotiate and collaborate on
the nature and value oftkex peri ence. Thi s new dynamic Afu
the traditional roles of the firm @and the c
31) and requires a dramatic change in organizational strategic planning to deal with the
implicit and explicit impications (both positive opportunities and threats or risks to

success).

The value chain as created by the company ¢
If the firm creates the consumer experience based on an internal view of efficient
transactionvesus t he Aconsumer experienceo View,
meet the experience interests of the consumer. Organizations should not seek consumer
compliance to their value chain; rather, they should try to create the relationship that

seeks onsumer commitment by créag the consumer interaction froreciprocal

engagement of the consumer.

The marketing literature reviewed clearly suggests that cocreated consumer experiences
result in deeper and more satisfying leegn relationships withhie consumer. Tying

this notion back to the context of the relationship between the philanthropist and the
charity, as well as the entire philanthropic exchange system within which they exist, |
propose that cocreation of value is a reciprocal relatiortBhipserves to mutually

reinforce the engagement of the exchange parties, resulting in value creation not only

for the donor and the charity, but for the entire philanthropic exchange system.

3.6 Future research
| began my DBA research with a principle reseagaestionWhy do donors make
transformational donationsThrough the systematic review of the literature in Project

one, | propose that cocreated reciprocal experiences and value propositions for both the
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donor and the organization, as well as for thire philanthropic exchange system,

result in the kind of deep engagement of the philanthropist that result in these
transformational donations. This led me to formulate a secondary research question:
How does theocreatiorconstruct illuminate the donag behaviour of the

transformational donor?That is, does the organization that engages the donor in
cocreated experiences (resulting in cocreated value) benefit from transformational
donations as a result of that type of engagement? And as a coadlaiynors who
participate in cocreated experiences (resulting in cocreated value) with the charitable
organization make transformational donations to those organizations as a result of those

experiences?

In my futureresearch projest | intend to collet and analyze empirical data aimed at
answering these questions. Specifically, and based on the literature reviewed in both the
Scoping study and in Project one, | will consider complex and concurrent social and
cultural influencers, that may influencesof transformational philanthropy. My

research aims to provide a mudimensional and robust understanding of the
transformational philanthropistodés behavi

guestions.
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4 Project two Philanthropyi a social system of reciprocal exchange
and cocreated value
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4.1 Introduction

| began my DBA research with a principle research questitny. do donors make
transformational donationsThrough the systematic review of the literature in Project
one, | propose that cocreated reciprocal experiences and value propositions for both the
donor and the organization, as well as for the entire philanthropic exchange system,
result in the kind of dep engagement of the philanthropist that result in these
transformational donations. This led me to formulate a secondary research question:
How does the cocreation construct illuminate the donating behaviour of the
transformational donor?That is, doeshe organization that engages the donor in
cocreated experiences (resulting in cocreated value) benefit from transformational
donations as a result of that type of engagement? And as a corollary, do donors who
participate in cocreated experiences (resglin cocreated value) with the charitable
organization make transformational donations to those organizations as a result of those

experiences?

In Project two, | collect and analyze empirical primary data aimed at answering these

questions. Specificallyand based on the literature reviewed in both the Scoping study

and in Project one, | consider complex and concurrent social and cultural influencers,

that may influence acts of transformational philanthropy. My research aims to provide a
multi-dimensionh and robust wunderstanding of the tr

behaviour as | endeavour to answer my research questions.

As a result of Project two, |l propose a soc
ecosystem, 0 i n wteract throuygttheir giving, Wwith oharitabléd s i n
organizations, beneficiaries, peers, family members, and communities. The

phil ant hropistsé perceptions and deci sion n

linked with the intetrelationships of the mufiie communities in which they are
engaged, resulting in tangible and intangible cocreated value, not simply for the benefit
of the dyadic relationship between the donor and the charitable organization, but also

for the communities in which they interact.
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Project two examines long interviews with transformational philanthropists who have

made donations of $5 Million (CAD) or more to p@sicondary educational institutions

(and affiliated medical institutesyhrough the analysis of these interviews, | hape t
contribute a deeper understanding of transf
Canada as explained through the propogeth i | ant hr opi ¢ fAsoci al sys
exchange and Idiscossie this pagrtovthre exiseng body of reaech.

4.2 Literature review and research propositions
This section provides a review of the pertinent literature reviewed in the Scoping study
and in Project one (systematic reviéwfpr the purposes of developing a set of research

propositions to be expled through the collection of primary data.

4.2.1 Philanthropy and exchange

Philanthropy. Philanthropy, while imbued with many philosophical, political, religious

and social meanings, is considered at its core to be an interaction of human subsistence.

As humansnteract and engage in forms of philanthropy and gift giving, they form an

exchange partnership that, to one extent or another, becomes an interdependent system.

I n its earliest and simplest form, exchange
oneggent to anothero (Kolm, 2000, p. 7). Gift
is, therefore, considered a form of exchange, where something of value is transferred

from one being to anothérthe gift.

Modern philanthropy adds to this propositionitmpuing philanthropy with a

social/moral expectation that the donor act from a purely alzwsitrer. In this

context, seHinterest is frowned upon. Dichotomizing gift giving as either-seérested

or altruistic is a social construction rooted inrStian thinking which idealized the idea

of a gift as being devoid of all satiterest (Mauss, 1950: vii; Adloff & Mau, 2006:

100) . I'n his essay, fAThe Gifto (Mauss, 1950
anthropological study of gift giving, Massisserts that gifts enhance and deepen
sociallcommunaltiesaigi ft t hat does nothing to enhan:
(Mauss, 1950, p. vii). In his examination of giving, the dichotomsetifinterestand

altruism does not exist; rather, itdsceptable for giving to be both saiterested and
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altruistic si mul t anneodemngiftgving ecagnigesthat st udy of
resultant reciprocities are fAndeeply soci al
not disinterested; they establish and perpe
(Adloff & Mau, 2006, p. 100).

By extensi on, | propose t hamoderngitgvingds phi | an
behaviour in that it exhibits elements of both getérest and altruism. In order to move

beyond dominant culturally or morally loadedergretations and examine the complex

influences on transformational philanthropy in the twdirst century, it is necessary to

explore the history of the principles of exchange and reciprocity and the role they play

in the presentlay philanthropic dynaru.

Marketing exchangeln early marketing literatur&xchangevas both accepted as a

core concept within the study of marketing and adopted as part of its very definition.

Al derson defined marketing as Athe exchange
groups and supplying groupso (Al derson, 195
Aithe discipline of exchange behaviour, and
behaviouro (Bagozzi, 1975, p. 39); and Kot
by which individuals and groups obtain what they need and want through creating and
exchanging products and value with otherso
works of Al derson, Bagozzi, and Kotler, and
exchang (Homans, 1958), the American Marketing Association, in 1985, developed its

definition of marketing incorporating the exchange concéyiirketing is the process

of planning and executing the conception, pricing, promotion and distribution of ideas,

goodsand services to create exchanges that satisfy individual and organizational
objectivesdo (Marketing News, 1985, p . 1) . I

construct was inextricably linked to the marketing concept.

While these early definitions of miating view exchange as a fairly simple dynamic
between two parties or groups of parties, Bagozzi (1974) segigestore complex
examination of the exchange construct as he corsldsrrole in the study of
marketing theory. He propodéhat the excharegyor transfer need not be isolated

between two agents; rathercduldbe encompassed and studied in the broader social
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context in which it exists. The resultiswhathetedinh e fAexchange system,
engages, and is engaged in, more fulsome indédiwakhips In Bssence, thexchange

systenmay be defined as set of social actors, their relationships to each other, and

the endogenous and exogenous variables affecting the behaviour of the social actors in

those relationshipgs (i t al i ¢ goza, $9744mi8hor , Ba

By recognizing that exchange takes place in a system and not necessarily in isolation,

Bagozzi attem@dto combine exchange theoriesthereb ased on Ai ndi vi dua
assumption(s)ofself nt erest 06 with tlkecsevhbeitlit asstimptdt
(Bagozzj 1975,p. 32-33), moving away from what could be seen as an entirely

utilitarian conceptualization of marketing. (The utilitarian concept permeates the social

sciences |iterature. Put sdelsicthesaoctall y, #fthe d
sciences view people notonlyasgelht er est ed, but al so as rati
t hat people have essentially sell®99,sh goal s

130-131).) Instead of this dominant model, Bagozzi padiat gcture of a complex

system in which a consumer strives for both economic and symbolic rewards, dubbing
t he ¢ ons umaketinganad t (hBea TAG52237). In doing so, Bagozzi
attempéedto build on, yet contrast, thevolvingconsumer from the nelassical

economic concept dhe economic marfTheeconomic mahas, since the fecentury,
come to represent an individual who is assumed to act rationally and-intsssdtt in

an effort to maximize his or her wealth, while minimizing his or herscp$te concept

of the economic man relies on an individualistic and rational perspective, suggesting
that utilitarianism reigns, and that exchange between individuals is largely conducted on
the basis of barters, financially mediated or not, where méokess prevail and
contractual obligations are enforced legally or otherwise (Bl864 Bagozzj1974

1975 GérardVaretet al, 200Q Adloff et al, 2006). Bagozzi attemetito deepen the

study of marketing and consumer behaviour by rejecting the entirely utilitarian or
neoclassical economic viewpoint of exchange, that is, he edjinet conceptualization

of the consumer as the economic man.

In contrast to the conceptualizat of the economic man, Homans ardtieat the utility
of a social benefit cannot be clearly distinguished from other rewards inherent in the

social association, thereby making it difficult to apply principles of maximizing utility
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to social exchange (Hamns 1961,p. 72). Homans descrides o c i a | behaviour a
exchange of goods, material goods but alsematerial ones, such as the symbols of
approval or prestige, 0 which ¢HEbBp®d6). be meas

Further, Homans explodesocial behaviour further, refining the notion of social

associatioby descri bing it as fAan exchange of ac
or | ess rewarding or cost]l y,l964,p3)wSnelar at | e a
to Homans descriptiasn of soci al behaviour and exchange

sometimes rational, sometimes irrational; motivated by tangible and intangible rewards,
as well as internal and external forces; engages in both utilitarian and symbolic
exchanges; proceeds tvincomplete information, weighing both economic and social
costs/benefits; may strive to maximize profits, but may also settle feoissum

gains; and the exchanges do not occur in isolation, but rather are subject to individual
and social constraintslegal, ethical, normative, coercivetc.(Bagozzj 1975,p.37). In

sum, both Homans and Bagozzi percdittee consumer as seeking tangible and
intangible benefits from excharghat are derived not solely through utilitarian

transfer in a dyadic relanship, but ratherin a contextually influenced uiti-party

system.

Drawing on the wor-Xtsr aods dMau sisP®rsi maidp IL&®vaf R
Komter (2007) also proposes that both the utilitarian aneudititarian views of the

gift over simplifythe complexandmup ur pose fAsymbol ic utilityo
wordsof LéviSt r auss, goods are exchanged as fAvehi
another order: influence, power, sympathy, status, emotion; and the skilful game of

exchange consts of a complex totality of manoeuvres, conscious or unconscious, in

order to gain security and to fortify oneds
and r i v aStraugspl996,lp&9).iFor Komter, by examining the gift as an

instrument fo influence, power, sympathy, status, and emotion with economic, social,

moral, religious, aesthetic, and juridical functions, she explores cultural inferences of

the noble and less noble purposes of the gift. For example, Komteeddfeo t he gi ft 0

nod e purposes as fexpression[s] of love, fr
purposes Ato mani pul ate, flatter, bri be, de
even kill, as in the case of the poisoned <c

utilitarian and norutilitarian conceptualizations of exchange in the study of gift giving,
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we can see the development of a dichotomy emeaye of seHinterest versus one of
altruism. By extension, this dichotomy can reflect a polarization of behaviours
applicable to the study of philanthropyehaviours that are setfterested and those

that are otheimterested (altruistic).

A deeper analysis of the complexities of the exchange dynamic is necessary to fully

understand what motivates the exchange behaviour. If the philanthropist is the

Amar keti ng manod and iensoieonetlwko stiivesnotoriymi ¢ man, 0
economic gin, but also for that which is symbaqliersus someone who is solely

interested in economic exchange, then his or her actions, as well as the influences on

those actions, are far more complex than the simple utilitarian model might suggest.

Instead of dthotomizing seKand othetinterested exchange, | propose the

philanthropist is likely to place him or herself along a continuum that exists between

these polar opposite behavioural options. E
as well asskKkemtewvésopethe gift as an Ainstr
characteristics that may act on the philanthropist within the philanthropic exchange

dynamic. Thus, | suggest the following research propositions:

Pla: The phil ant hr e donairigbehaviauc doeswmatt of hi s

reflect a dichotomized exmdreirersde 0oof Aal

P1b: The philanthropist considers his or her donating behaviour as an experience

involving multiple normative and cultural influences simultaneously.

Marketing exchange and value propositionBy expanding the concept of marketing

exchange and touching on the early definitions described above that include the
concepts of Avalueo (Kotler, 1984) and fser
of exchage is widely accepted to include what is perceived to be of value to any of the
agents engaged in the exchange system. Bago
of something tangible or intangible, actual or symbolic, between two or more social

actor® (Bagozzi, 1979, p. 434(987)agtemgedtblleu st on a
define marketing integratingerceivedr potentialsatisfaction with the value received

in an exchange (Houston & Gassenheimer, 1987). Vargo and Luscla200gestd
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that, ncreasingly, the market, and the practice of marketing, has shifted much of its

dominant logic away from the exchange of tangible goods, with the logic now focused

on Aintangible resources, the cocreation of
2004, p. 1). Izqueirdeet al.(2005)wents o f ar as t o say that #Athe
interaction between suppliers and customers is to cagatéo sharey al ue o (i tal i cs
added for emphasis, Izqueirdbal, 2005, p. 234). Finally, in 2007, the American

Marke i ng Association task force proposed a n
activity conducted by organizations and individuals, that operates through a set of

institutions and processes for creating, communicating, delivering, and exchanging

market offeri;ys t hat have value for customers, cli
(Sheth & Uslay, 2007, p. 306), fully recognizing that the value of the exchange is not

entirely utilitarian in nature.

By acknowledging that marketing and exchange involve nottanlyible and

intangible transfers, but also result in value creation, we open the door to examining the
complexity of who determines what is valued and how value is created within the
context of philanthropy. Examining value creation in the context ddupthiropy

permits a deeper examination of the cocreation construct, determining what is valued,

by whom, and how value is created. Thus, | suggest the following research propositions:

P2a: The philanthropist reports that his or her donating behaviouvésvtiie

exchange of tangible and intangible transfers with the charitable organization.

P2b: The value created by the philanthro

subjectively defined by the parties involved and not objectively measurable.

4.2.2 Reciprocity

Reaprocity is a key component of value creatiBmawing on the literature review from

Project oneQuid pro quadi the principle of reciprocity is a fundamental part of social
relationships. The #fAquid pro quohey arr angeme
received something they deem of equal value for the item they gavaher words,

the parties achiev@ymmetryn an interpersonal exchange. In contrast to pure economic

exchange, fAthe benefits of soci afa exchange
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single quantitative medium of exchangeo (Bl
defined by the parties within the transaction. Bdggertedhat social exchange and

strictly economic exchange are distinctly different, because social exchanigge enta
Aunspeci fied obligationso (dBhau, nd8a6%, spci 8
exchange tends to engender feelings of personal obligation, gratitude, and trust; purely
economic exchange as such does noto (Bl au,
legitimates the perspective that the reciprocity within the system is defined by the social

actors within the system and is not necessarily reduced to the simple dyadic exchange

transaction of economically rational actors in an independently valued tiansac

Whether the material or nematerial items exchanged can be measured or valued
independently is irrelevant; as long as the two parties engaged in the exchange are
satisfied that symmetry exists, both parties are satisfied. For example, if a d@soa giv
charitable organization a gift of money and, in return, the charity thanks the donor
publicly and honours the gift with a plaque on a prestigious or highilgle wall, there

is perceived symmetry in the exchange, provided that both the donor aifdhthe are
satisfied with the value they received.

Recalling the 2007 revised definition of marketing previously discussed previously in
Project one, the exchange becomes not about the value as objectively defined or
measured, but as cocreated and eatalli by the parties engaged in the exchange or by
the entire exchange system. Applying this definition to the context of philanthropy, the
gift, therefore, is not only what might be tangible in the exchange, but is also the real
and perceived value cocredtby the giver and the receiver. The reciprocal relationship
itself creates value that extends beyond a finite transaction, and the value of that

relationship is captured by the system in which it exists

Thetypesof perceived value generated through@pmmcal exchange are also important

to consider. Bourdieu (1983) arglihat economic capital can be exchanged for
prestigious Acultural capitalo or Asocial ¢
succeeded financially may still wish to transcend theirbbir A habi t u-s o (t he
economic strata to which they were born), by exchanging economic capital for social

currency. Cultural capital can be attained through academic qualification; though

symbolic in nature, | suggest that donors who give to educatistautions are
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perhaps motivated by the desire to achieve greater cultural capital through their

association with prestigious academic organizations. Likewise, social capital, defined as
Afthe aggregate of the act kedltopossessproafe nt i al r
durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance
andrecognitoior i n other words, to a,l1®88mbership I
248) may be desired on the part of a donor who aspiresategsscial recognition or

standing within a culture.

Donors are regularly recognized for their generosity in association with the charity,

providing a form of reciprocity through association. Blau (1964) dtatedn make

charitable donations, not to eahe gratitude of the recipients, whom they never see,

but to earn the approval of their peers who participate in the philanthropic campaign.
Donations are exchange,do%sdm92). Sooially eenbeddadp pr ov a l
reciprocation, unlike purecenomic exchange, requires trust and commitment (Blau

1964,p. 98-99). In the context of a philanthropic exchange system, therefore, a donor

may be motivated to give in order to achieve access to, or membership in, a network or

group that would otherwidaee inaccessible.

I n his refl ecti on s-gvrfgand ecmsosity, Weinbees (8086) ch on g
conceivel a model where a cycle of reciprocity and exchange underpins social relations
and transactions, so much dsupportedhbyat hey ar e

nor mati ve i nf r aZ2006pu323). Weirdbrenndéestoodbis type of
reciprocity as becoming Anormatived and par
associations. Reflecting f ur tdiftgivingppn Maussods
Weinbren suggestithat adopting this perspective means rejecting a more utilitarian or
economically rational perspective in favour
life, reciprocity creates a moral bond that strengthens commsitiiitough obligations,

relationships, reputation, trust, and reliability (Weinh2906).

Taking this concept of reciprocity further, Sherry (1983) &bt traditional consumer

research on gift giving from an anthropological perspective in ordeatoiar the

soci al, personal, and economic dimensions o0
ant hropol ogi cal p e edapnedel bfithe gifexchargdpeocessyas d e v e | ©

consisting of three stages: gestation, prestation, and reformulatiorghihstich
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donors and recipients progress (Shet883,p.1 6 3) . Sherryds third
Areformul ationd stage of his model gives
the relationship between the philanthropist and the recipient organibatanse of

how the two work together to create the initial and ongoing sustainable exchange

relationship. Sherry commest

Reformulation is the final stage in the process of gift giving. During this
time, attention is focused on the disposition of tifg @hich is subject to
consumption, display, or storage. It may also be exchangeddturned or
redistributed) or rejected. In the process of disposition, the gift becomes a
vehicle by which the relationship of the donor and the recipient is redlign
The social bond may be strengthened, affirmed, attenuated, or severed in
accordance with the partners' assessments of reciprocal balance. Disposition
may be intended (and is frequently perceived) as an expression of the
recipient's regard for the donorA realigned relationship frequently takes

the form of gift exchange role reversal, with recipient becoming donor. Thus
the relationship may continue to develop. Conditions precipitating future

gift exchange are strongly influenced by perceptions arisithe

Reformulation stage. (Sherry 1983, p. 165)

In examining reciprocity in the context of the philanthropic exchange system, consumer
researchers Lowrey, Otnes and Ruth (2004) exahsaeial influences of third parties

on the typically dyadic study gift-giving exchange. As discussed and represented in
Table2-2 Characteristics of social influence on dyadic givihgwrey et al., 2004)on

page8lof Projectonegt he aut hors develop taxonomy of
behaviour and motivations. In doing so, the authors erttihé body of marketing
literaturebeyond the focus on the dorA@cipient dyad to include the social context,

network and communities (or system), within which the relationship takes place. The
authors lookdto external social relationship influences to help understand the gift
exchangequch as multiplgarty influence and the evolution of those influences over

time).

Barman (20073rew uporoninstitutional theory to show that macro level factors affect

philanthropic behaviour. She examirfeeld-level configurations of relationships thin

an

p a

organi zations in which donors and fundrai se

highlights how the composition of the organizational field structures shape fundraisers'

strategies of solicitation and, therefore, the extent of donor control. In doingremariBa
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suggestdthat the donor does not freely select their charitable recipients, but rather, that
these are subject to a fisoci,2d0T,pl448)edi at ed n

whereby the field, or community (social system), mediates the charitable choice.

As | examine reciprocity and the philanthropic exchange system, each of these authors
point to a system within which the donor and the charity exist, and through tivhich
mutually reinforce their relationship through reciprocal actions that are valued by each
and that create value for the system itself. Each of these authors describe the
philanthropic exchange in the context of a complex social system in which thepive

and recipient(s) are inextricably linked, and in which a system of reciprocity has
become the norm, whether or not it is explicit, and the value from which is individually

and collectively determined.

The examination of the literature on reciprocity and exchange explored in this section
has established that reciprocity is a collective, circular, and mutually reinforcing
activity. Reciprocity is cyclical, enduring, longitudinal, and, perhaps, perpétsial.
presented in Project oneigure3-4 Cycle of philanthropic reciprocitylescribes the
cyclical philanthropic system of reciprocity, where the gift giver (donod)the

recipient (cause) exchange places within the philanthropic exchange system. Thus, |

suggest the following research proposition

P3a: The philanthropistdés donating behayv

reciprocal relationships with the orgaations to which they give.

P3b: The philanthropist considers his or her donating behaviour as having
created value that extends beyond his or her dyadic relationship with the

charitable organization to the communities in which both operate.

P3c: The philathropist considers his or her donating behaviour to be
inextricably linked with his or her peer and community relationships.

4.2.3 Cocreation of value
Consumer cocreation of experiences and value has been discussed in contemporary
marketing literature (Prahala&& Ramaswamy, 2004a, 2004bargo & Lusch, 2004,k
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Lusch & Vargo,2006a,l5 Ramaswamy, 2008/argoet al, 2008). Select authors
differentiak this burgeoning construct of cocreation from that of customization in the
context of relationship marketing (RMhd customerelationship management (CRM)
(Prahalad& Ramaswamy2004b;Vargo & Lusch, 2004, Lusch & Vargo,2006a,h
Simonson2005).Cocreationis defined as the individual involvement of a consumer
helping the organization wefineexperience optias, selecting those with personal

i nterest and meaning, and foolnfeiol Iwintgh tthhee c o
assistance of the organization. This type of consumer participation is contrasted with
customizationwhich involves the consumer selecting service options from-a pre
determined set offered by the organization. For example, if situated along a continuum
of consumer involvement in creating the consumption experience, customization would

sit on tdh,e wihliolwed ceoncr eati on woul d sit on th

Consumer cocreation is proposed as an element of marketing strategy that leads to
enhanced value to both the organization and the consumer (Prai&lRamaswamy
2004a, 2004byargo & Lusch, 2004, Lusch& Vargo, 200, Ramaswamy2008;

Vargo, Maglio,& Akaka, 2008). The current body of marketing literature suggests that
engaging the consumer deeply in determining their consumption experience will lead to
enhanced satisfaction and loyalty, and that pobd consumer satisfaction and loyalty
lead to enhanced value creation (Anderspal. 1994; Mascarenhas al. 2004).

The cocreation construct is of interest when examining the context of philanthropy;
through cocreating the experience of philanthrapg,charitable organization invites
the donor into the experience as an exchange partner, defining the experience and
cocreating value with the charity for the gain of all parties involved in this paticul

social system.

Cocreation, customization, and sece-dominant logic.As discussed above,
Afcocreationo is different from Acustomizat.i
roots of Dboth of these definitions |ie in t
(Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Prahalad & Raswamy, 2004b; Vargo & Lusch, 2084y

Simonson, 2005). Market orientatiomasdefined by Kohli and Jaworski (1990),

focuses on two traditional pillars of the marketing contepistomer focus and

coordination. These authors suggeldt h at 0 r g engagezireattivites desighed
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to meet sel ect c&Javtoskin&990, m 8).ePchlsatad apdK o h | i
Ramaswamy (2004b) suggedthat this is not enoughthat indeed the activities must
themselves be cocreated with the customer thus shifting froom-&éntric to a

customercentric model of engagement. Further, Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004a)

suggestdt hat Porterods 1980 Atraditional concept

where consumers were Aoutsi de tnthefirmii r mo

through its activitesyass hi fting to include consumers

i mplicit negotiation between the indivi
Ramaswamy, 2004a, p. 7). Where the roles of the consumer and the fironeere

distinct (consumers were targets of firm offerings), the authorsepl@stonvergence of
these roles and of production and consumption (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a).
Lusch and Vargo (20@6b) proposd that the goodslominant logic in the field of

marketing practice and scholarshipstieansitioned twards a servicelominant logic

Building on the servicelominant logic concepts, cocreation can be seen as an evolution
of customizatiori from a starting place of market orientation for both constiiuts

one where cocreation leaps ahead of customization, the former involving the consumer

to a much great extent by inviting them

Cocreation and valueMarketing scholars have suggested firms wanting to suttaiin
competitive advantage and increase their value must ensure a strong level of market
orientation and relationship management, specifically focusing on the participation of
the customer in the consumption experience (Slater & Narver, 1995; Gror@éds, 1
Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a, 2004b; Vargo & Lusch2@0kquierdoet al,

2005; Ramaswamy, 2008). Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004a) sdggaist
Afcocreationo of consumer experiences i s
val ue dwil |l have to be jointly created

Ramaswamy, 2004@.7).

Scholars posit that by engaging the consumerezatid more meaningfully in the

and

w

dual

t o

t he

by b

mar keting cycl e, t he icuadergoing gignifccdnt changeand mar k et

Atransforming the nature of the relationshi

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a, p. 6). Together, thésdass point to increased

143



consumer involvement and consumer cocreation in the consumption experience as the

basisfor increasing valué value toboth the firm and the consumer.

When applying this research to the context of philanthropy, | propose tkeaghging

the donor in cocreating value with the organization, the organization becomes a

meani ngf ul Ai nfluencer o of the philanthropi
creation becomes part of the reciprocal nature of the relationship for treesertial

system of philanthropic exchange. Thus, | suggest the following research propositions:

P4a: The philanthropist reports him or herself as a cocreator of value through his
or her donating behaviour.

P4b: The philanthropist reports that reciprocal arutually beneficial value is

derived from his or her exchange with the charitable organization.

The marketing literature reviewed clearly suggests that cocreated consumer experiences
result in deeper and more satisfying legegn relationships with theoasumer. Tying

this notion back to the context of the relationship between the philanthropist and the
charity, as well as the entire philanthropic exchange system within which they exist, |
propose that cocreation of value is a reciprocal relationshig¢nats to mutually

reinforce the engagement of the exchange parties, resulting in value creation not only

for the donor and the charity, but for the entire philanthropic exchange system.

4.3 Methods

This qualitative field research study consatéthe informant 6 s i nt er pr et ati on
(the informant is the philanthropist). Field research emphasizes internal validity of the

study, aiming to understand naturally occurring social events and processes. As a result,
generalizability of the findings is secondaoyclarifying theoretical understanding

(Singleton& Straits, 2005p. 314). As this research is not meant to be generalizable, the

outcome of this research is intended, rather, to provide a richly detailed description and
interpretation of this segment the social world (Baine& Chansarkar, 2002.5

Singleton& Straits, 2005p.310).

This studytook a structuralist approach to content analysis in the sociological tradition,
Awhich treats text as aRyan& RubseM00Qmi6®9).l human e
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analyzel free-flowing text transcribed verbatim from informant interviews, where each
interview formedthe unit of analysisRyan& Russel 200Q p. 780). | usd inductive
coding while analyzing the texts for the purpose of discovering canaept

relationships in the raw data and then organizing these into a theoretical explanatory
scheme that elaboratand extendexisting theories and concepts explored in the
Scoping study, in Project one, and as outlined in the research propositions above
(Morgan, 1983Ryan& Russel 2000). To accomplish my goal, | created a Content
dictionary of construct definitions against which | initially coded the relevant interview
passages (s@@able4-1 Content dictionary construct definition®n pagel46). Based

on this initial inductive coding process, | developed domiaadtsubdominant themes

to describe the informant experiences in an-@arehing model that extends the theories
reviewed and aims to respond to the research propositions above. The dominant/sub
dominant theme groupings are foundrable4-2 Constructs of interest and occurrence
summaryin the Findings section of this papmsr pagel50.
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Table4-1 Content dictionary- construct definitions

Altruism : Donor refers to giving without expectation of return; pure gift giving; globally voluntary;
independent onway transfer; otheoriented (Kolm 2000).

Cocreated value Donor believes they were invited into the process of creating value. References t
partnerships, working together, and deep involvement, such as volunteerism. Individual involveme
the donor in helping the orgization define experiences; selecting those with personal interest or
meaning; fulfilling their experience with the organization (Prah#864 a,b).

Exchange Donor refers to a transfer of a good from one agent to another (R600); transfer of
sonething tangible or intangible, actual or symbolic, between two or more social actors (B4§@22j
the creating and sharing of value (Izquejra005).

Norms and culture: Donor refers to "normative behaviour," rules, religious beliefs, moralititiral
conviction, ethnicity (theirs or others’); socially embedded references supported by a normative
infrastructure (Weinbrer2006).

Peer and community relationships and exchange systeni3onor refers to relationships between peg
donors, and thecommunities; exchange of economic capital for social currency (Bourdieu 1932);
exchange system: a set of social actors, their relationships to each other, and the endogenous an
exogenous variables affecting the behaviour of the social actors indtienships (Bagozzi, 1974); a
complex system of meaningful social interaction through gifts (Gie20&6).

Reciprocity (and reciprocal exchangg Donor refers to giving with expectation; material or ion
material items; recognition; cycling gift systehat is society (Maus4950); voluntary actions of
individuals motivated by returns they are expected to bring and typically do from others1@idi
engenders feelings of personal obligation, gratitude, trust, commitment, reputatiorl&id)y
philanthropist and recipient work together to create the initial and ongoing sustainable exchange
relationship (Sherry1983).

Self-interest: Donor refers to giving with expectation of personal gain or returniceelfred motivation,
rational choiceutilitarianism (Kolm 2000).

Socialization: Donor refers to family influence on their development as philanthropist; learning fron
elders; instruction on giving through life experiences before adulthood.

Symbolic utility (non-utilitarian): Donorreferences nomaterial or intangible value achieved with th
donation; no single quantitative medium of exchange (BI864).

Tangible utility (utilitarian): Donor references material value achieved with their donation; taxes a
considered tangiblealue; quantitative medium of exchange (Bl4964).

Value creation: Donor refers to some measure of the effectiveness of the donation in achieving its
intended purpose. The donor perceives something to have been achieved with their donation.
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While other data and findings emerged in the course of the analgbizsdto exclude
discussion on these at this point for the purposes of concluding this very focused piece
of research for Project twdhe additional data and findings will be reviewasdl

discussed more fully within the Linking documetelevant andas appropriate.

4.3.1 Research design

Observation of thehenomenon of interebttransformational philanthropy

experienced in my twentyear career as a professional fundraiser, led toumpsity
regarding how the cocreation construct might apply to this particular phenomenon of

interest.

| decided to conduct field research in order to best study this phenomenon of interest.

Field research is aimed at building a general, abstract uadénsg) of a single social

phenomenon (Singletafa Straits, 2005, p. 306). Further, the nature of field research
Afgenerally focuses attention on interactive
relationships, organi z at& Straitg 2005am 22),caedmmu ni t i
therefore, it seemed ideally suited to the particular research questions and context.

4.3.2 Research subjects

In keeping with the qualitative field resea
necessarily small but also often seleoba an ad hoc basis for reasons of availability

and conveni e& S$tais, 2q0pi 3h0y Therefaren | conducted a

nonprobability, nor andom Apur posive samplingo in Canece
knowledge of and interaction with philanthropists, in order to identify my informants.

Purposive sampling is appropriate as | aimed to gatfenmation relevant to the

limited scope of experiences with a population of déteel transformational

philanthropists, a small group that varies from the donating population at large

(Singleton& Straits, 2005p.133). | sought interviews with dorowho had made gifts

of $5Mill i on CAD or mor e, using this criter
p hi | an tdha tlrgshokl dodation level often used in practice, and with an
understanding that donati onsitiestThigpbaled | ev el

informantswaslimited and extremely private; gaining access to them, therefae,
difficult. Given that this study focusedlely on transformational donors, indicating a

limited scope which precludes random selection, purposivelsamg deemed an
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acceptable alternative to probability samplindnds beersuggested that a major

weakness of purposive sampling is fAmaking a
considerable knowledge of t he(Simletpnahdat i on be
Straits, 2005: 134). Given that | come from practice in this particular field, having

worked specifically with this donor population, lo#eii c onsi der abl e knowl e
the population. o Therefore, methodwasparti cul ar

considered to have little or no effect on this study.

| was unsure at the outset of tiesearch projedtow many informants would respond

to my request for interviews; therefore, | used my carelated contacts (peers,
volunteers, professiahfundraisers and other informants themselves) to help connect
me to the informants. Ultimately, | conducted sixteen long interviews with informants
from across Canada from August through December 2009 (pleaspzaadixH

Project two informant summary repprEourteen of the informantgeremen and two

werewomen. Their ages ranged from 45 to 85 years of age.

4.3.3 Procedures and measurement

| conducted primary data dettion through irdepth interviews with informants in

person or by telephone, using a dlife story
storytelling about their experiences as transformational philanthropists (Ber@4x

p. 215 Tedlock 200Q p.455). A semistructured interview guide was created to

provide some focus for my interviews with the informants (McCracken, 1988). The

guide was informed by the theoretical constructs and research propositions developed in

the Scoping study, Project one, aitbve (and how these may/may not be reported as

part of the experience of the transformational philanthropist). PleagepeadixB

Project two interview guiddor the sample interview guide with related constructs of

initial interest.

Interviews varied from 25 minutes to over one hour in length, with an average time of
47 minutes for a total of over 750 minutes of digitally recorded data. Interviews were
transcribé verbatim and verified by the author. A total of 101,165 words were extracted
for analysis (please sé@pendixH Project two informant summary repgaricluding

interview times by informant).
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Content analysis of each interview was cond
structure for the analysis and inductive coding process. | started by organizing the

information by questions asked; then began to develop rag @®und emergent

patterns and categorizing these accordingly. Each interview was read and coded twice to
ensure thorough review and consistency in applying the Content dictionary found in

Table4-1 on pagel46. Finally, | reviewed groupings of text under each construct and

concept to ensure similarity of the text coded and adherence to the Content Dictionary.

An initial coding architecture was ebtshed as a result of grouping relevant and

meani ngful concepts and constructs (also re
AppendixJ Project two initial constructs and constructs of intgrdstis initial coding

architecture was refined further through the process of analysis and reslgdadein

4-2 Constructs of interest and occurrence sumiremy ultimately theonclusions that

integrate these across the informant interviews. This iterative analysis process formed

the basis for the Findings section of this paper (Singleton & Straits, BOB57).

What follows in he Findings section of this paper are the main themes that have been
developed as a result of this detailed coding and analysis process, node by node. Select
data is used to support the conclusions, while the complete data set constitutes a 388
page reporthat exists separately from this paper in the interest of space. A demographic
analysis of the construct references can be fouAgpendixI. In Table4-2 below, the

number informants who referred to the construeissnoted, as well as the number of

references to the construct itself.

Ultimately, the purpose of this resehly in keeping with its research methods, is to use
informant narratives to illuminate the understanding of these philanthropists behaviour,

and to answer the research questions:

¢ Why do donors make transformational donations?
e How does the cocreatiaonstruct illuminate the donating behaviour of the
transformational donor

4.4 Findings
Using the construct definitions found in the Content dictionarjadiie4-1 on paye 146

to code the data, three dominant constructs emerged from the data and are enumerated
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in Table4-2 Constructs of interest and occurrence sumpiaipw, with the related
sub-dominant constructs noted beneath. Classifying the constructs in this way emerged
from analyzing the interviews, as the ailtiminant constructs seewhto characterize

and give a more meaningful level of understanding to the dominant construct.

These constructs are not mutually exclusive; therefore, referencing one construct does
not mean that it is also excluded from another construct. There asgea$om the
interviews that are coded to multiple constructs. The informant narrative was coded
without engaging in parsimonious efforts to exclude multiple construct references from
the same text. Informant responses were treated as narratives frammvaainingful

segments were extracted and cottethe appropriate constructs.

Table4-2 Constructs of interest and occurrence summary

Constructs of interest Informants References
1) Exchange and reciprocity 16 151

(a) Peer and community relationships (and exchange 16 147

systems)

(b) Reciprocity (and reciprocal exchange) 16 175
2) Norms and culture 16 149

(a) Altruism 14 32

(b) Selfinterest 13 a7

(c) Socialization 15 50
3) Value creation 16 131

(&) Symbolic utility (nonutilitarian) 16 73

(b) Tangible utility (utilitarian) 16 103

(c) Cocreated value 13 57
*Note, the initial Autilityd construct was subsumed
above

Drawing on marketing, sociological, and +fot-profit literatures reviewed earlier in

this paper, and by adding the qualitative primary data, this research describes a dynamic
social system or, metaphoricall yhropiats iphi | an
interact, through their giving, with charitable organizations, beneficiaries, peers, family

members and communities.

Inowexaminga he constructs of i nterest i.n t he <cor
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4.4.1 Exchange and reciprocity

ExchangeThe fiexchangeo construct was examined
donor (informant) refers to a transfer of something tangible or intangible, actual or
symbolic, as well as providing evidence of sharing value. Thelsabnant constructs

that furtrer inform the dominant exchange construct pesr and community
relationships defined as relationships between peers, donors, and their communities;
exchange of economic capital for social currency; complex systems of meaningful
social interaction thragh gifts; andeciprocity, defined as giving with expectation;
material or normaterial items; recognition; voluntary actions of individuals motivated
by returns they are expected to bring; feelings of personal obligation, gratitude, trust,
commitment, reptation; and the philanthropist and recipient working together to create

the initial and ongoing sustainable exchange relationship.

Exchangevas f urt her characterized by Asharing \
backo after t he ylcadieardaneachieved mahetaysoffciensys f

Many referred to the fact that they could n
eventual deaths), or that it would be irresponsible or unnecessary to pass on

extraordinary wealth to their next of kim dependents. For example, Lyle Almont said

fiwell, yes, you know, webve all fortunately
business endeavours and webve got more than
need, so you can take some of yourgoesdfoune t o try t o do somet h
Michel Berube reflected Sail kind of sense, you know, when | die, | have never met a

hearse or a coffin that has a money compartment. You don't take it with you. You come

in with nothing and you leave with rohg. So the question is: What are you going to

do with what's accumul ated i n dtheie i nteri m?a
interest in doing something that goes beyond a dyadic exchange. Almoatitvamt fi d o
something construedt ovBdoahdoBetbbegivawt t h w
a ¢ ¢ u muil naithex seémdsatisfied with simply passing their money along through

familial lines, rather, they waatlto contribute beyond their immediate circles of

influence into building their communities.
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Sharing value as a form of exchange was also describimdldsg relationships and
connections of interest, learning from others, and becoming personally involved in the

causes. David Andrews summadzbie sharing of value as follows:

| 6 ve g o trelatioaoship, bhava to éeel an emotional attachment and

once I 6m comfortable with that, | have t
an addition to a school and have my name on it. That means nothing to me.
Somebody else may say the opposite. Tobe hdnésty r at her pay f
[ sports centre]. | want to feel an em
something that |1 6m making a change, a
is importanté | | ook at the pure phil
attachmentc r eat e value for people that can
consider naming a school, not my name, but | would consider it. If | was
considering doing it | would say put this money aside and | want free tuition

for this group of candidates. So ntivat creates an opportunity for people

that couldnodot afford to go. It gives thei
go to university and have my name attached [to that].

By sharing value, symbolic or tangible, all 16 informants considered engaging in

philantiropy as a form of exchange. The exchawgsrarely dyadic; ratheit was

most often noted as something that is part of the greater good, such as contributing to

the community at large. Philanthropic exchange, as described by these philanthropists,
isthecor nerstone of the fphil andthgivegomeof ec osy s
what they have earned to sustain and enhance their communities and the lives of those

within these communities.

Reciprocity The Agi fto i s not o rihatys tangibketbutimalspht be e
the real and perceived value created by the giver and receiver. The reciprocal

relationship itself creates value that extends beyond a finite transaction, and the value of

that relationship is captured by the system in whigxists. These cycles of reciprocity

exhibit the tangible and intangible value captured within the philanthropic system of

exchange, or ecosystem. Gerry Smith, an alumnus of a Canadian university from the

1950s, feels indebted to his first alma matercbimmenédas follows:

[That university] | owe. So | wanted to do something there and they had a

much more businedike president, and | was able to do a deal with [that

person]é Ités funny because they called I
fundraising drive ath | started talking to all these people, an impromptu
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talk, and | said 6éwell, stop talking abol

university].o6 I6m not giving anything to
gave me a hell of a | okthedebtd al I Il 6m doi n
Researcher: so itdés quid pro quo then?

Smith: for [that wuniversity] it wasé in |
i n business, |l wanted to do something whi
thereds some connection where |1 6m trying

For Smth, the education he received has enduring value. He wants to reciprocate

because he feels indebted to the university for giving him an early opportunity, which

has served him so well. Further, he feels that the communities in which he lives give

him value and provide him with opportunity. Kaid | wanted to do something where

Il made the money, 0 the Awhered indicating h

he had business dealings. He feels as though he must reciprocate for the value provided

tohimias he says, fiYeah, thereds some connect
notion of Apaying back the debto is, for Sn
Similarly, Hank Dresdale feels Aluckyo to b

opportunities hisauntry afforded him. Heaid

Il guess the simple answer is: this count
lucky to be here. My parents came from England in 1913 with grade 8
education, so | honestly believe that you should give something back and |
guess oa of our priorities has been education. | got a commerce degree
from [Alma Mater University]. | would have still been irjratail] shop [in
small town], not that therebds anything wl
on education and community type thingsd it's been very satisfying.
Dresdale is giving back to ensure that others have similar opportunities as he did. He
recognizes that by providing community members with a university education, he
provides opportunity for those who wish to transcenid e i r /i h a-éconbmics 0 ( socC i
status at birth), to something else that might become possible with education, as it did
for him. By investing in the philanthropic ecosystem, he is trying to have an iinpact

one that results in positive change and oppdastdar the future.
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SergioGiordano humorously concludéhat reciprocity is appropriate, but that there are
l' i mits to what donors should request as a i
grayo that existdin philanthropy, he state

| think thatthe only reciprocity is to ensure that the organization lives up to

the agreements that were established when the gift was given. | don't

believe, | don't believe that the reciprocity is, five years now, | can call you

because my daughter can'tgetimtorso ol anywhewallthatut 61 gave
money so |l et me in.o

Giordano questions the type of reciprocity that results in personal gain, where the
Ainfluenced of the gi.d, anunqaatfied daughter beingpu n f ai r a
admitted to universyf). For him, this type of reciprocity does not sustain or enhance the

philanthropic ecosysteiinrather, it creates an imbalance.

Similarly, Dario Gavino imbugthis thoughts of reciprocity with moral or religious

undertones, using ¢oho asred i fkewdi sahpth od® do u ro
to his Aphilosophyo which also places | imit
| have a philosophyy ou do good, good will come to vy

in you're a better person by the amount you githee fact that you are doing
something to make a difference, to a food bank or something. So, you know,
| think that the guy who gave a little bit of money, whatever he had, a little,

I mean it can be anything he wants, with little recognition, or tlyeggtng

a million saying, "l want TV rightsT | want, | want, | want to be on the

CNN, uh, 1 don't believe he's any different that the other guy. The other guy
just did what he was supposed to do. So | think the world needs to recognize
that if we all doour part in life, it's a better place. Right? It's my thinking.

Gavino reveadthat he believes in reciprocity, but not in selierest to the extreme. In

his interview, he invokén or mati ve and religious referenc:
Inthscase, a dlittleo recognition is alright,
to ATV rightso and ACNNO) . Reciprocity, for

over shadow the act of philanthropy. Again, there must be a balance in the
Aphil a&ntelcrospist em, 0 anteckstis hedher altGemhancimgnor as e | f

sustaining aspect of philanthropy.

There is a reciprocal nature to the relationship between the philanthropist and the

recipient organization because of how the two work togethaette the initial and

154



ongoing sustainable exchange relationship. Smith conadenthis sustained and
enduring exchange relationship with many of [ttearities]he supports:

To get back to your question, ego plays
create some purpose, a legacy, to make Canada a better place for having

been hereé you dondédt go in trying to coni
control you have is iIf theyoére displeasi.
more money. For someone like myséiffe first gift to [charitable

organi zation], |l &m cl ose to $30 million,
Million, and then up the | ine. So usuall"
what theyo6ére doing, you I|likengo build yol
So I 6ve got right now matching gifts in
get X, I 61 1 give you Y.oO

Researcher: So this is the partnership vyt
together?

Smith: Yes, youob6re always dandal ogui ng wi t |
youdre trying to make your place better.

In this passage, Smithreferredoc r epeated giving and communi
control mechanisms over the organization. Heretir o b ei ng #@Ai n t he game
continuing to invest (through repeated giving) in the institutions where he feels the

relationship is reciprocal and producing value. For Smith, the philanthropic ecosystem

is in balance when the communication is strong anckég a positive outcome from his

philanthropy.

For all informants, reciprocity was not expressed in dyadic terms; rather, the

phil ant hropists described their interests i
organi zati ons ( amization) ip anseffod to ohtiibate mehnengfdly g a

to their immediate communities of interest and beyond. This type of reciprocity
suggests the interactivity of the philanthr
an organization to a community, theeph ant hr opi st 6s i ni ti al dona
time and again through the positive impacts on the University, the satisfaction of the

donor, and the benefits on the stakeholders and the community.

Peer and community relationshipsn the context of a phildhropic exchange system,
a donor may be motivated to give in order to achieve access to, or membership in, a
network or group that would otherwise be inaccessible. Wyatt Brescoe is a young donor

compared to some of the lostanding and elite donors in liemmunity or
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Aist al wapokeaboub soeeof the criticism adreceived for appearing to align
hi msel f, for the purposes of his own fibrand

hehadmade a maj or fAmatchingoddonation. As Bre

Backto brand recognition, | stand beside [community stalwart]; he is an

icon. [Business associate of Brescoeb6s] |
Iddif or coat tailing on [stalwartds] reput
doing that and that some oshi f ami | y i s deeply hurt. I s
talk to him, o0 but he refusedé | finally
advisors and said fAiam |I reading what | 0m
i nnate envy and insecurityhesfar] busi ness
more successful than yavewoufrecognitoni al |y, ye!

or brand. 0o

I n Brescoeds i ntretemediioew,uihledifnrge ghuvess toown fnbr a
keenly aware of his reputation and stitteat he has made charitable dooas

specifically for the purpose of the publicity and marketing value that he rddrive

return. In this passage, Bresamasproud to be aligned with the community stalwart he

calledii a n i ¢ wasdeéply wounded by a business associate who categdhis

type of selfserving peer association as inappropriate. Further, the business associate

relatedt o Br es coe t hat washhdee esptlayl whaurrtté.so0 f aBwielsyc o e
does not necessarily agree withafBrrescoebds d
perceived social capital in the community, or what Brescoeregfero as A br and
recogni ti on.wasuwhdieltee rBreeds cione hi s desire for
actual value of his brandasdefined by his own subjective perception and not

necessarily uniformly understood or valued similarly by others in his community. In
keeping with Bourdieubds conceptualization o
with using his economic capital to attempt
sacial capital. For him, the philanthropic ecosystem achieves balance when it helps

sustain and enhance his own reputation, in addition to serving the soddienise

supporting financially.

Scott Davidson also understands the expectation that comesawitagsociation, and
the exchange of social and economic capital. Hereeféero t he Al . O. U. s0 t ha
exchanged during fundraising campaigns, and how this expectation of reciprocity drives

a significant portion of his philanthropy:
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In the donor communitythere is a certain obligation to build up. When |
went after people for [university] in that large campaign at the time, they
remembered it, and when they were running a campaign they came after me.

So you | eave a | ot of onlythidgabditsworkeut t her e.

Whoever signs the | etter is very importal
we woul dnét ordinarily give to, and then
signed the |l etter. o Maybe somebody I i ke |
knowsowell,oronef our Directorsé somebody who h
one of our causesé so you kind of pay at:
through our foundation and it says fto wl
friend, 0 we don't even | ook at it, we | u:

Leveraging gifts from one anothkecamean important theme in the discourse of the
philanthropists. ltvasseen as a way to enhance wading of those within the

communities. These inteelationshipsvere deemedritically important to ensuring the
maximum value is extracted and contributed back into the philanthropic ecosystem.
Davidsonrefeedt o At hr owi ng awayo those requests
known to him or his peers. While those requests could be in support of meaningful and
deserving auses, the social capital is not there to leverage the exchange of the gift.
Davidson is a part of the philanthropic ecosystem, both contributing to it because he
wants to and contributing because it is expected of Aimont referred to this type of
leveragingof relationshippyh en he said Al dondét give to
others, o0 expecting that his donAgainthisas set
type of behaviour suggests that an interactive aspect to the philanthropic @oasyst

only results in the compounding of benefits for all the stakeholders, but it also involves

the leveraging of relationships around donating that are ciranhmutually

reinforcing.

In an interview with Bill Borden, a mi@0-yearold philanthropistvho immigrated to
Canada to go to university in the 1960s, Borsigokedirectly to the need to participate

in philanthropy as part of his peer association. Borden conaeahastfollows:

Researcher: Is it about respect?

t

ge
a

Borden: Absolutely. That youbre recogni z:¢

rough and tumble business, the money business is fairly rough and tumble,
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youdre out there in the big bad worl d doi
with, so it's nice to get the respef your community, that you recognize
the importance of supporting people less able than you are to support
themselves, particularly people that hav:t

Researcher: The gift that resulted in nail
legag or legacy and respect?

Borden: I 6m a kid from [country of or
Thatos it. | have the capability to d
industry has been very good to me. | like to leave a legacy that people say

where dd this guy come from? From nowhere.

Borden gives into the philanthropic ecosystem to support causes in which he believes

and, in return, he expects to be recogni zed
people |l ess able thahe want® hoeepect oiandep
absolution for what he considers to be a career that contributed to his wealth, but that

some people may think is morally questionab
everybody agr ees ewhigphilanthrof dor recegnitior, legatyaandg

respect, which he may feel otherwise lacks in this life. As another example of

interactivity, Borden draws upon the philanthropic ecosystem as well as contributes to

it.

Margaret Anderson refexdrepeated} to the peer associations made through her
engagement in philanthropy. For her, peer association is inextricably linked with the
purpose and the benefit of philanthropy. Her peers, her community, and herigbfing
time and money are all part of a reprocal system that she nurtures and that nurtures
her. She commeatias follows:

I 6 v ematvalauspeople to work with. Hank Dresdale comes to mind. |

did a campaign with him for the [university]. That was just a real treat. It

wasmarvellousto be invoved with him. The President of the university was

just, again, a wonderful person to be involved with and you look forward to

spending time with him, not only the working time and the visits, but just

the company, and t hat 6 sustanmpsolutelyant t o me.
prince of a fellow that al ways was é t he:
doing, theyodore well prepared, theybre vel
three men that |1 6ve mentioned. [ Peer nami
here with[names firm]. Clearly, they really are thinking people, so you

dondét just float along, youob6re |l earning

0
deal from the peopl e t hatwthh 6ve been fort.
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Anderson value not only the experience, butetlopportunity to meet and engage with

these people on an intellectual l evel , usin
describe how shielt. Shewaswilling to trade her economic capital for both social and

cultural capital’ the ability to transasd her humble beginnings as a loveiddle-class

girl from a rural region to a recognized peer of the wealthy urban elite associated with a
university. The philanthropic ecosystem in which she has invested time and money

reciprocates a sense of intelledtsi@mulation, an education, and a social standing that

comes from her participation. The interactivity, for Anderson, involves her contribution

of time and financial capacity, and she draws from these a social standing and

intellectual capital, as well @ssense of personal accomplishment. Her interaction with

the philanthropic ecosystem sustains her as does she it.

4.4.2 Norms and culture

Normsandcultureplayda | arge role in the informantsé
philanthropic behaviour. They regulargferedto "normative behaviours" such as
rules, religious beliefs, morality, cultural conviction, and ethnicity (theirs or others’).
Subdominant constructs includattruism, where donors refegdto voluntary giving
without expectation of return; indendent onavay transfers; or other oriented acts;
selfinterest,where informants refeedto giving with expectation of personal gain or
return; selcentred motivations; rational choice; or utilitarianism; aadialization,
where informants refeedto family influence on their development as a philanthropist;
learning from elders; and give instruction on giving through life experiences before
adulthood.

Norms and culture Every informant referred in some way to the normative behaviours

or thoughts that drive thembheghedant dfr@epenc
abound within the narratives the philanthropists use to describe personal normative

schemes and rules thbave established to frame their philanthropic engagement. Many

usal absolutes and personalized clichés to express their norms. For example, Almont

said AYou have to be abl esaldoF é@ro tthhoessee w hha onvges
givenalot,gvehack. 0 BreésddMyg addgument is that gi vi |
more rewarding than coaching fdapm the grave

philanthropy versus the option of giving it to a foundation or to his children to distribute
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upon his death. &y Marsden is sanguine about his personal narims labeéd his

own philanthropy as follows| @é m a humani tari an. I, Il bel i e
really dondét have any dogma, this is just h
Reimerrefaredt o hi s specific rules around his giwv
brought my philanthropy policy, | actwually
as part of his overarching philosophy tettted é ii f we make money ¢é or
talentswe shoul d be giving some of thad to ot he
that Reimewsawhis philosophy as a guideline or normative structure that he esp@mises

part of his personal ritual.

Anderson commeetithat her involvement has become asofigft amp of appr ova

for others to get involvedt hat she has created a Anormo tF

Often people who | know will give to my charity because they know me and

they know if 1 6m doing it, I must have r
do because | wouldndét have asked them unl
with your reputation and with your own standards of how you conduct

yourself and what you believe in. | think people do give because of who

they 6r e giving to. |l certainly do.

Bordenhags r eat ed a norm for giving to his frien

own interests; he understands that giving t
expected normativeehaviouma mongst hi s peer s. Reshier ri ng t
Howot her people influence us is, that it'
friends who have issues that they want us to support. We basically say if it's
a close friend wedll give $100k éone ti mi
say that, butSd hwd ®wse whxatta wlei ddloed t hat st
ourseves.

Rita Carson echakhis type of giving by referring to the echelon of donors from whom

most of the charity comes when she saygiiess [city] being more of a blue collar city

with old money, [it] tendsa be the same people that are the big supporters of the

various initiatives. 0 The reality frustrate
to include others as donors. She coaches professional fundraisers in her city, saying,

AYou need ndsbart guduring thev3dmage group because some of them

have been very successful, and none of them have really learned about how to give back
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to their communit i es .edgadgednsimilaraiscusRiens mer , and

regarding the drdtladwitsthenendg n ot gaveime l a pa
spiteof it, ortheygavein different ways in support of their own communities or

i nterests, and not just because Iitdéds an exp
philanthropists in thistady have codified their own behaviours, which they then

consider to be a fAnorm.o Contributing to th

just do because iIitds expected, not only fro

Culturally, narratives around religisand ethnicalirooted interest towards charitable

giving, as well as references to nationality and national paigesustained and

honoured through the donor @ haqitvi mid Heéhaki a
owe it. The coumtnrdy @shelreeedms gpmnddy tsm umuch mol
children needé, 06 adding that giving to the

wealth and knowledge for the country. ktated

I think the [ Al ma Mater University] one i
proud of because more and neasf our donations have beconand my

donations, my brotherds, the company f oul
are devoted to increasing the knowledge |
most important in the countryto increase the knowledge base, increase the

resarch and developmé

Giving to the philanthropic ecosystem also becomes a way of perpetuating a

phil anthropistdéds own source of economic |iwv

and other personal interests.

Giordano, a member of an Italian community l@ecity, speaks about how his
community grew to establish a culture of mutual support, including philanthropy,

similar to his perception of the Jewish community. He rediéct

€ this is in the 50s. And you know the |1
money for, for food relief. And this happened twice | think in within a

space of ten years. And so that's, that | guess is where it starts in our family.

And then throughout, throughout my father's career and business he was

always very generous with his time and topbet that he could with his

money for communityminded organizations that were trying to resolve

problems or needs that primarily the Italian community had because there

was nobody really representing the Italian community at large, unlike the

Jewish commanity which, because of history, probably, there's always
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someone there to, to cheer them on to take up, take up the battle if, if, if they

feel the community is not being treated properly. The Italian community

didn't have that.
To Giordano, the investmein the philanthropic ecosystem ensures his specific
community is served, but his awareness of how to serve his community has been created
by observing another community in the philanthropic ecosysttéma Jewish
community. One community in the philandipic ecosystem has touched another, and
the ripple effect of their philanthropy has extended value beyond theat gmtiup of
interest to others.

Informants of multiple religious backgrounds refer to those of the Jewish faith as being

most charitabland influential. Borden refleetlon learning from his Jewish friends:

The other big influence has been my Jewish friends. It's so much a part of

their culture, it's quite remarkable. You see everywhere the number of
names that are Jewish around thistammd you know theméfrom a
young age they are taught to give back, it's part of their culture, and you

have a | ot of respect for that. I didnot
You gave money at church to the plate, but that was for the church. You
donét really get a sense of anything mate

very minimalistic system that | lived in. It was a small working class town

where everybody was working class and t h
get taught that at all. Getting know my Jewish friends over the years, you

see just how a much a part of that is cultural, and you have respect for that.

It has an influence, no question.

Giordan@ s comment s Bwerrdee nsG smirleafrl eecot i ons, compal
communitytotheJews h communi ty in the reference abo
Jewi sh community i s, is, they dondét ask eac
have to give. 0 The per cepwaseshmedbyfthea nor m i n

informants of the Jewistaith. In reference to the norm of giving, Len Jacséis| il
dondét see anything nobl e. ltdés part of 1ife
and the seemingly prolific philanthropy, Jacob expdin

Well, in the Bible it tells you that you havegose 10 percent of it, you have

to tithe. So thatdés an obligation. Ther et

Testament, youdll see when you go in, i n
youdre not supposed to harvestethe cornei
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poor people to go in and, and the fact that they came up that you can only

work six days and the seventh day you cal
supposed to work and your, your slaves are not supposed to work, so we

brought in all these humane typetloings and alsethings as to how you

have to support the poor people, band also the Bible tells you if you

lend money you can't even charge interest. It was, all due respect to the

Arabs, they have that, tooheny&msayi t 6s al I |
your prayers you say your prayers are being answered through prayers and,

and asking forgiveness and also giving t
conditions that youb6re gonna be forgiven
charity.

(

He adédhuma ousl y that Aditdos part of the religi

Within the context of norms and culture, the norms espousing a giving ethos in
individuals are also expressed with communities and across communities. The
interconnections betve& seemingly disparate communities become visible within the
philanthropic ecosystem. Through giving within a community, or to a charity outside
that community, one community has an impact on others, if not through specifically
designated financial supppthen through capacity building and leveraging of more
financial support from others. The webbing of communities through peer interaction
within and between communities sustains and enhances the eitirghpbpic system

of exchange.

Altruism. Not one 6the informantsvaswholeheartedly in agreement that philanthropy
should be fAaltruistic.o0o Most were more comf
code as giving and recognition being linked through a system of reciprocity. With

varying levels of comforpertaining to public recognition, most felt that there were both

tangible and intangible rewards to engaging in philanthropy. Andrews had the most
Astricto defini tiiwhatheoefradtt he Mphv éaalthr pipii lsant

His wasthe closestescription to altruism that was found amongst informantsatte

Theoverall philanthropisi s r at her speci al . Il dondt thi
|l ot of them, and we tend to do it indepe:]
anything. We do 99% of our phildmopy that way. But also under that we

look at what impact does it have and who is going to benefit. So that is

where hat emotional attachment comes.

Andrews seeks emotional return, not public recognition. Borden, on the other hand,

spokeof philanthropyin exchange for respect, and that given anonymously, the
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donation would not engender that respect, which is important for hisaide il 6 d s ay

|l 6m not secure enough t o dedabauttexpacingny mous| y.
anything i n rrleyouwhetter,givesitdrgm youy heartfald not expect
anything back. I f you expect anything back,
not fair to the pewentomtodxglamthattesetgpessof vi ng it .
expectations in the past have led to disappointment in the relationship and, thus, his

approach has been to give freely,heiit any expectation in return.

Gavino reflectdon the community aspect of recognition and whiugm is not in
keeping with the purpose of giviigvhichwas to him, part of engaging in community

relationships, not the recognition itself. bid

Then therebs those who give money absol u
to be mentioned, for anyone know anything about it. And | think that's to

the extreme. I 6m sort of I|like a little bi
giving, you want to put my name on the w:
that people see it. And you know, we have thousandmpfoyees that go

to these places, and i1itds great for them
community. Thatés the part | 1ike. After

need to tell the worlthis is what | didl just think you end up, you know,

being at there a little too much. | don't know. Thatist my philosophy.
Marsderwas similarly inclined st ating that the benefit of
person whodés giving and to the person whoos
when it comes tintangible value of the exchange. As Bresstaded fiét he real ity
that all giving does have something in retu
goodwill and good feel and hopefully you get to see the product from the resources that
youbveedraovSidari ng val ue isaseahaspariofte recogni z
equation. The philanthropic ecosystem thrives on the individual identities and stories as
their philanthropy is as unique and sustaining as they are. Surprisingly, in a
predominantly Chstian country such as Canada, altruisasnot necessarily valued;
rather, itseemedrrelevant, even amongst those philanthropists who are religious. Being
publicly | auded and recognized for onebs <co
seenedto bea welcomed expectation of the informants, and, in fact, an important part
of the value derived by the philanthropists from the ecosystem. Community recognition

of philanthropy, therefores not part of the dyadic experience between the charitable
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organiation and the philanthropist; ratherispart of the interactivity of the
philanthropic ecosystem. The reciprocity in the philanthropic ecosystesiued by the

philanthropist anavasexperienced by each in very personal ways.

Selfinterest. Tax relid wasoften referred to by informants as a gain that, while not

necessarily a motivator for givingiasa benefit thapermittedthe philanthropist to

direct their taxes directly to the charity, instead of the government doing this on their

behalf. In thisvay, receiving tax relief malyave beemronsidered by some as acting in
selftinterest. Ben Amselrefesdt 0 seeking tax relief as fAnot |

In a different take on selhterest, Davidsothoughtit wasappropriate to desire

acknowledgmenti through public recognition, or by meeting the beneficiaries of his

philanthropy, such as students who receive scholarships. Heedfteat t hat fAgood
feelingo dshédeméadetsicmg bwi th schol arship reci
| 6ve tdhhamse woul dnét be here unless | did it.«

Brescoe mixes selhterest with competitiveness with his peers. He retdo the
benefits he has received from making one gift, and how this compares with one of his

peers. In the extreme, Brescoe delights ireittgeving his selinterest:

| 6ve benefited from the Wyatt Brescoe Cel
extraordinary. |l 6m getting as much profil
for his entire donation for the naming of a [university departmentfdcho
because [Wyatt's academic area] extends .
b r an d.-hostidgran evenmt with the [government leader] shortly for the
Brescoe Center runs out of the [peer's] philanthropy. If [peer] really
under st ood t bettinguwedativa te whattha got, dmd going to
have to put up more to keep the Brescoe Center alive and running?

This form of competitivenessasechoed by Smith, whsaid in reference to why men

are philanthropists, fAévenent waydl Idodo dweér yo

envy. Men | ove being envied by other menéo

Like Brescoe, Gavino waedlto understand the value and retaminvestment from his
philanthropy, but unlike Brescoe, ba&l not want the publicity. Gavino runs events of
personal and professional interest to him to raise money and profile for the causes, but

shies away from receiving personal attent®mith, on the other hand, gives to
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perpetuate his own legacy. He sthifgat he started making donations because he did
not want to be forgottenthat he wanted a legacy. Herefett hat upon fAwaking

55,0 he was one of the richest men i n the <c

Jacobs gives in the interest of his coomityi the Jewish community. His seliterest

in relation to his communitwasunapologetic in the following remark:

I 6m trying to push to see what Jews are ¢
general and specifically even to differenthese days, how we participate
and support organizations in cultural and medical and musical and every
other field that we participatebeyw d our number of popul atio
doing. And thatdés why | insist that they
that this is a Jewish institution that supports the city. | had a big fight with
them 6cause they didnét bwaratusteq putdomnibe !
want to mention the guyds name, but one
Jacobs name goes on the hospbictaauset heyodl I
Jacobs is a Jewish name.
Jacobsdé identity as a Jewiisihextnoablylinked,bnd as p a
and his philanthropy is, in large part, in support of causes that perpetuate the Jewish
culture and faith. However, his philanthropy also supports the commeuaiHige. His
desire for recognition extends beyond his personal nariat of the Jewish
community. Ashestatta bove, he wants to Apush to see v
civilization... how we participate iand support organizations in cultural and medical
and musical and every other field that we participate bdpoin number of
popul at i o nidgtarestiskhexgricablyelihkéd with that of his most closely
associated communitythat of the Jewish faith. By contributing to the surrounding
communities, he wants to ensure that not only is he recognized, biltetldewish
people are also recognized for being contr.i
number of popul ation. o While at the centre
contributions to the philanthropic ecosystem are intended to extend wetidbis

person, to the extent of his faith and those who identify culturally with Jews.

As exemplified in these informant anecdotes, the philanthropic system of exchange
includes selinterest as an influence on the philanthropist making donatisel-
i nterest that extends into the complexities

Desiring some form of reciprocal value¢ angi bl e or i ntangible, ev
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