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By providing programs and services, nonprofit organizations address problems that the 

government and business sectors have ignored, making them a crucial part of the social, political, 

and economic landscape of America.  Recently, scandals in the charitable nonprofit sector have 

resulted in decreased levels of public confidence that nonprofits carry out their missions 

effectively and manage themselves efficiently.  With individuals providing roughly 80% of the 

fundraising revenue to charitable nonprofits, it is vital that these organizations cultivate strong 

relationships with their donors to survive nonprofit controversies.  Public relations theory 

provides a theoretical framework to assess the nonprofit-donor relationship.  The purpose of this 

study was to explore the role of cultivation strategies and their influence on how donors and 

fundraisers evaluate the nonprofit-donor relationship.  The study breaks new ground in public 

relations scholarship by refining previous relationship dimensions, adding new cultivation 

strategies, measuring both sides of the organization-public relationship using coorientation 

methodology, and measuring the organization-public relationship across multiple organizations. 

Through a stratified random sample of donors (n = 1706) to three nonprofit hospitals and a 

census of the fundraising team members at the participating hospitals (n = 124), mailed surveys 

explored the relationship between the donors and the appropriate nonprofit hospital by 
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examining the relationship dimensions of control mutuality, commitment, satisfaction, and trust, 

and the following cultivation strategies used to build and maintain relationships:  access, 

assurances, networking, openness, positivity, reciprocity, relationship nurturing, reporting, 

responsibility, and sharing of tasks.   

The relationship dimensions were found to be valuable in predicting past involvement with 

the charitable nonprofits’ fundraising efforts; however, they only do an adequate job of 

representing the overall nonprofit-donor relationship.  The relationship cultivation strategies 

impacted annual giving donors, those who contribute less than $10,000, and major gift donors, 

those who donate $10,000 or more, differently.  Whereas the annual giving donors for whom 

there was a statistically strong influence of all 10 strategies on the dimension evaluation, major 

gift donors’ evaluations were only impacted by six of the 10 strategies.  Of those six, all four of 

Kelly’s stewardship strategies had an influence, while only two of the six strategies derived from 

interpersonal communication theory impacted evaluation of the relationship dimensions. 

Turning to the coorientation methodology, measuring both sides of the nonprofit-donor 

relationship revealed that they each viewed the relationship dimensions and the relationship 

cultivation strategies positively.  However, there were differences in their levels of agreement, 

perceived agreement, and accuracy.  Overall, the fundraising team members evaluated the 

relationship dimensions and the cultivation strategies more favorably than the donors did, 

indicating that increased communication between the sides is necessary to resolve differences. 

This study shows that nonprofit organizations can use relationship cultivation strategies 

effectively to produce strong relationships with their donors that withstand the trickle down 

effect of national scandals.  Strong nonprofit-donor relationships allow charitable nonprofits to 

raise the funds necessary to address the nation’s societal and cultural problems.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter, the purpose of the study and its significance in public relations scholarship 

and nonprofit management are discussed.  However, before detailing what the study aims to 

accomplish, it is necessary to discuss the importance of relationship cultivation within the 

confines of the nonprofit sector.  Insight into the challenges facing nonprofit organizations 

allows for greater understanding of this study’s impact on theory building and the fundraising 

practice. 

The State of Nonprofit America 

Nonprofit organizations are a crucial part of the social, political, and economic landscape 

of contemporary America.  Nonprofit organizations provide a way for individuals to connect to 

their community, effectively participate in the democratic process and ultimately to “make a 

difference” in our world.  According to the National Center for Charitable Statistics (2006), there 

are currently more than 1.42 million nonprofit organizations that are registered with the Internal 

Revenue Service.  Though it is difficult to generalize about what nonprofit organizations are or 

what they do, these organizations share similar experiences. 

In describing why America’s nonprofit sector emerged, Lohmann (1992) stated there were 

several traits that helped distinguish nonprofit organizations from government and the for-profit 

sector.  Nonprofit organizations are voluntary associations among people who are neither forced 

to relate nor enticed by the prospect of personal profit or gain.  These associations are facilitated 

by an endowment of resources, which allows them to pursue shared missions or goals.  Through 

such mission-oriented work, nonprofits produce social capital—the attitude and willingness of 

people to engage in collective activity addressing common problems.  This action is built upon 

shared values that reinforce trust, confidence, and commitment of the participants.   
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These characteristics help explain why the nonprofit sector has become such an important 

part of the United States.  Rather than relying on government agencies or the for-profit sector to 

address communal problems, individuals have the ability to rally together to address health 

crises, environmental concerns, and education, among other causes.  Although these efforts may 

not benefit everyone, they are available to those who seek them.  For example, a health clinic 

may offer free services to community residents, but people wanting medical treatment must seek 

out the assistance.  Others in the community who have health insurance or a preferred healthcare 

provider may choose not to use the clinic’s service, but it is available to them if they need it. 

Because nonprofit organizations serve such diverse interests, including healthcare, 

economic development, religion, and political and social issues, P. Hall (2005) claims, 

“Nonprofits . . . are the most rapidly growing types of organizations in the world” (p. 3).  These 

organizations vary enormously in scope and scale, ranging from informal grassroots 

organizations with no assets and no employees to multibillion-dollar foundations, universities, 

and healthcare complexes.  Despite the differences, legally recognized nonprofit organizations, 

which are described in more detail in chapter 2, all seek to address specific missions that speak to 

needs that have been identified by community members. 

To develop programs and services to address these issues, nonprofit organizations must 

generate appropriate resources.  Resource development is the practice of identifying, cultivating, 

and securing financial and human support (Courtney, 2002).  Although the human support helps 

the organizations carry out their programs and services, the financial support arguably is the 

most important form of resource development because it is needed not only for programs and 

services but also for the governance and management of the organization.  Many scholars have 
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claimed the most effective and efficient way of developing these resources is through the 

establishment of relationships with like-minded stakeholders (Fogal, 2005). 

The management of these relationships is central to Kelly’s (1998) definition of 

fundraising:  the management of relationships between a charitable organization and its donor 

publics” (p. 8).  When these relationships are cultivated and managed properly, nonprofit 

organizations are more likely to experience fundraising success with their donors.  Even though 

no 2 donors have the same charitable giving needs or goals, donors fall into 3 distinct groups:  

annual giving, major gift, or planned giving donors.   

Generally speaking, annual giving donors provide donations that keep the charitable 

nonprofit operating day-to-day by paying for the organization’s administration, fundraising, and 

programs and service delivery.  Annual giving fundraising programs typically consist of several 

solicitation vehicles, such as direct mail, phone-a-thons, and telethons.  Gifts made to annual 

giving campaigns vary in their size, ranging from spare change given to the Salvation Army’s 

“Red Kettle” campaign during the holiday season to gifts of several thousand dollars given to 

universities and healthcare institutions.  By cultivating relationships with annual gift donors, 

organizations can secure future gifts from their donor database.  Kelly (1998) claims that it is 

easier for charitable nonprofits to obtain gifts from past donors than new ones.  In a practitioner 

workbook, Greenfield (1996) estimates that charitable nonprofits will spend $1.50 for every $1 

raised from new donors, while only spending $0.25 for every $1 raised in renewals. 

Once the organization’s staff fundraisers have conducted research and identified donors 

who have the potential to make a large gift, the organization can pursue major gifts.  Major gifts 

vary in their size, but Kelly (1998) says that major gifts typically are $10,000 or more.  These 

gifts are important for organizations to pursue because every $1 raised from major gift 
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campaigns only costs the organization $0.10 - $0.20 (Greenfield, 1996).  The importance of 

relationships to the fundraising process is particularly highlighted by major gift solicitations.  In 

a guide for nonprofit organizations’ board members, Howe (2001) details that major gift 

fundraising involves personalized communication, such as handwritten letters and cards, and 

face-to-face meetings, which may either serve as updates on the organization’s efforts or a 

solicitation.  Major gift solicitations are more effective if the charitable nonprofit has dedicated 

resources to developing the relationship so that staff fundraisers personally know the donor and 

his or her interests. 

While relationship management helps lead to donations during annual giving and major 

gift fundraising efforts, cultivation strategies also can help nonprofits with their planned giving 

programs.  Planned gifts are “made in the present but whose value to the organization is usually 

realized at a later time, generally at the death of the donor or a surviving beneficiary” (Seiler, 

2003, pp. 62-63).  These gifts are donated through wills and bequests, charitable gift annuities, 

charitable trusts, estates, and insurance.  Most charitable nonprofits provide information about 

their planned giving programs to interested donors; however, these gifts are usually initiated by 

the donor—unlike annual and major gifts, which are pursued by the organization.  Regardless of 

the donors’ classification, charitable nonprofits should invest in relationship cultivation with all 

of their donors to ensure that their missions will be addressed in perpetuity. 

However, cultivation cannot prevent the inevitable ups and downs of the nonprofit-donor 

relationship.  As the number of Congressional hearings (e.g., 2005’s “Charities and Charitable 

Giving:  Proposals for Reform”) and public scrutiny intensifies, nonprofit organizations have to 

work harder to demonstrate their social and fiscal accountability.  In 1999, Independent Sector, a 

coalition of corporations, foundations, and nonprofit organizations that work together to 
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strengthen America’s nonprofit sector, conducted research and found that public confidence 

ranged from 28 percent to 72 percent for different types of nonprofit organizations (Saxon-

Harrold, 1999).  A Gallup Poll from May 2005 found that only 15 percent of the American 

public has a great deal of confidence in charitable organizations (Light, 2005).  This confidence 

rating is only slightly higher than television news, Congress, and big business—entities that are 

frequently targets of public analysis. 

The falling levels of confidence were due to the increasing number of scandals in the 

sector.  In reviewing his research on public support of the nonprofit sector, Light (2005) said:  

Americans displayed consistent support for what nonprofit organizations did to help the 
needy and strengthen their communities, but they had growing doubts about how 
organizations spent their money and delivered services.  Donors and volunteers were not 
saying ‘show us the mission’ but ‘show us the impact.’ (para 2) 

These doubts were brought on by scandals that received a significant amount of media attention 

during the past 15 years. 

One of the first high profile scandals involving the nonprofit sector surrounded the United 

Way and William Aramony, who headed the agency for 22 years before allegations of financial 

impropriety forced him to resign in 1992 (Glaser, 1993).  During a three-week federal trial, U.S. 

Attorney Randy Bellows portrayed the nonprofit director as “a corrupt womanizer who spent 

hundreds of thousands of dollars of the charity’s money to finance flings with young women and 

trips” (Moss, 1995, para 12) around the world.  Aramony was found guilty of federal fraud and 

conspiracy charges, and Bellows estimated the amount Aramony defrauded the nation’s United 

Way chapters was $1.2 million, including trips and gifts.  In response to the conviction, United 

Ways across the country worked to change their image from fundraising organizations to 

community-impact agencies.  However, the relationships that the United Ways had with their 

donors were already damaged. 
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In 2001, the American Red Cross caused the public’s confidence in the nonprofit sector to 

continue to fall.  In January, the San Diego, California, chapter of the American Red Cross began 

raising funds for disaster response to a wildfire that destroyed the homes of more than 250 

families.  Disgruntled residents of San Diego County complained that funds raised for disaster 

response were not spent on the local community but were directed to national reserve funds for 

future disasters.  Local and national media, including CBS’ “60 Minutes,” charged the 

organization with deceiving donors by failing to disclose the organization’s “this and other 

disaster policy” (Daley, 2002).   

Despite the controversy over events in Southern California, the American Red Cross 

experienced a similar outcry from the public after the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on 

the World Trade Center and the Pentagon.  In response to the disasters, a record number of 

donors turned to the Internet to make donations to aid in the emergency response.  Combined 

with more traditional forms of giving and a celebrity-sponsored telethon, the American Red 

Cross received more than $1.2 billion from the American public.  Facing criticism from news 

outlets over how donations were being allocated, Dr. Bernadine Healy, then chief executive 

officer of the American Red Cross, announced that the “Liberty Fund” had been created so that 

all donations made to the September 11 relief efforts would be used exclusively for those 

affected by the attacks rather than being placed in a reserve fund for emergency response to 

future disasters.  During the announcement press conference, Healy also said that donors who 

felt misled could request a refund of their donation (DiPerna, 2003).   

Light (2003) documented the falling levels of public confidence in the nation’s nonprofit 

sector following the American Red Cross scandals.  The percentage of the general public who 

expressed “a lot” of confidence in the sector fell from 25 percent in July 2001 to only 18 percent 
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in September 2002; meanwhile, there was a 6 point increase—from 9 to 15—in the percentage of 

the public who expressed no confidence in the sector. 

Public suspicions of the nonprofit sector only grew after the Washington Post published an 

exposé on a series of controversial actions by the Nature Conservancy in 2003.  A weeklong 

series argued strongly that the governing board of the United States largest environmental 

organization had permitted illegal land transactions using donors’ charitable gifts as loans to 

individual chapter board members, the agency had lost sight of its environmental mission for 

corporate contributions and cause-related marketing partnerships, and the agency wasted many 

thousands of dollars on community-based projects that ultimately exploited the environment 

(Stephenson, Jr., & Chaves, 2006). 

These national scandals resulted in damaged relationships between the United Way, the 

American Red Cross, the Nature Conservancy, and their stakeholders.  However, there was a 

trickle effect that was felt by many nonprofits as the public grew leery about the management of 

the sector.  Light (2005) found that only 19 percent of the public thought that charitable 

nonprofits do a very good job of conducting their programs and services and only 11 percent 

thought that the organizations wisely used their money.  Additionally, roughly half of those 

sampled said that the leaders of charitable nonprofits were paid too much, and 2 out of every 3 

people said the nonprofits waste a great deal of money (Light, 2005). 

Facing growing concerns over their day-to-day operations even today, nonprofit 

organizations voluntarily started adopting the requirements of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002, 

which was passed by Congress to eliminate fraud within the for-profit sector.  These actions 

alone, however, are not enough.  Charitable nonprofits have to incorporate relationship 

cultivation strategies into their interactions with all stakeholder groups, including consumers, 
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government regulators, volunteers, and donors.  These cultivation strategies, which are detailed 

in chapter 2, reveal different organizational behaviors that nonprofits can use to recover from the 

sectors’ scandals and help increase the levels of confidence in the nonprofit-donor relationship. 

Fundraising and the Relationship Management Paradigm 

Considerable anecdotal evidence has been written regarding the role of relationship 

management in fundraising literature.  Though most of the work is oriented towards 

practitioners, research has been conducted that looks at relationship management from a 

scholarly perspective.  Both Waters (2006) and O’Neil (2007) found that the longer a donor was 

involved with a nonprofit organization, the greater the likelihood that they evaluated the 

relationship more positively.  Advancements in public relations scholarship are making it 

possible to evaluate the relationship in terms of its dimensions and effective relationship 

cultivation and maintenance strategies. 

Though Ferguson (1984) suggested that relationship management might provide a 

theoretical grounding for public relations, the profession and its studies have mostly concentrated 

on strategic communication.  Nearly 15 years after the idea was first presented at an Association 

for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication conference, scholars began exploring the 

relationship management approach to public relations.  Currently, there are 2 very active groups 

of relationship management scholars:  those extending the work created by Hon and J. Grunig 

(1999) and those following the works of Bruning and Ledingham (e.g., Bruning & Ledingham, 

1999; Bruning & Ledingham, 2000; Ledingham, 2001; Bruning & Galloway, 2003). 

These groups of scholars are both working to address a problem that has plagued public 

relations for many years:  How do you measure the contributions of the public relations 

function?  In recent years, scholars have sought to provide answers to that question by focusing 

on the measurement of relationships between organizations and key stakeholders on whom the 
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organization depends for success and survival.  At times, the 2 groups of relationship scholars 

have measured similar concepts.  However, more often than not, they have used very different 

approaches to measure the relationships between organizations and their stakeholders and the 

principal dimensions of those relationships.  The main difference rests in what variables are 

measured to capture the relationship.   

Hon and J. Grunig (1999) first proposed a set of indices that measured dimensions of 

relationships an individual may experience with an organization.  Grounded in interpersonal 

communication literature, these indices measured how well individuals trusted an organization, 

how committed they were to the relationship, how satisfied they were with the relationship, and 

how well power was distributed in the relationship.   

This current study seeks to continue these efforts by focusing on the nonprofit-donor 

relationship.  Though Waters (2006) and O’Neil (2007) have provided some initial results to 

show that there indeed are differences between types of donors, more research needs to be done 

to test theoretical constructs and provide sound advice to fundraising practitioners for ways they 

can improve their fundraising programs.  This study, however, seeks to provide more than just 

scholarly insight into the fundraising process and the impact of the process on staff fundraisers.  

The study also examines new aspects of the organization-public relationship and their impact on 

the overall public relations function.  Thus, this study seeks to build theory as well as test it. 

Purpose of the Study 

Overall, the purpose of this study is to explore the role of cultivation strategies and their 

influence on how donors and fundraisers evaluate the nonprofit-donor relationship.  However, 

this study aims to accomplish more than simply examining the relationship.  As just discussed, 

there have been 2 groups seeking to develop relationship measurement guidelines.  Both 

approaches have their advantages and disadvantages.  However, one stands up to the rigor of 
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social scientific research methods better than the other.  For that reason, this study uses the 

indices developed by Hon and J. Grunig (1999). 

That being said, the current approach used by scholars testing Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) 

indices is not free of design flaws.  First, with the exception of Ki (2006), the studies have 

primarily focused on the measurement of relationship dimensions.  Drawing on the works of 

Plowman (1996), J. Grunig (2001), and others, Huang (2005) proposed a classification system of 

various cultivation strategies.  However, Ki (2006) was the first scholar to investigate how 

different types of strategies resulted in the varying levels of relationship dimensions and 

behavioral and attitudinal outcomes.  This study seeks to provide further testing of the cultivation 

strategies in the context of fundraising. 

Secondly, all of the previous relationship management studies have examined the 

relationship by looking at 1 organization and its relationship with 1 stakeholder group.  For 

example, Ki and Hon (2005) looked at the relationship between students at the University of 

Florida and the university’s administration while Waters (2006) examined the relationship 

between Operation Access and its donors.  Though these studies provided significant results, one 

has to question whether they truly captured the nature of the university-student or nonprofit-

donor relationship.  Did either of these organizations have “excellent” public relations programs 

in place that influenced the dimensions, or did they accurately reflect the nature of the 

relationships tested? 

To ensure that the relationship is measured and not simply the impact of 1 organization’s 

programming, this study uses a research design that will test the relationship in multiple 

organizations at one time.  For this study, the relationships between 3 nonprofit hospitals in 

Northern California and their unique donors were measured.  An organization will have many 
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more annual giving donors who provide gifts at lower donation levels than the minority of major 

gift donors.  As dictated by the principles of fundraising, fundraisers will need to cultivate these 

relationships with donors differently depending on their commitment to the organization and 

their potential for a major or planned gift (Rosso, 1991).  Therefore, the study of relationships 

among the individuals that make up the nonprofit-donor relationship is especially important for 

practitioners in addition to the increased theoretical understanding of the relationship 

management paradigm.   

There are no universal guidelines that establish what gifts are considered to be a major gift 

because they vary considerably depending on the organizations.  For this reason, this study will 

consider any gift equal to or greater than $10,000 to be a major gift.  This amount was chosen 

because it is a significant amount that is not likely to be donated during phone-a-thons, direct 

mailings, or other annual gift techniques (Kelly, 1998). 

The final flaw of previous research that will be addressed in this study concerns the 

practical implications of measuring the relationship.  One of the most widely accepted definitions 

of public relations centers on the profession being a “management function” (Cutlip, Center, and 

Broom, 1994, p. 2).  Previous public relations studies have only measured the stakeholder side of 

the relationship.  However, it seems to reason that the relationship dimensions are greatly 

influenced by the opinions and decisions made by the organization’s management.  These 

evaluations must be taken into account.   

Fortunately, public relations scholars Broom and Dozier (1990) identified a research 

framework that is ideal for measuring the 2 sides of the nonprofit-donor relationship.  The 

coorientation research design consists of 4 separate measures:  (a) the organization’s views on an 

issue, represented by the beliefs of individuals who participate in decision making; (b) the 
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public’s views on the issue; (c) the organization’s estimate of the public’s views (i.e., 

perception); and (d) the public’s estimate of the organization’s views.  With data collected on all 

4 measures, one is able to determine if both sides agree on an issue, if one side perceives 

agreement when it does not exist, or if both sides are accurate in their estimations of the other.  

Cutlip, Center and Broom (2000) note that the coorientation model is a powerful but 

underutilized approach to public relations research and that few practitioners apply it to problems 

in the field.  Yet organizations’ action and communication may be completely inappropriate and 

ineffective if inaccurate perceptions exit on either side.  

As nonprofit organizations face growing pressure to keep fundraising costs down while 

remaining fiscally and socially accountable to their various stakeholders, fundraisers and the 

nonprofit dominant coalitions that do not take their donors’ interests and attitudes into account 

when making organizational decisions can invite financial disaster when making future 

solicitations.  Indeed, Dozier and Ehling (1992) warned, “Misperceptions can lead to 

catastrophic actions whenever the dominant coalition sees agreement or disagreement when none 

actually exists” (p. 181). 

Although public relations scholars embrace symmetry as a core concept in theory building, 

research on organization-public relationships is usually one-sided.  Most often, these studies fail 

to account for the views and perceptions of organizational decision makers.  In other words, 

scholars supporting symmetry conduct asymmetrical research.  This study aims to provide 

evidence that collecting data from both sides of the relationship is desirable and discusses the 

implications of the results in chapter 5. 

Significance of the Study 

This study expands the body of knowledge for public relations scholars and practitioners in 

several ways.  First, this study brings a much needed symmetrical research design to the study of 
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relationships.  By using the coorientation model as the guide to the research, it is possible to 

evaluate the relationship in terms of both parties involved, in this case the donors and the 

fundraising decision makers in 3 nonprofit hospitals. 

Additionally, the coorientation methodology—when used—has typically only been used to 

look at 1 organization at a time.  By selecting 3 hospitals that have similar characteristics to one 

another, it is possible to allow the coorientation design to be used in more than a case study of a 

particular organization.   

 Second, this study provides further opportunity to test Ki’s (2006) indices for relationship 

cultivation strategies.  Not only does it test their reliability and validity in a different 

organization-public setting, but the results also help to determine which strategies are most 

important in the nonprofit-donor relationship.  The study also proposes new scales to test Kelly’s 

(2000) stewardship strategies.  Hopefully these scales will be used in the future to test 

relationship cultivation in other settings. 

 Finally, and most importantly, this study proposes to add another dimension into the 

field’s understanding of the organization-public relationship model by having members of the 

organization evaluate the relationship with the publics.  The model shown in Figure 1-1 

highlights the scholarship that has advanced the understanding of stakeholders’ relationships 

with organizations.  Quite simply, this model shows that the organization-public relationship is 

first created by antecedents that bring an individual or stakeholder group into contact with the 

organization.  For fundraising, this may be receiving printed materials about the organization or 

participating in the organization’s services or programs.  During the interaction with the 

organization, various cultivation strategies are used in their communication and actions with key 

stakeholders to foster relationship development.  These cultivation strategies produce varying 
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levels of evaluation of the 4 main relationship dimensions (trust, satisfaction, commitment, and 

control mutuality), which have recently been shown to connect to relationship outcomes, such as 

attitudes or behavior that promote a healthy relationship for both sides of the organization-public 

relationship (Ki & Hon, 2007). 

Scholarship has shown that different publics evaluate the relationship differently 

depending on the focus of the public relations programming and the strategies that the 

programming incorporated.  Although these different strategies have been discussed in public 

relations literature, Ki (2006) is the first to make attempts to measure these strategies and their 

impact. 

Though it is helpful for future scholarship to develop indices measuring the public 

relations strategies, a disconnect remains between academia and the profession.  Public relations 

scholars are attempting to develop measures that help practitioners demonstrate their 

contributions to the organization, yet practitioners often fail to read the latest scholarship.  Even 

though significant work has been done to demonstrate how practitioners’ behavior and the 

strategies they incorporate can produce desired attitude and behavior among an organization’s 

publics, this work has gone unread by the people that could most benefit from the work.   

Unlike public relations, the connection between marketing and marketers is stronger 

(Cornelissen & Lock, 2005).  Marketing scholarship also demonstrates the power of relationship.  

For example, Gordon, McKeage, and Fox (1998) found that individuals who perceived that they 

were more involved in a company’s marketing efforts were more likely to have positive attitudes 

toward the company and more likely to purchase the product being marketed to them.  Marketing 

scholars have begun advocating for practitioners to take a more enlightened approach to the 

practice by putting the customer first and shifting the role from manipulating to communicating 
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and educating (McKenna, 1991; Parvatiyar & Sheth, 1999), and marketing firms began 

incorporating that focus into their efforts.  The profession became even more symmetrical after 

Gruen, Summers, and Acito (2000) suggested that an association’s marketing and 

communication efforts can be tailored to be more symmetrical to enhance the relationship with 

association members. 

Ki (2006) helped demonstrate how the public relations profession can benefit from reading 

and understanding public relations scholarship.  By examining the influence different 

relationship cultivation strategies have on how the organization-public relationship is evaluated, 

practitioners can design programming that has the most impact on an organization’s 

constituencies.  Ki (2006) tested the impact these strategies had in the nonprofit association-

member relationship; however, it was just a single organization that was examined.  This study 

explores the relationship cultivation strategies across multiple nonprofit organizations and their 

donors. 

Therefore, this study not only advances theoretical understanding of relationship 

management and cultivation, it also makes practical suggestions on how nonprofit organizations 

can improve their relationships with donors.  Based on these statistically grounded suggestions, 

this study hopes to bring public relations scholarship and its practitioners closer together.  

Perhaps through working together on this goal, the profession can transform its image from 

being viewed as a spin machine or an occupation of hucksters to a profession of relationship-

oriented practitioners working to bring organizations and their stakeholders together. 
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Figure 1-1.  The organization-public relationship as described by public relations scholarship, 
1984-2006. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this chapter, the central concepts of fundraising and relationship management are 

explained.  Before exploring the relationship management paradigm in public relations, a general 

overview of the nonprofit sector and the importance of fundraising for charitable nonprofits will 

be discussed, as well as the evolution of the study within the public relations context from 

relationship dimensions to specific strategies on how to develop and maintain relationships with 

an organization’s key stakeholders.  Finally, this chapter will explore how these concepts have 

been measured in previous studies and details how this study’s research questions and 

hypotheses will further test relationship management within the bounds of the nonprofit-donor 

relationship. 

Nonprofit Sector in the United States 

In 2005, more than $260 billion was given to the nation’s charitable nonprofit 

organizations (Giving USA Foundation, 2006).  Giving to charitable nonprofit organizations has 

increased steadily over the years just as the number of legally registered nonprofit organizations 

has rapidly increased (Nonprofit Congress, 2006).  Currently, there are an estimated 1.42 million 

nonprofit organizations that are registered with the United States’ Internal Revenue Service 

according to the National Center for Charitable Statistics (2006).  These organizations represent 

an array of missions and serve an equally diverse segment of the American population.   

Although the federal government has given these 1.42 million organizations tax-exempt 

status, only 60 percent of these organizations are eligible to receive tax-deductible gifts from the 

donating public.  The federal government recognizes more than 27 distinct types of nonprofit 

organizations according to the Internal Revenue Service’s tax code; however, those organizations 

with the 501I3 status are the ones with the ability to offer individuals a tax deduction for their 
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gifts.  Organizations bearing the 501I3 classification are public charities that support the arts, 

education, healthcare, human services, and community service organizations among other 

causes, and private foundations, which typically are grant-making entities that provide funds to 

other 501I3 organizations.  The remaining 26 types of nonprofit organizations serve other needs 

of the American public that are not philanthropic by nature, such as chambers of commerce 

(501I6s), social/recreation clubs (501I7s), and funeral homes (501I13s).  The federal government 

has recognized the value these remaining 26 types of nonprofit organizations bring to the 

community, but they are not entitled to the being able to raise funds by offering tax deductions 

for those donations.   

As described above, charitable nonprofits, or 501I3 organizations, represent a variety of 

missions.  The National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities created and housed at the Urban Institute 

arranges the diversity of the charitable nonprofit sector into clear divisions:  (1) Arts, culture, and 

Humanities; (2) Education; (3) Environment and animals; (4) Health; (5) Human Services; (6) 

International and foreign affairs; (7) Public/society benefit; (8) Religion; (9) Miscellaneous 

membership benefit organizations; and (10) Non-classifiable organizations (National Center for 

Charitable Statistics, 2007).  This breakdown is slightly more complex than the classification 

schema that the Association for Fundraising Professionals created:  (1) Arts, culture, and 

humanities; (2) Education; (3) Health; (4) Human services; (5) Public/society benefit; and (6) 

Religion. 

Regardless of how the charitable nonprofit sector is dissected, the distribution of donations 

does not fall evenly across the different subsectors.  Of all the types of charitable nonprofit 

organizations, Americans are more likely to donate to religious organizations.  Of the $260 

billion donated in 2005, more than $93 billion or 36 percent was given to organizations with 



 

34 

religious organizations (Giving USA Foundation, 2006).  The remainder was divided among the 

other types of charitable nonprofits; however, 2 subsectors earned more than the rest.  Education 

received almost $39 billion, while the healthcare organizations received approximately $23 

billion in donations.   

The success of these 2 types of charitable nonprofit organizations is not surprising given 

the sophistication of their fundraising efforts.  Education and healthcare employ the most full-

time fundraisers, and the Chronicle of Philanthropy reports that individuals who hold the 

“Certified Fund-Raising Executive” credential are more likely to work in these 2 sub-sectors as 

well (Whelan, 2002).  Because of the large number of fundraisers employed in these sectors, 

professional associations were created to focus on their professional needs.  Council for 

Advancement and Support of Education (CASE) and the Association for Healthcare 

Philanthropy (AHP) both work to advance the profession and offer workshops to fundraisers in 

their respective fields.   

After evaluating the current level of research on fundraising, Kelly (2002) concluded that 

most research takes place within the arena of educational fundraising.  To advance the overall 

understanding of nonprofit organizations and their fundraising efforts, more studies need to focus 

on nonprofits with missions other than education.  For this reason, this study examines the 

nonprofit-donor relationship within the healthcare sector.  The participating organizations, which 

are described more fully in chapter 3, are all nonprofit hospitals with foundations that raise 

money to underwrite future organizational success.  

Fundraising in the United States 

In the United States, the concept of giving to help a neighbor can be traced back to colonial 

times when people worked together to provide food and shelter for everyone in their community 

during harsh New England winters (P. Hall, 2005).  As the population grew, so did their needs 
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and problems.  What started as concerned individuals working to solve community problems 

soon evolved into organizational efforts to resolve community concerns.  As people struggled to 

access education, receive adequate healthcare, and provide for their basic necessities, the 

nonprofit sector emerged to provide these goods and services (P. Hall, 2005). 

Just as individuals came together to support one another during colonial times, they 

continued to do so throughout the history of nonprofit organizations in the United States.  In 

1640, Henry Dunster became the first President of Harvard College.  Desiring to model Harvard 

after English universities (e.g., Eton University or Cambridge), Dunster launched the nation’s 

first fundraising campaign to raise resources for Harvard’s College Hall with the assistance of 3 

clergymen sent by Massachusetts Bay Colony to England (Cutlip, 1990).  This first campaign 

was a success as Harvard was able to complete the construction of buildings and raise funds to 

support educating its first graduating class in 1642 (Harvard University Library, 2006).  The 

culture of giving that enabled the first fundraising campaign to succeed has permeated 

throughout our society and has become an essential component of our nation.  Indeed, 

philanthropy observers have even declared that fundraising is an essential component to 

American democracy (Payton, Rosso, & Tempel, 1991).   

Despite the importance of giving in our society, there was no formal fundraising function 

until the early 1900s. Kelly (1998) described early fundraising efforts, during “the Era of 

Nonspecialists,” as solicitations by members of an organization even though they did not 

specifically have fundraising responsibilities.  These members may have been employees 

working in other aspects of the organizations, or they may have been volunteers and like-minded 

individuals who valued the work of the organization (Cutlip, 1990).  These early fundraising 

solicitations evolved as the fundraising function matured in a manner that reflects the evolution 
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of public relations, advancing from publicity and propaganda to a more enlightened symmetrical 

approach involving the organization and its stakeholder groups. 

Between 1913 and 1919, fundraising during “the Era of Nonspecialists” was largely a 

function designed to publicize a cause using emotional manipulation and one-way 

communication.  This approach to fundraising was used by Charles Sumner Ward and Lyman 

Pierce to raise significant amounts of money for the YMCA and other organizations in several of 

America’s largest cities (Kelly, 1998).   

One of Ward’s associates who worked on several campaigns quickly mastered this 

approach to fundraising and started his own fundraising firm.  However, one of his own 

employees retrospectively called him “a man of great inherent ability, but with absolutely no 

self-control and very few principles” (Cutlip, 1990, p. 87).  The use of spectacle to draw 

attention to the fundraising needs left many feeling uneasy and wanting to use a more honest 

approach to fundraising. 

Cutlip (1990) noted that the fundraising process turned to a more truthful approach when 

Bishop William Lawrence, under the advice of Ivy Ledbetter Lee, began raising funds for the 

Episcopal Church Pension Fund and Princeton University, respectively.  Basing their campaigns 

on factual information, these practitioners felt that people, “if they are given complete and 

accurate information, would make the right decisions” (J. Grunig & Hunt, 1984, p.34).  Though 

these practitioners sought to enlighten their fundraising prospects, they continued to use a one-

way approach to communication.  

While the fundraising process was becoming more direct and honest in solicitations, the 

profession’s history entered a new period, “the Era of Fundraising Consultants” from 1919-1949.   

Just as Ward and Lawrence often traveled around the nation helping organizations raise funds, 
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firms began appearing throughout the country and sought to offer fundraising assistance to 

charitable nonprofits.  These firms used a variety of methods, including publicity and public 

information, to raise awareness and donations for various causes (Kelly, 1998). 

However, a few years later John Price Jones recognized that the campaigns produced by 

fundraising firms were not reaching their potential for success.  Jones began using conversations 

with donors and prospects to conduct some basic research that could be used to organize future 

fundraising campaigns that would appeal to segments of their donors based on persuasion.  This 

two-way asymmetrical approach to fundraising allowed Jones to create a fundraising firm that 

was based on using scientific research to persuade individuals to give by using the concerns and 

words of donors as a catalyst to create the campaigns.  These conversations resulted in very 

successful campaigns for Harvard and other academic institutions. 

As Jones and other fundraising firms traveled around the country helping nonprofit 

organizations, individuals at the charitable nonprofits began understanding more about the 

fundraising function and how to develop and implement campaign plans.  From 1949-1964, “the 

Era of Transition” saw organizations slowly turning away from using fundraising firms.  The 

widespread use of fundraising firms in the early 20th century helped charitable nonprofits realize 

that they were capable of producing their own campaigns.  The nonprofits just needed the 

exposure to different methods of campaign planning and implementation (Kelly, 1998). 

As organizations began developing expertise about fundraising and creating their own 

programs, many sought to distance themselves even further from fundraising firms.  “The Era of 

Staff Fundraisers,” from 1964 to the present, brought about the maturation of the profession.  

Organizations recognized the value of researching donors and keeping records to document the 

history donors have with the nonprofit.  Communication became increasingly symmetrical as 
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fundraising evolved into a process that is built on open communication that is designed to reach a 

mutual understanding between a nonprofit organization and its donors.  Practitioner-oriented 

fundraising literature is full of anecdotes of the value of cultivating relationships with donors. 

Defining Fundraising 

Many scholars and practitioners have discussed fundraising in relation to the context of 

philanthropy and the nonprofit sector in general.  Tempel (2003) called fundraising a “servant to 

philanthropy” (p. 19).  In his award-winning book, Achieving Excellence in Fund Raising, the 

late practitioner Henry Rosso failed to define the fundraising process; instead he focused on the 

role it plays in philanthropy in general.  In his description of the process, Rosso uestion that 

fundraising is not easy but that “much of fund raising’s form is made of common sense” (1991, 

p. 9).  Rosso and his colleagues discussed fundraising in terms of how to best approach various 

types of donors.   

Similarly, former president of the American Association of Fund Raising Counsel John 

Schwartz (2001) defined fundraising by listing several key ingredients, including a charitable 

cause, potential donors (individuals, foundations, and corporations), a communications program, 

and the voluntary spirit.  Schwartz’s perspective on fundraising is rooted in the tactical approach 

to the profession.  His focus on “face-to-face solicitation . . . direct mail, phone mail, 

telemarketing, planned giving, and the burgeoning Internet” (p. 3) portrays fundraising as 

methods to support a charitable organization’s programs and services. 

Other fundraising literature takes a more managerial approach to fundraising.  Though he 

does not provide a formal definition of fundraising, Stanley Weinstein (2002), former member of 

the Association of Fundraising Professionals’ board of directors, placed fundraising in the 

context of strategic partnerships between an organization and its individual donors and corporate 

and foundation supporters.  Weinstein discussed the importance of collaborative efforts between 
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an individual and a nonprofit organization; however, he fails to provide a full definition that truly 

captures the function. 

Even though each of the previously referenced books discusses the relationship between a 

nonprofit organization and its donors, they fail to define fundraising in that context.  However, 

Kelly (1998) provided a definition of fundraising that brings the strategic management and 

relationship cultivation perspective together.  She defined fundraising as “the management of 

relationships between a charitable organization and its donor publics” (p. 8).   

This definition parallels that of public relations.  Cutlip, Center, and Broom (1994) defined 

public relations as “the management function that establishes and maintains mutually beneficial 

relationships between an organization and the public on whom its success or failure depends” (p. 

4).  Though J. Grunig and Hunt (1984) originally conceptualized public relations as the 

management of communications between an organization and its publics, most academic and 

practitioner literature has come to include relationship management in the definition. 

Fundraising as a Specialization of Public Relations 

Kelly (1991) argues “that a lack of understanding about fund raising and narrow 

definitions of public relations . . . have misled scholars and practitioners into believing that fund 

raising is a separate or superior function as compared to public relations” (p. 337).  Her first 

book critically examined the fundraising process by tracing the history of the function and noting 

its similarities to the public relations process.   

Drawing on her own career experiences as well as those of other fundraising practitioners, 

Kelly (1991) noted the similarities between the 2 professions.  Indeed, fundraising literature 

frequently highlights public relations concepts, including dialogic communication, relationship 

cultivation, and programmatic and donor research.  The Public Relations Society of America’s 
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Body of Knowledge added donor relations, or fundraising, to its list of public relations 

specializations in 1988. 

Several of the leading fundraising firms in the United States incorporate public relations 

strategies and tactics into their efforts to help charitable organizations.  With offices in Pittsburg 

and Dallas, Ketchum is “America’s oldest and most successful fundraising firm [that] has been 

helping not-for-profit organizations meet their philanthropic goals since 1919” (Viscern.com, 

2006).  Ketchum was founded by Carlton Ketchum, who also founded Ketchum 

Communications, one of the nation’s top public relations firms.  The Ketchum fundraising firm 

was recently purchased by Viscern, a fundraising firm that describes itself as setting the standard 

for successful capital campaigns, fundraising, and stewardship.  Viscern has 2 divisions, 

Ketchum, which focuses on philanthropic, nonprofit, and humanities organizations, and RSI, 

which works with faith-based organizations and ministries. 

In describing its’ services on its Web site, the Ketchum fundraising firm offers many of the 

services that its public relations counterpart offers, including research, strategic planning, 

communication assistance, campaign evaluation and counsel, and donor relations/stewardship.  

This process closely parallels the R-O-P-E-S process that many academics encourage students to 

follow when planning public relations campaigns.  As Kelly (2001) suggested, the R-O-P-E-S 

process is suitable for both public relations and fundraising because of the parallels between the 

2 fields.   

This campaign process involves conducting research (R) on the organizations, present and 

future opportunities and problems the organization face, and involved stakeholders.  Based on 

the initial research, practitioners create measurable objectives (O) when creating the campaign.  

When it comes to implementing the programming (P), public relations and fundraising 
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practitioners cultivate relationships while carrying out the planned campaigns, which includes 

solicitations by fundraising personnel.  Throughout the campaign and at its conclusion, 

evaluative research (E) is carried out to determine the success or failure of the campaign.  

Finally, practitioners use stewardship (S) as a method to further develop relationships with key 

stakeholders. 

Kelly (2000, 2001) maintains that stewardship is the second most important step in both 

the public relations and fundraising process.  Focusing on fundraising, she advocates that 

practitioners incorporate 4 elements of stewardship into the organization’s official fundraising 

plan: reciprocity, which requires the organization to demonstrate its gratitude for the gift; 

responsibility, which means the organization must use the gift responsibly and act in a socially-

responsible manner; reporting, which includes the basic principles of demonstrating transparency 

and accountability; and relationship nurturing, which includes regular communication and 

cultivation activities.  These principles help the organization and its fundraisers maintain ethical 

standards as well as ensure continued fundraising success (Worley & Little, 2002). 

Given the similarities between fundraising and public relations, it is not surprising that 

there has been considerable academic research done to demonstrate how fundraising and public 

relations are intertwined.  Practitioner literature discusses how the inclusion of strategic 

communication can produce positive results in fundraising campaigns (Rosso, 1991; Matheny, 

1999; Kelly, 2001; Jordan & Quynn, 2001).  Rosso’s (1991) “Linkage-Ability-Interest” formula 

discusses a strategic approach to communicating with potential donors that nonpofits can use to 

maximize their impact; this approach is very similar to the situational theory of publics, which 

consists of the 3 predictor variables of problem recognition, involvement, and constraint 

recognition (J. Grunig, 1966; J. Grunig & Hunt, 1984). 
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In addition to the linkages between public relations and fundraising in the applied setting, 

there has been considerable work done to advance fundraising as a public relations specialty on 

the scholarly front.  Because of the evolution into an organizational and management function, it 

makes sense that fundraising is intertwined with public relations.  Fundraising was first proposed 

as a specialization of public relations in the early 1990s.  Kelly (1991, 1995, 1998) provided the 

framework for future academic studies examining the field.  However, in the 15 years since Fund 

Raising and Public Relations:  A Critical Analysis (Kelly, 1991) was published, scholars have 

been slowly warming up to the idea that fundraising is a specialization of public relations.  Even 

after offering multiple suggestions for future studies in Effective Fund-Raising Management 

(Kelly, 1998), few public relations scholars have heeded the call for additional inquiry.   

Nevertheless, a handful of individuals have been using existing public relations theory to 

explore the fundraising process.  Worley and Little (2002) examined the role of stewardship in 

the fundraising process, and a handful of other studies have looked at the nature of 

communication in fundraising (Waters, 2000; M. Hall, 2002; Tindall, 2004; Waters & Hendren, 

2005).  One area of inquiry that has resulted in several conference papers involves role theory 

and the details of fundraising practitioners’ daily tasks (Walker, 1999; Waters, Kelly, & Walker, 

2005; Tindall, 2006). 

A new stream of research has expanded the traditional domain of fundraising by looking at 

how new media are shaping the future of fundraising practices.  In a content analysis of the Web 

sites of the nonprofit organizations on the Chronicle of Philanthropy’s “Philanthropy 400” list, 

Waters (2005) explored how nonprofit organizations use the Internet to communicate 

specifically with donors and fundraising prospects.  Additionally, Waters (2007) outlined how 
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nonprofit organizations can use the Internet to develop relationships with key stakeholders, 

including donors, volunteers, foundations, and community leaders. 

Of all the different public relations perspectives that have been explored, the proposed 

topic for this study may bring more scholarly interest for fundraising.  Two early works (Waters, 

2006; O’Neil, 2007) have provided benchmark numbers to show that relationships can be 

measured in the donor-nonprofit relationship.  O’Neil (2007) found significant differences in 

how donors and non-donors evaluate their relationships with a Houston-based social welfare 

organization in terms of trust, commitment, satisfaction and the balance of power and control.  

Using the same scales, Waters (2006) found similar differences between one-time donors and 

repeat donors and between major gift donors and annual giving donors for a San Francisco-based 

healthcare organization.  These 2 studies have helped connect fundraising to a recent paradigm 

shift in the nature of public relations. 

Nonprofit-Donor Relationship 

The number of nonprofit organizations has grown exponentially in the United States in the 

last decade (Salamon, 2002).  Relatedly, the competition for donors has multiplied.  In the next 

20 years, fundraising practitioners estimate that an estimated $340 trillion will transfer from the 

Baby Boom generation to their heirs.  A significant portion of this wealth will be transferred to 

nonprofit organizations as Baby Boomers use estate planning, charitable trusts, and gift annuities 

to reduce their tax burdens.  Given this intergenerational transfer of wealth, nonprofit 

organizations have been pouring more resources into their fundraising and development 

programs in preparation for this transference (Grace & Wendroff, 2001).  Basing their plans on 

their own experience with donors, organizations are putting more resources into cultivating 

existing donors and finding new prospects.   
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Fundraisers traditionally have recognized the value that relationships play in securing 

major gifts and donor participation in planned giving programs.  However, organizations 

increasingly are realizing the importance of stewardship and donor cultivation for annual giving 

donors, especially those who may have the potential to make significant donations to the 

organization.  Increasingly, fundraising practitioner literature is focusing on the growing 

importance of relationship cultivation with all donors rather than devoting resources to marketing 

the organization to donor publics.   

Countless practitioner books and workshops tout the value of relationships in fundraising 

(Burlingame & Hulse, 1991; Matheny, 1999; Prince & File, 1994; Rosso, 1991; Worth, 2002).  

Rather than simply focusing on the cultivation of major gift donors, practitioners have 

recognized that the same principles can be applied to all donors.  By dedicating more time to 

donor relations and stewardship, Worth (2002) says that these principles can result in increased 

donor loyalty to the organization. 

But, it is important to note that the majority of interpersonal cultivation strategies, such as 

face-to-face meetings and personalized reporting, is restricted to major gift donors.  Following 

Pareto’s principle, 80 percent of the total amount donated typically comes from only 20 percent 

of the donors.  Weinstein (2002) notes that in many capital campaigns and mature fundraising 

programs, “the top 10 percent now donate 90 percent of the amount raised” (p. 6).  With the 

success of fundraising campaigns resting heavily on the shoulders of major gift donors, it is not 

surprising that more personalized cultivation strategies are directed to those with the resources to 

make significant gifts. 

Rosso (1991) and Nudd (1991) make it clear that if an organization wants to ensure its 

longevity then it should be prepared to dedicate time to developing relationships with its donors.  
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As illustrated in Figure 2-1, the relationship management approach to fundraising can help result 

in significant gifts from donors.  In the typical nonprofit-donor relationship, an individual first 

makes a small gift to an organization, typically as a result of a direct mail or telephone 

solicitation.  Over time, fundraising practitioners work to demonstrate the organization’s 

effectiveness and responsible management of donations in order to grow the relationship.   

During subsequent solicitations, practitioners aim to increase the individual’s level of 

giving.  Nonprofit organizations should not attempt to elevate the donors’ gifts too quickly or 

they risk damaging the trust and accountability that they had worked to demonstrate (Ritzenhein, 

2000).  Conducting research on a donor will help the organization determine how quickly they 

should pursue elevating the gift.  Nudd (1991) insisted that organizations that conduct research 

on donors are in the best situation to cultivate relationships because of their understanding of 

their donors.  Indeed most nonprofit organizations with staff dedicated to the fundraising 

function keep detailed research files on their donors that accurately reflect donors’ giving 

histories, their personal lives and interests, and estimates on potential gift amounts. 

The fundraising staff pursues larger donations from donors with and without the potential 

to make major gifts as the relationship between the nonprofit organization and the donor grows.  

For donors that cannot make major gift contributions, fundraisers may use suggestions in written 

direct mail pieces or verbal cues with telephone solicitations to suggest specific donation 

amounts to help the organization; these donations are increased not only to advance the 

relationship to the next level, but also to maintain the same amount of giving when inflation is 

considered.  Face-to-face meetings and solicitations may be conducted. 

A donor, when solicited, may propose to make a major gift contribution to a specific 

program or service.  However, an organization’s fundraising representatives may take an active 
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role in seeking out significant gifts from donors that they believe have specific interests in 

different programs.  These major gift solicitations typically occur only after significant time and 

resources have been invested into the nonprofit-donor relationship. 

Figure 2-1 illustrates that the relationship likely will continue to grow to the point where 

planned giving is pursued by the donor if nonprofit organizations continue to dedicate resources 

to relationship cultivation over time.  Planned giving involves significant consideration and 

planning in light of the donor’s overall estate plan.  Because of the size and potential impact of 

these gifts, professional advisors often help prepare the legal documents for the gift 

arrangements.  Signing the documents for planned giving does not indicate the end of the 

nonprofit-donor relationship.  Many forms of planned gifts, such as will bequests, are revocable, 

and nonprofit organizations should continue to pursue stewardship strategies to keep these 

donors informed about the operations and programs at the organization.  Even irrevocable gifts 

demand appropriate management and reporting by staff fundraisers. 

Figure 2-1 is an idealized evolution of the nonprofit organization-donor relationship.  Most 

annual giving donors will not develop into major gift donors.  Pareto’s principle, or the 80-20 

rule, is applicable to fundraising and states that 20% of the donors will provide 80% of the 

overall donation income a nonprofit organization receives (Goodwin, 2004).  Weinstein (2002) 

believes that the ratio is becoming even more lopsided and that 90 percent of an organization’s 

donations come from only 10 percent of its donor publics. 

However, despite the low likelihood of turning an annual giving donor into a major gift 

donor, nonprofit organizations need to develop relationships.  Appropriate relationship 

cultivation for annual giving donors can result in future donations at the same level or with slight 
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increases.  Proper research conducted by staff fundraisers can help determine which annual 

giving donors have resources that would suggest potential for future major gifts.  

 Just as the public relations literature is beginning to discuss the different relationship 

maintenance strategies, fundraising literature is rich with varying strategies on how the 

nonprofit-donor relationship can be enhanced through cultivation.  Though practitioner literature 

gives advice on securing face-to-face business meetings with major gift donors over lunch and in 

private settings (Sargeant & Jay, 2004), others are beginning to realize that relationship 

maintenance strategies can benefit donors at all levels, not just those with potential to make large 

gifts. 

Kelly’s (2000) formula for stewardship involves thanking the donor and then continued 

communication through which the organization shows that it has used the donation wisely and 

responsibly.  Nonprofit organizations are encouraged to add donors to their mailing lists for 

newsletters and annual reports (Neal, 2001), additional fundraising solicitations for future 

campaigns (Rosso, 1991), or both (Lindahl, 1992).   

For full disclosure, newsletters and/or annual reports should provide detailed financial 

information concerning the amounts of money raised each year, the amount spent on programs 

and administration, and the amount spent on fundraising programs.  Additionally, newsletters 

and annual reports should highlight success stories from the organization’s services and 

programs, list the board of directors, and acknowledge major funders.  Kinzey (1999) also 

recommends that newsletters regularly mention methods by which individuals can get involved 

in the organization, such as volunteer opportunities, employment opportunities, and information 

regarding where fundraising donations can be sent.  
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 Increasingly, as e-Philanthropy has become more mainstream with donors donating record 

amounts over the Internet (Baker, 2005), relationship strategies have even begun to appear for 

web-based relationships (Olsen, Keevers, Paul, & Covington, 2001; Waters, 2005).   Nonprofit 

organizations have been encouraged to develop transparent programs that provide the elements 

of accountability and responsibility for donors.  By making information, such as IRS 990 forms 

and annual reports, available as downloads on the Internet, the Web can be used as a medium 

that allows for a one-way provision of information. 

E-newsletters and mass e-mails are one way that nonprofit organizations can use the 

Internet as a one-way method of communication.  However, the Web is also being used to 

engage stakeholders in a mediated dialogue (Kang & Norton, 2004).  By providing feedback 

forms and email addresses of key staff members, nonprofit organizations can have personalized 

communications with their stakeholders.  Blogs are also being used to communicate directly with 

interested publics.  However, Waters (2007) warns that any nonprofit that chooses to use Internet 

strategies needs to be prepared to respond in a timely manner.  Nonprofit publics often expect 

responses with 24 hours, though conventional wisdom holds that organizations have up to 48 

hours to respond without damaging their reputation (Holtz, 1999). 

Wagner (2002) questioned whether organizations should search for new donors or work 

with their current donor databases to evolve their donors.  Nudd (1991) suggested that nonprofit 

organizations—if they are to ensure their longevity—must be ready and prepared to do both.  

She acknowledged that organizations must constantly be on the lookout for new individuals who 

are interested in the cause or the organization and try to bring them on board as a donor.  

However, she maintains that nonprofit organizations should put more focus on donors who 
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already have an established relationship with the organization because past donor behavior is the 

strongest indicator of future giving. 

Worth (2002) maintained that the incorporation of these strategies can enhance 

relationships with donors.  When an organization is open and actively communicates information 

about its operations and fiscal health, donors develop a greater sense of loyalty and trust in the 

organization.  They also are more likely to feel that the organization’s staff is dedicated to 

achieving the mission.  Kelly’s (2001) 4 elements of stewardship demonstrate the organization’s 

gratitude, and, in turn, donors feel respected because they know the gift was appreciated and 

wisely managed. 

Fundraising literature maintains that donors typically only give to organizations when they 

are connected to the cause.  After the initial donation, donors can develop a sense of commitment 

not only to the cause but also to the organization when they feel their contributions are being 

managed effectively and efficiently.  These feelings of satisfaction and commitment can help 

elevate the donors’ gifts when it is combined with increased communication and targeted 

solicitations.  

Finally, practitioners have suggested that cultivation strategies in the nonprofit-donor 

relationship can result in strengthened attitudes and behavior among donor publics.  By 

maintaining open communication with donors, nonprofit organizations can increase the response 

they get from donors in terms of increased donations and increased volunteer hours.  Literature 

suggests that donors who are interested in the cause and have developed positive attitudes toward 

an organization may become members of the board of directors (Herman & Renz, 2000), may 

actively talk about the organization with their friends and family (Herman & Renz, 1997), may 
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refer potential clients or volunteers to the organization (Snavely & Tracy, 2000), and may even 

raise money for the organization (Inglis, 1997). 

Defining the Organization-Public Relationships 

The importance of studying the organization-public relationship was first introduced to 

public relations scholars in the mid-1980s (Ferguson, 1984).  However, the suggestion that this 

concept should be the field’s guiding paradigm was not grasped immediately as scholars 

continued to focus on strategic communications.  As inquiry into relationship management grew, 

scholars also began looking outside the traditional theoretical perspectives to develop a better 

understanding of the impact relationships have for public relations practitioners.  Indeed, “the 

early dependence on mass communication theory has proven to be too limiting as relationships 

become a dominant focus in public relations thinking and practice” (Coombs, 2001, p. 114).  

Despite the use of the term relationship in many of the definitions of public relations and 

fundraising, there were few attempts initially to define what constitutes a relationship between an 

organization and its stakeholders.  In reviewing the definitions proposed by public relations 

scholars, there are very few consistencies (Ki & Shin, 2005).  However, the definition has 

evolved since the first proposed definition to represent a wide range of perspectives.   

After Broom, Casey, and Ritchey’s (1997) call for a definition of the organization-public 

relationship, several scholars began to examine the concept more closely.  Bruning and 

Ledingham (1998) believed that the organization-public relationship is “the state which exists 

between an organization and its key publics, in which the actions of either can impact the 

economic, social, cultural or political well being of the other” (p. 62). Broom, Casey, and 

Ritchey (2000) provided a different perspective on organization-public relationships by noting 

that they are “represented by the patterns of interaction, transaction, exchange, and linkage 
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between an organization and its publics . . . [and that they] can be described at a single point in 

time and tracked over time” (p. 18).    

In a monograph for the Institute for Public Relations, Hon and J. Grunig (1999) argued that 

an individual’s relationship with an organization begins when action by the organization has 

consequences for the individual or public of which he or she is a member.  Similarly, an 

organization may recognize the impact of the relationship with its publics when their behavior 

has consequences for the organization.  The Hon and J. Grunig (1999) definition describes a 

series linkages that detail how an organization co-exists in the same environment in a manner 

that promotes relationship building with other entities.  This definition, though not explicitly 

stated, seems rooted in systems theory, which argues that an organization has 4 distinct types of 

connections to stakeholder groups and the organization’s environment.  For nonprofit 

organizations, these linkages include enabling linkages, such as donors, board of directors, or 

government agencies, which provide the necessary funding and governance to keep the 

organization operating; functional linkages, such as employees, volunteers, or members, which 

represent the workforce and client base of the organization; diffused linkages, such as media and 

community residents, which are used to connect the organization to individuals that are not part 

of the organization; and normative linkages, such as other nonprofit organizations and 

sectorwide associations, which share similar values and face similar problems as the organization 

(J. Grunig & Hunt, 1984; Schoonraad, 2003). 

Hung (2005) built on the existing definition of the organization-public relationship:  

“Organization-public relationships arise when organizations and their strategic publics are 

interdependent and this interdependence results in consequences to each other that organizations 

need to manage” (p. 396). 
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This final definition raises one very intriguing point that was neglected in other definitions.  

Previous definitions focused on the interactions between the organization and its stakeholders.  

Hung’s (2005) definition also introduces an element of management into the understanding of 

organization-public relationships.  Hung includes the stipulation that organizations must make 

decisions to manage the relationship based on previous interactions and the consequences of 

those interactions.  With this definition, Hung introduces the concept of relationship maintenance 

or cultivation strategies to the management process. 

Measuring the Organization-Public Relationship 

In her original call for inquiry into the nature of relationship management in public 

relations, Ferguson (1984) proposed looking at several dimensions, including dynamic versus 

static, open versus closed, mutual satisfaction and understanding, distribution of power, and 

levels of agreement.  Nearly 25 years after Ferguson’s call, many of the original dimensions 

continue to be explored, but over the years there have been several attempts to define how the 

organization-public relationship should be measured.  Ehling (1992) claimed that the shift from 

strategic communication, which involved the manipulation of public opinion, to the building, 

nurturing and maintenance of relationships with stakeholders is the essence of public relations. 

He called this shift “an important change in the primary mission of public relations” (p. 622).   

In the years since public relations’ focal shift, 2 distinct research teams have been 

exploring measurement of the organization-public relationship:  (1) researchers at the University 

of Florida and the University of Maryland, studying under Dr. Linda C. Hon and Dr. James E. 

Grunig, respectively; and (2) researchers at Capitol University in Columbus, Ohio, studying 

under Dr. Stephen D. Bruning and Dr. John A. Ledingham. 

The first research team began exploring the concept of organization-public relationship 

measurement when L. Grunig, J. Grunig, and Ehling (1992) proposed that there were 7 basic 
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elements to understanding relationship dynamics.  Echoing Ferguson’s dimensions, they 

included mutual satisfaction, mutual understanding, and openness; they also added the 

dimensions of trust, reciprocity, credibility, and mutual legitimacy.   

Reflecting the interdisciplinary nature of relationship management studies, Hon and J. 

Grunig (1999) used interpersonal communication literature to devise a list of dimensions that are 

present in the organization-public relationship.  They proposed that by measuring the dimensions 

of the relationship, public relations scholars and practitioners have the ability to examine the 

contributions of the public relations program to the organization.  The dimensions they created 

were trust, satisfaction, commitment, and control mutuality, which measures the balance of 

power in the relationship.  These 4 dimensions were tested using a convenience sample of the 

general public for various organizations, including the American Red Cross, the National Rifle 

Association, and Microsoft.  J. Grunig (2002) later explained how these items could be studied 

with qualitative methodologies to provide more depth and understanding to the organization-

public relationship.   

The second research group that has created a niche for its studies on organization-public 

relationship measurement centers on the work of Bruning and Ledingham.  Their initial work 

into the topic began in 1997 when Ledingham, Bruning, Thomlison, and Lesko (1997) pulled 

variables from a variety of academic disciplines and suggested the organization-public 

relationship could be explored by looking at 17 different dimensions.  Much like Ferguson 

(1984), Ledingham and his colleagues proposed studying satisfaction and open communication,  

However, many of the remaining variables were unique to their own research focus.  They 

recommended studying investment, commitment, cooperation, mutual goals, interdependence, 

power balance, comparison of alternatives, adaptation, non-retrievable investment, shared 
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technology, summate constructs, structural bonds, social bonds, intimacy, and passion.  The 

result of their initial study formed the basis for an argument that “a favorable predisposition 

toward an organization can be linked to the organization’s performance” (Ledingham, 2006, p. 

4). 

Finding evidence to support positive attitudes and behavior, their work turned to focus on 

how public relations practitioners could improve their practice by looking at the stages of the 

agency-client relationship and the relationship between journalists and media relations 

practitioners (Ledingham & Bruning, 1998).  In 1999, Ledingham and Bruning narrowed the 17 

dimensions listed earlier down to 5 when they used multiple discriminant analysis to predict 

different levels of relationships between a local telephone company and its customers.  The 5 

variables they identified as being most influential in evaluating the organization-public 

relationship were trust, openness, involvement, commitment, and investment.  Bruning and 

Ledingham (1999) created a scale consisting of 3 subscales focusing on respondents’ personal, 

professional, and community attitudes. 

Finding growing support for the relationship management perspective, Bruning and 

Ledingham (2000b) edited a book focusing on the subject, Public Relations as Relationship 

Management.  The book had the goal of “stimulat[ing] colleagues from diverse disciplines—with 

the richness their backgrounds and training affords—to join in the process of building theory and 

practice around the notion of relationship management” (p. viii)  More than 20 different scholars 

wrote chapters for the book and introduced new topics for the field’s understanding of 

relationships.  J. Grunig and Huang (2000) furthered the concepts of relationship antecedents and 

cultivation strategies.  Bruning and Ledingham (2000c) also contributed their own chapter that 

highlighted the business-to-business relationship, which found that this relationship reflected 
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much of the work between organizations and other types of stakeholders.  In a retrospective 

essay on the organization-public relations work, Ledingham (2006) concluded with the 

suggestion that “though the nature of interpersonal and organization-public relationships are very 

different, the attitudes, behaviors and consequences of both appear to operate similarly” (p. 11). 

Similar to the work of Ki and Hon (2005), Bruning and Ralston (2000) examined the 

relationship between the influence of relationship dimensions on an individual’s attitudes and 

behavioral intent, and they explored the dynamics of the university-student relationship, although 

they used different scales to capture the relationship.  More recently, Ledingham (2003) has 

advocated for a closer examination of the role of involvement in relationships, and Bruning, 

Langenhop and Green (2004) have added new dimensions of organization-public relationship 

measurement, including anthropomorphism and comparison of alternatives to the organization.   

Though both research teams have created multiple measures to explore organization-public 

relationships, perhaps the ones that have been repeatedly tested more often than the others are 

those created by Hon and J. Grunig (1999).  This scale has been used to explore the university-

student relationship (Brunner & Hon, 2002; Ki & Hon, 2007), the manufacturer-retailer 

relationship (Jo, 2003), the municipal utility-community relationship (M. Hall, 2006); the Air 

Force base-community relationship (DellaVedova, 2005); and the nonprofit-donor relationship 

(Waters, 2006; O’Neil, 2007).  Because Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) dimensions have been 

shown to be both reliable and valid, this study uses those dimensions and the indices that 

measure trust, commitment, satisfaction, and control mutuality. 

Dimensions of the Organization-Public Relationship 

Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) measures focused on 4 dimensions of relationship quality:  

trust, commitment, satisfaction, and control mutuality.  Drawing from interpersonal 

communication literature, Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) dimensions reflect dimensions that 
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Bruning and Ledingham (1999) have proposed, although they have used literature from 

marketing, sociology, anthropology, and other business disciplines to develop their measures.  

Rooted in various disciplines, it is helpful to look at each of the 4 dimensions in depth. 

Trust 

Based on the dimensions proposed by public relations scholars, trust has been viewed as 

fundamental in understanding the organization-public relationship.  Vercic and J. Grunig (1995) 

said that without trust an organization could not exist.  Trust, quite simply, refers to one party’s 

confidence that it can be open and honest with another party.  Ledingham and Bruning (1998) 

operationalized trust as “doing what an organization says it will do” (p. 98).   

Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) trust scale measures 3 subdimensions:  (1) integrity, which 

centers on the belief that both parties involved in the relationship are fair and just; (2) 

dependability, which is primarily concerned with whether the parties involved in the relationship 

follow through with what they say they will do; and (3) competence, which focuses on whether 

the parties have the abilities to do what they say they will do.   

Drawing on relationship marketing literature, studies have found that when an organization 

demonstrates trust with its stakeholders, the publics involved with the organization perceive less 

risk about their involvement.  Often, high levels of trust can be used to predict future behavior 

with the organization (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). 

Commitment 

Another of Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) dimension that is grounded in interpersonal 

relationships is commitment.  This concept has been defined as “the extent to which one party 

believes and feels that the relationship is worth spending energy to maintain and promote” (Hon 

and J. Grunig, 1999, p. 20).   Hon and J. Grunig’s scale contains measures of both attitude and 

behavioral intention.   
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Bruning and Galloway (2003) reported that commitment—the level of dedication to an 

organization—is a key component of the organization-public relationship because it is 

fundamental to the public’s attitude of the organization.  Similarly, Dwyer and Oh (1987) insist 

that commitment is the highest stage of the relationship.  Unlike the 3 other measures proposed 

by Hon and J. Grunig (1999), commitment is the only one that hints toward future behavior.  

Trust, satisfaction, and control mutuality all are evaluative measures, but commitment takes into 

account extending the relationship. 

Satisfaction 

Satisfaction was one of the original dimensions proposed by Ferguson (1984).  She 

suggested that entities may have different expectations that may produce different feelings of 

satisfaction.  The dimension of satisfaction serves to measure whether the parties involved have 

positive feelings about one another.  Hon and J. Grunig (1999) note that “a satisfying 

relationship is one in which the benefits outweigh the costs” (p. 3).  Satisfaction has been one of 

the variables that has been measured in numerous studies, including Bruning, Langenhop and 

Green’s (2004) examination of city-resident relations. 

Previous research from relationship marketing suggests that when parties are satisfied with 

the nature of the relationship, they are more likely to be committed to maintaining it (Dwyer & 

Oh, 1987).  Therefore, organizations that invest in developing satisfying relationships with 

targeted stakeholders are likely to produce beneficial results for the organization in the long 

term.  Supporting this mutually beneficial approach to relationships, Hon and J. Grunig (1999) 

defined satisfaction as “the extent to which one party feels favorably toward the other because 

positive expectations about the relationship are reinforced” (p. 20). 

Ledingham and Bruning (2000) argued that satisfaction was a dimension of the 

organization-public relationship that could easily be increased if the organization invested the 
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time and resources.  Foreshadowing future exploration into relationship management strategies, 

they suggested that organizations that were more open and spent time getting stakeholders to 

participate in organizational decisions were more likely to have satisfied stakeholders than 

others. 

Control mutuality 

The final dimension of relationship quality involves the distribution of power.  Termed 

control mutuality by Hon and J. Grunig (1999), this component seeks to evaluate which party has 

more power over the other in different situations.  In her original call for relationship 

management studies, Ferguson (1984) suggested that “other variables related to the relationship 

might be how much control both parties to the relationship believe they have [and] how power is 

distributed in the relationship” (p. 20). 

Power exists in any relationship, and public relations scholars have taken a keen interest in 

exploring the role of power in recent years, particularly in light of the shift from seeing public 

relations as a strategic communication function to one of relationship management.  Plowman 

(1998) demonstrated that public relations practitioners who understand power are more likely to 

be included in the dominant coalition, and this skill enables the dominant coalition to balance the 

organization’s interests with those of stakeholders. 

Exploring the role of power in mediating conflicts between organizations and stakeholders, 

Huang (2001) concluded that the presence of power and its distribution has a tremendous impact 

on the perceptions and actualities of the organization-public relationship.  Indeed, Berger (2005) 

used a critical approach to examine the role of power in his study of activist publics.   

Because of the power struggle, public relations practitioners often experience tension with 

their role of being a boundary spanner that keeps one foot inside the organization and one outside 

the organization to stay in contact with an organization’s stakeholders.  The parties involved are 
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usually sensitive to which side exhibits and uses power to gain control in the relationship. This 

power can influence the attitude and behavior of both the organization and its publics. 

After nearly one decade of studying relationships using these 4 dimensions, public 

relations scholars have constructed a framework for studying other organization-public 

relationships using valid and reliable scales.  Based on fundraising and public relations literature, 

this study poses its first research question, which evaluates the nonprofit-donor relationship for 

all donors: 

RQ1:  To what extent do donors give the nonprofit organization a favorable rating on the 

four relationship dimensions? 

It is important to note that in Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) monograph, 2 additional 

relationship dimensions were proposed; however, they were not adopted by the current study.  In 

an attempt to define the types of relationships, Hon and J. Grunig (1999) described organization-

public relationships as either communal, which has both parties providing benefits to one another 

because they are concerned for each other’s welfare, or exchange, which has one side of the 

relationship giving a benefit to the other side with the expectation that benefits will be returned 

in the future if they have not already been given.  Waters (2006) included the original 

communal/exchange dimensions when measuring the nonprofit-donor relationship and found 

that donors evaluate the relationship as a communal rather than exchange.   

These measurements were not implemented into the current research design because public 

relations scholarship has advanced beyond the dichotomy of organization-public relationship 

types.  Hung (2006) detailed a continuum of organization-public relationships, which ranged 

from relationships where the sides are concerned primarily for themselves (exploitive 

relationships) to relationships that demonstrate concern for others (communal).  Between the 2 
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endpoints of the continuum, other types of relationships exist, including contractual, exchange, 

and covenantal ones.  Although Hung reports that these relationship types were first proposed by 

J. Grunig in personal conversations in 2001, public relations scholarship has rarely focused on 

relationship type and has not created measurement scales for the different types.  Although this 

area of public relations is fertile ground for future organization-public studies, the current study 

does not incorporate the relationship variable type into the research design due to the lack of 

available scales.  

Traditional Approach to Measuring Organization-Public Relationships 

In all the previous organization-public relationship studies, public relations scholars have 

only measured the relationship using one organization and the key stakeholder group in question.  

The relationships were measured using Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) suggested dimensions, and 

there have been many studies that have examined the 4 measurement indices for trust, 

satisfaction, commitment, and control mutuality.  Over the course of the studies, the measures 

have repeatedly produced satisfactory Cronbach alpha ratings (Bowers & Courtwright, 1984) for 

social scientific research; thus indicating that the indicators are producing reliable answers.  

Similarly, the indicators have held up over time to produce reliable answers. 

Given the reliability of the measures, many scholars have conducted these studies to 

examine an array of relationships, including the university-student relationship (Hon & Brunner, 

2002; Ki & Hon, 2005), the municipal utility-community relationship (M. Hall, 2006), the 

manufacturer-retailer relationship (Jo, 2006), the Air Force base-community relationship 

(VellaDova, 2005), and the nonprofit-donor relationship (Waters, 2006; O’Neil, 2007).  These 

studies all found significant results when they looked at different segments of the publics. 

However, the studies only looked at one organization and one of its publics.  Despite the 

numerous studies employing this methodology, one has to wonder if this methodology is a valid 
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approach for measuring a relationship.  Can the evaluations of one organization’s 

communication and behavioral efforts with one target public truly claim to represent the entire 

scope of the relationship?  Drawing on other examples in communication studies, Kaid (1989) 

insists that generalizations about the media cannot be made from the examination of one news 

story; similarly, Jackson and Jacobs (1983) caution scholars to be careful when generalizing 

about the impact of messages when only one small segment of the greater population has been 

studied.  

Thinking to the nature of social scientific research, one has to question whether previous 

organization-public relationship studies truly measured the nature of the overall relationship 

between a type of organization and a key stakeholder or were they simply applied studies 

measuring the publics’ views.  In that case, the results cannot be generalized beyond the context 

of that organization, and they certainly cannot claim to capture the essence of that type of 

relationship.  Public relations studies are missing a key component in social scientific research:  

the ability to compare and contrast the variants of the organization-public relationship within the 

confines of one study.  This approach would provide significant insights into the nature of 

relationships for the profession. 

This study takes a different approach to measuring the traditional organization-public 

relationship.  With its goal of seeking to measure the nonprofit-donor relationship rather than to 

understand the dynamics of one nonprofit organization’s relationship with its donors, this study 

uses multiple organizations to capture the fundamental essence of the nonprofit-donor 

relationship.  

With the exception of Ki (2006), most of the organization-public relationship studies used 

these 4 relationship dimensions—trust, commitment, satisfaction, and control mutuality—to 
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measure the quality of the relationship with the public in question (e.g., donors in this study).  To 

help understand the impact of different types of donors on relationship evaluation, the first 

hypothesis examines the evaluation of the nonprofit-donor relationship for 2 groups of donors:  

(1) annual giving donors and (2) major gift donors.  As will be explained in more depth in 

chapter 3, major gift donors were considered as those who gave $10,000 or more per year.  

Because fundraising literature maintains that organizations traditionally put more resources into 

relationship cultivation with major gift donors, the first hypothesis tests the difference in 

relationship evaluation between major gift and annual giving donors: 

H1:  Compared to annual gift donors (e.g., those who give less than $10,000), major gift 

donors will rate the organization-public relationship more positively on the 4 relationship 

dimensions. 

Returning to the literature on the nonprofit-donor relationship, fundraising practitioners 

often suggest that organizations should invest more time and resources into the donors who 

continue to donate to their causes (Tempel, 2003).  The ultimate goal of these organizations is to 

elevate the donor to higher stages of giving, perhaps turning an annual gift into a major gift.   

In a study of nonprofit organizational effectiveness, Herman and Renz (1998) found that 

the nonprofits who were more focused on managed communication efforts were more likely to 

have positive relationships with their stakeholders.  Though this study did not exclusively 

examine fundraising dynamics, the authors did suggest that nonprofit organizations could expect 

positive financial returns when they invest resources into developing a relationship.  Similarly, 

Voss, Cable, and Voss (2000) found that organizations that were able to demonstrate their values 

to their stakeholders were likely to benefit from the relationship over an extended period of time. 
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According to Rosso (1991), as a donor increases the number of gifts that he or she makes 

to a charitable nonprofit, the more likely an organization will be to dedicate resources to 

cultivating the relationship.  Therefore, the second hypothesis is as follows: 

H2: The number of donations contributed by the donor to the nonprofit will be positively 

correlated to the evaluation of the relationship dimensions. 

As previously mentioned, both Waters (2006) and O’Neil (2007) have used the 4 

dimension indices developed by Hon and J. Grunig (1999) to evaluate the nonprofit-donor 

relationship using the single organization approach.  Waters (2006) evaluated the dynamics in 

the healthcare nonprofit subsector, whereas O’Neil (2007) studied the relationship at a social 

service organization.  Due to the cooperation of the participating agency, Waters (2006) was able 

to obtain information about which survey participants donated to the organization in the annual 

campaign subsequent to the survey.  Using this data, the study conducted a one-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) statistical test and found that the most significant differences in how the 

relationship dimensions were evaluated by donors and nondonors in the organization’s Fall 2005 

campaign came from the dimensions of trust and commitment.  Though this was a crude use of 

the ANOVA statistical test, it raises an interesting question that is proposed as this study’s 

second research question: 

RQ2:  Can participation in the most recent fundraising campaign be predicted based on the 

donor’s evaluation of the relationship? 

This study does not seek to dismiss the works of Ledingham and Bruning (e.g., 1999).  On 

the contrary, the scholarship they have produced has been valuable to the field’s understanding 

of the organization-public relationship.  The researchers have identified several areas that have 

not been explicitly explored under the Hon and J. Grunig (1999) measures, such as loyalty, 
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perceptions of the organization, and involvement.  Given these different concepts that have yet to 

be explored with the dimensions of trust, satisfaction, commitment, and control mutuality, the 

third research question is as follows: 

RQ3:  To what extent do the Hon and J. Grunig variables adequately represent the 

organization-public relationship? 

In their monograph on the measurement of relationships, Hon and J. Grunig (1999) 

focused on outlining the dimensions of the organization-public relationship in detail by 

operationalizing trust, commitment, satisfaction, and control mutuality.  However, they also 

proposed that there were 9 relationship cultivation strategies that organizations could use to 

produce positive relationships with their stakeholders.  In analyzing the work of Bruning, 

Ledingham, and their colleagues, many of the variables they have examined were strategies that 

organization’s could use to develop relationships.  Additionally, other public relations scholars, 

such as Kelly (2001) and Plowman (1996), have discussed relationship maintenance and 

cultivation strategies in their works. 

Impact of Relationship Cultivation Strategies 

Throughout the literature on relationships, public relations scholars (Hon & J. Grunig, 

1999; J. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hung, 2000; Ki, 2004; M. Hall, 2006) have used the term 

maintenance to describe the strategies they recommend using in the management of 

organization-public relationships.  However, Hung (2005) proposed changing how public 

relations scholars describe the relationship strategies.  In her book chapter, she notes that “J. 

Grunig (personal communication, February 26, 2002) considered using the term, ‘cultivation’ in 

replacing ‘maintenance’” (p. 23).   
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Hung then proceeded to rationalize this decision by exploring Dindia and Canary’s 

description of relationship maintenance.  Dindia and Canary (as cited in Hung, 2005) provide the 

4 most commonly used reasons parties employ maintenance strategies: 

• to keep a relationship in existence 
• to keep a relationship in a specified state or condition 
• to keep a relationship in satisfactory condition 
• to keep a relationship in repair. 
 

Of those 4 reasons, Hung (2004) argued that only the final 2 truly represent the 

organization-public relationship.  She contends that the first reason—to keep a relationship in 

existence—does not provide any strategic behavior designed to maintain the relationship and that 

the second reason—to keep a relationship in a specified state or condition—does not consider the 

fluid nature of relationships with stakeholders. 

Hung’s (2002) research on types of relationships demonstrates that organizational 

behavior, whether intentional or accidental, can often damage the relationship with stakeholders.  

Therefore, organizations cannot simply maintain relationships with their publics, but they should 

work to restore relationships that have been damaged.  With this perspective, she contends 

“behaviors in relationships are an on-going cultivating process.  Therefore, the term ‘cultivation 

strategies’ fits more in the context of relationship management” (Hung, 2005, p. 23).  Given the 

appropriateness of relationship development in the fundraising process, this study endorses and 

utilizes the term cultivation rather than maintenance, which implies that a relationship is 

remaining steady rather than growing. 

Relationship Cultivation Strategies Defined 

Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) monograph set the guidelines for defining 2 separate types of 

relationship strategies:  symmetrical and asymmetrical.  They stress “not all strategies for 

maintaining relationships are equally effective . . . we must recognize that not all public relations 
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strategies, techniques, and programs are equally likely to produce relationship outcomes” (p. 13).  

The 9 relationship strategies were originally proposed after reviewing public relations literature 

on interpersonal relationships and conflict resolution.  The strategies they identified from 

interpersonal relationships were symmetrical, meaning that both parties benefited from being in 

the relationship, while those coming from conflict resolution represented both symmetrical and 

asymmetrical strategies. These various strategies are defined In the following section.  Table 2-1 

lists which strategies have been classified as symmetrical. 

Access 

Ultimately, this strategy involves making individuals available to both sides of the 

relationship.  For example, opinion leaders or influential members of stakeholder groups are 

open to meeting with organizational representatives, and public relations representatives or 

senior managers grant similar access to publics.  By providing the opportunity for the 2 parties to 

meet with one another, each side’s voices and concerns can be considered when organization’s 

need to make decisions about current and future issues. 

Hon and J. Grunig (1999) contend that organization-public relationships that use access as 

a strategy involve the willingness of both entities to go to the other party directly when they have 

complaints or questions about issues instead of discussing complaints with a third party.  By 

making individuals available to members of the other party, the organization and its stakeholders 

are able to engage one another. 

In their monograph, Hon and J. Grunig (1999) discuss the importance of access in terms of 

key opinion leaders of stakeholder groups.  Because of the increasing use of new media and 

Web-based communication, Ki (2003) points out that access is now available to virtually anyone 

with Internet access.  She notes:  
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With the World Wide Web, not only members or opinion leaders can influence the 
organization decision-making processes.  Anyone with Internet access can affect an 
organization’s decision-making process because diverse contact information such as 
telephone numbers, staff electronic mail addresses, bulletin boards, and so on, is provided 
on Web sites. (p. 19) 

Access has been identified by fundraising consultants as being an important strategy to 

connect with donors.  Bill Moss, a contributing writer for Blackbaud’s “Nonprofit Fiscal Fitness” 

newsletter, encourages nonprofits to make their financial history and IRS 990 Tax Forms widely 

available to donor publics and to mention their availability in organizational publications.  

Although he advises organizations to “get your marketing department’s input to ‘spin’ the words 

[about the availability] for the greatest marketing impact” (Moss, 2003, p. 2), informing donors 

about the information and subsequently being available to answer their questions helps build 

donor confidence that the organization is dedicated to the nonprofit-donor relationship. 

The Minnesota Council of Nonprofits (2004) offers a list of suggested responsibilities for 

members of a nonprofit organizations’ board of directors.  This list includes many items, but 

specifically it details the importance of being available to meet with major gift donors to discuss 

their concerns and the programs and services of the organization.  Although the Council 

specifically mentions major gift donors, providing access to all donors can result in increased 

awareness of the concerns and viewpoints of both sides of the nonprofit-donor relationship. 

Positivity 

Positivity refers to the actions by either side of the organization-public relationship that 

make the other side feel more content in the relationship.  In their book Communication and 

Relational Maintenance, Canary and Stafford (1994) describe positivity as “any attempt to make 

interactions pleasant” (p. 15).  In a litany of examples, the authors discuss acting cheerful and 

nice, being courteous and polite in conversation, and avoiding partner criticism. 
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Positivity has been examined in the context of interpersonal relationships, and it has been 

shown to be an important predictor of control mutuality (Canary and Stafford, 1993).  Similarly, 

positivity has been shown to be the primary cultivation strategy used to predict trust as a measure 

of the relationship dimension (Canary and Stafford, 1991).  Ki (2003) compared the concept of 

positivity to Fisher and Brown’s (1988) concept of being unconditionally constructive.   

Though they discuss the notion of being constructive in the setting of resolving conflict, 

the notion can be extended throughout the domain of public relations.  Hon and J. Grunig (1999) 

provide an example of the positivity cultivation strategy that is centered on how a public 

relations agency CEO sees the organization’s relationships with its publics: 

We want to be a resource to every one of our publics in some way, shape, or form. It’s in 
the way we’ve set up our web site, the way we’ve set up everything we do as far as our 
newsletter, as far as the service we provide, as far as the way we interact with all of these 
publics—whether they’re the media or a client or a not-for-profit organization or 
whatever—we want them to look at [name of agency] as a resource, as something that has 
value to their organization in some way, shape, or form. So, what we try to do is operate on 
the principle of providing something that is of self-interest to every one of our clients…so 
there is a reason why they should care about us. (p. 17) 

Practitioner literature has identified positivity as an important—but often missing—

component of the nonprofit-donor relationship.  Sargeant and Lee (2004) found that donors in 

the United Kingdom valued positive interactions with nonprofit organizations and that these 

exchanges had a positive impact on donor behavior.  Public Agenda, a research organization in 

New York, released a report entitled “The Charitable Impulse” in 2005.  This report had similar 

findings to Light’s (2003; 2005) research on the public’s confidence in the nonprofit sector.  

However, the Public Agenda report found that the general public was “enthusiastic and positive 

when it comes to small, local organizations” (Blum, 2005) in part because they were community-

based organizations that relied on personal touches, such as handwritten thank-you notes and 

personalized phone calls, rather than impersonal direct mail pieces used by larger charitable 
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nonprofits.  Pete Mountanos (Gilbert, 1999) of Charitable Way, an Internet watchdog group for 

the nonprofit sector, believes that charitable nonprofits that create positive experiences for their 

donors are more likely to see renewal gifts from previous donors. 

Openness 

Openness is about the willingness of both sides of the organization-public relationship to 

engage actively and honestly in direct discussions about the nature of the relationship.  Hung 

(2000a) points out that openness may not guarantee a positive relationship because differences 

may be revealed.  However, the open discussion of points of disagreement can demonstrate that 

neither party is trying to hide information from the other.   

Hon and J.  Grunig (1999) point out that for parties to be open, they should reveal both 

their thoughts and their feelings.  J. Grunig and Huang (2000) argued that the openness strategy 

follows the requirements of excellent, symmetrical communication.  They also contend that 

organizations that frequently use openness as a cultivation strategy are more likely to have 

positive relationships with their stakeholders than those that do not.  Hung (2005) proposed that 

rather than using the label of openness to describe this concept, the term disclosure might be 

more suitable. 

Due to its symmetrical approach, openness has been examined by numerous public 

relations scholars.  Ledingham and Bruning (1998) concluded that openness is one of the more 

influential factors in a satisfying relationship between an organization and its publics.  Similarly, 

L. Grunig, J. Grunig, and Ehling (1992) proposed that quality relationships could best be 

measured by examining the openness of the parties involved. 

Openness is becoming increasingly important for charitable nonprofits that seek to 

demonstrate their transparency.  The top goal of the European Fundraising Association, Europe’s 

equivalent to the America’s Association for Fundraising Professionals, is “to increase 
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transparency and openness in fundraising, in order to build donor confidence” (Zachrison, 2005, 

para 25).  Ragsdale (1995) says that open communication is necessary if an organization seeks to 

create a climate conducive to long-lasting relationships with donors. 

Assurances 

Providing verbal and behavioral assurances to another party can do a great deal to enhance 

a relationship (Canary & Stafford, 1992).  In a survey of married couples, verbal assurances were 

found to be a strong predictor of the level of trust in the relationship and stronger feelings of 

being committed to continuing the relationship (Canary & Stafford, 1993).  Earning assurances 

from publics means organizations need to first offer assurances to their stakeholders (L. Grunig, 

1992).   

Looking at the relationship between organizations and stakeholders, assurances occur 

when “each party in the relationship attempts to assure the other that it and its concerns are 

legitimate and to demonstrate that is commited to maintaining the relationship” (L. Grunig, J. 

Grunig, & Dozier, 2002).  An organization can demonstrate how much it values its stakeholders 

by incorporating this strategy into its communication plan.  Benefits from providing assurances 

to key publics are more satisfaction and commitment from both sides (Hung, 2000a). 

Leadership and organizational management scholar Peter Drucker (2006) says that 

nonprofit organizations have a distinct competitive advantage when it comes to providing 

assurances to their stakeholder groups because the sector exists to address community problems.  

Nonprofit leaders frequently seek input from those in their operating community to learn about 

concerns and find new ways to address problems through their programs and services (Bracht, 

Finnegan, Jr., Rissel, Weisbrod, Gleason, Corbett, & Veblen-Mortenson, 1994; Ospina, Diaz, & 

O’Sullivan, 2002).  Drucker (2006) argues that having the mindset of assuring clients and 



 

71 

consumers that their concerns are legitimate will also benefit the organization’s fundraising 

program. 

In a discussion of major gift fundraising, Drucker (2006) provides an illustration of 

assurances that frequently occurs during solicitations: 

When a board member calls, say, a real estate developer, and says, “I am on the board of 
the hospital, the first response he gets from his friend is, “How much are you giving 
yourself, John?”  If the answer is five hundred bucks, well, that’s all you’re likely to get. 
(p. 57) 

Though the scenario may not always occur in this casual manner, the point raised is an important 

one for the fundraising profession.  Many donors want to be assured that their money is going to 

a worthwhile cause.  By having its members donate to the organization and its programs before 

soliciting others, the fundraising team is able to reassure potential donors that it is committed to 

the cause. 

 Likewise, nonprofits can assure donors that their concerns are important by simply taking 

time to discuss these matters.  Sargeant (2001) encourages nonprofit organizations to listen to 

their donors and reiterate the importance of the donors’ concerns to enhance their commitment to 

the nonprofit-donor relationship.  Some donors question their decisions to give to charitable 

organizations, but answering questions and assuring donors that their input is appreciated will 

help nonprofit organizations overcome reluctant donors (Hibbert & Home, 1996). 

Networking 

In an examination of nonprofit organizations’ role in influencing public policy, Nyland 

(1995) defined networking as the positive interaction between the involved parties, whether they 

were individual activists, single nonprofit organizations, or entire sectors, such as the 

government.  Networking can take on many different shapes, such as formal conversation, 

authority, or friendship (Nohria & Eccles, 1992). Canary and Stafford (1994) viewed networking 
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at the interpersonal level as spending time with friends, family, and coworkers to gain their 

support and make the relationship more enjoyable. 

Hon and J. Grunig (1999) refer to networking as the opportunity for organizations to build 

coalitions with different stakeholders.  Hung (2000a) showed that networking serves as a catalyst 

in relationship building.  Indeed, scholars suggest that networking should be proactive because it 

nurtures symmetrical cultivation strategies and constructive relationship building. 

In recent years, watchdog groups and private foundations have encouraged charitable 

nonprofits to network and collaborate with one another and other relevant organizations to 

increase the reach and work of the sector (Lenkowsky, 2002).  Guo and Acar (2005) found that 

nonprofit organizations are capable of working with one another; however, the alliances are not 

easily formed.  Nonprofit leaders often feel that collaborative networks are difficult to create due 

to sacrifices of autonomy and often result in programming that fails to serve publics effectively 

and efficiently because too many people have say in decision making. 

However, Smith (2002) believed that networking was beneficial for charitable nonprofits 

far beyond working with other like-minded organizations.  By demonstrating that an 

organization is open to new approaches to problems and willing to work with outside agencies, 

nonprofit organizations are able to show that they are using their financial resources wisely—a 

key component of demonstrating fiscal accountability to donors.  Indeed, others have expressed 

similar ideas over the years that networking and collaborations have direct financial benefits for 

charitable nonprofits—not only in terms of saving resources, but in also gaining new resources 

from their donors (Abzug & Webb, 1999; Austin, 2000). 

Sharing of tasks 

Many studies have examined the role of task sharing by focusing on families and couples.  

Individuals who believed their spouse also contributed significantly to the sharing of household 
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tasks were more committed to maintaining the relationship and more satisfied with the state of 

their relationship (Canary & Stafford, 1994; Stafford & Canary, 1991).  These studies found that 

sharing of tasks consistently predicted an individual’s commitment and satisfaction.  Though 

most of the works studying this phenomenon come from interpersonal communication studies, 

there is ample evidence to support that organizations and publics also share tasks. 

Hon and J. Grunig (1999) conceptualized sharing of tasks as “organizations’ and publics’ 

sharing in solving joint or separate problems” (p. 15) and provided several examples of the 

strategy, such as resolving community issues, providing employment for community residents 

and staying in business.  These examples involve the interests of the organization, the public, or 

both.  Ki (2006), however, defined sharing of tasks as those focusing exclusively on mutual 

interests between the organization and its publics. 

Sharing of tasks is a relationship cultivation strategy that fundraisers frequently employ 

with major gift and planned giving donors.  Kelly (1998) highlights several ways that fundraisers 

and donors work together to create giving vehicles that benefit both sides of the nonprofit-donor 

relationship.  In describing its planned giving program, the National Academies of Science and 

Engineering (2007) discusses the mutual value of these gifts: 

Charitable gift annuities, like charitable remainder trusts, are life income gifts:  you 
transfer assets now, receiving a charitable deduction for a portion of the transfer, and you 
or a beneficiary receives income for the rest of your life or a fixed period of time.  Both the 
National Academies and you can benefit from life income gifts such as these.  (para 1) 

Nonprofit organizations also are increasingly seeing that some major gift donors are not 

satisfied with simply offering a charitable gift to the organization.  Instead, they want to be 

involved with the delivery of programs and services to address the concerns that matter the most 

to them.  These donors, sometimes called “venture philanthropists,” often approach nonprofit 

organizations to determine the best way that the 2 parties can work together; however, Cobb 
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(2002) argues that often this discussion is little more than a one-sided sales pitch designed to 

appeal to the nonprofit organization’s desire for the charitable gift.   

Venture Philanthropy Partners, a philanthropic investment organization founded by more 

than 30 business and technology leaders, argues that having donors being more involved in 

program delivery results in streamlined nonprofits that are more efficient and effective in 

accomplishing their goals (Venture Philanthropy Partners, 2004).  Regardless of nonprofits’ 

views of venture philanthropy, it is clear that the organizations must be able to work together 

with donors whether the focus is on fundraising programs, such as planned or major gifts, or on 

creating program and service delivery plans. 

Keeping promises 

All of the strategies that have been mentioned up to this point were briefly discussed in 

Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) monograph.  However, there has been subsequent work on 

relationship cultivation strategies.  Hung’s (2002) research on multinational and Taiwanese 

companies’ relationship development in China identified another strategy, keeping promises.  

According to Hung (2002), multinational companies in China utilized keeping promises to 

achieve dependability, one element of trust, between themselves and their Chinese publics; 

Taiwanese companies used this strategy to enhance dependability and competence, another 

component of trust. 

The majority of these strategies have been classified as symmetrical, not surprising given 

the views that symmetry is necessary for enlightened and excellent communication.  Though J. 

Grunig (2001) said that organizations have made considerable efforts in improving the nature of 

their communication, they have not yet truly become excellent or symmetrical.  These strategies 

can lead to improved conversations between the organization and its publics, but which of the 

strategies are most important to the relationship building process?  Fundraising literature 
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supports the tenets of symmetrical communication, but it too offers no majority opinion as to 

which strategies would be most influential to the relationship building process. 

Stewardship 

In Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) monograph, Kelly’s (2000, 2001) stewardship strategies 

were presented as symmetrical relationship cultivation strategies.  However, they have not been 

tested or presented in any of the other organization-public relationship studies, even though 

Kelly argued that stewardship is the second most important step in the public relations process.  

The 4 strategies are reciprocity, responsibility, reporting, and relationship nurturing. 

Kelly advocated that organizations—nonprofit, for-profit, and government—should 

actively work to incorporate these strategies into their communications and public relations 

planning because stakeholders are concerned with how they are treated after the interaction with 

the organization.  Organizations that include these strategies are also more likely to follow high 

ethical standards.   

Reciprocity.  On an applied level, reciprocity simply means that organizations must 

demonstrate gratitude toward their supportive stakeholders.  Two underlying dimensions of 

reciprocity are acknowledgement of the publics and a sincere expression of appreciation on 

behalf of the organization.  For nonprofit organizations, fundraisers need to acknowledge and 

thank donors in a timely manner for their gifts by offering a receipt declaring the tax 

deductibility of the gift and a note of appreciation. 

J. Grunig and White (1992) viewed reciprocity as being the basis for social responsibility.  

When publics adopt positive attitudes and behavior that support organizational activity, 

organizations have an obligation to reciprocate that support.  By repaying these obligations, 

organizations are able to maintain social balance with their publics.   
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Responsibility.  If an organization incorporates stewardship into its public relations 

programming, then it has an obligation to its stakeholders to act in a socially responsible manner.  

On a basic level, this component of stewardship is very similar to thr relationship maintenance 

strategy proposed by Hung (2002), keeping promises.  Hung (2002) concluded that multinational 

and Taiwanese companies kept their promises with Chinese stakeholders to demonstrate their 

dependability.  This element of responsibility centers on an organization’s commitment to its 

publics for what it has said it would do. 

For fundraising, an organization and its fundraisers have an obligation to make sure that 

funds donated to specific causes or programs are only used for those programs.  Betraying that 

trust is a costly mistake that fundraisers cannot allow because it is much simpler to have a donor 

renew their gifts to an organization than for the same fundraiser to go out into the community 

and find new donors. 

Reporting.  Organizations need to keep their publics informed about developments on 

issues for which support was sought.  For example, a nonprofit organization that solicited 

donations to improve community parks has an obligation to let donors who supported that 

program how and when the park was improved.  Organizations can demonstrate their 

accountability by providing open, accurate information to their publics. 

In light of recent scandals in the nonprofit sector, fundraisers need to ensure that their 

organizations use their Web sites to demonstrate financial accountability by providing their 990 

IRS Forms and their audited financial documents and to demonstrate their social accountability 

by informing current and potential clients about their programs and services.  Nonprofits and 

every other type of organization must be held accountable for their actions on issues that impact 
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their publics.  Relationships with these groups cannot be maintained if an organization does not 

offer this information and only communicates when it needs support. 

Relationship nurturing.  As public relations scholarship continues to document the 

impact of relationship cultivation with different stakeholder groups, practitioners’ abilities to 

nurture those relationships becomes more important for long-term success.  To truly reach this 

level, organizations must recognize the importance of supportive publics and keep them in mind 

when any decisions are made.   

Opportunities to nurture relationships with publics are numerous.  For example, nonprofit 

organizations should make sure donors are receiving copies of newsletters and annual reports.  

Major gift donors and prospects should also be invited to special events and open houses.  As the 

nonprofit-donor relationship strengthens, fundraisers may also send handwritten cards for special 

occasions, such as birthdays, anniversaries or upon learning of serious illnesses.  The extra effort 

required to cultivate relationships with any public will benefit organizations in the future because 

this demonstrated concern will result in continued support and reduce the impact of potential 

crises. 

It is important to note that Hon and J. Grunig (1999) also proposed symmetrical and 

asymmetrical strategies for how organizations can resolve conflicts with stakeholder groups.  

These include integrative strategies where the organization and public seek out common interests 

that can be used to solve problems, distributive strategies that incorporate a win-loss perspective 

and often result in one side benefiting at the expense of the other, and dual concern strategies 

where public relations practitioners seek to balance the organization’s concerns with those of the 

stakeholder groups.  These strategies are derived from Plowman’s (1995; 1996; 1998) work on 

conflict resolution, power struggles, and negotiations in public relations’ practice. 
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Although these strategies offer valuable insight into how organizations may resolve 

conflict with stakeholder groups, they were excluded from the current study because the 

researcher perceived a lack of conflict between the participating nonprofit organizations and their 

donors.  If the organizations studied were embroiled in a scandal or crisis situation similar to 

those described in chapter one, then the strategies likely would have been included in the 

research design.     

Given the multitude of strategies that nonprofit organizations can use to foster relationship 

growth with their donors, the fourth research question was created to determine if all of the 

strategies were viewed positively: 

RQ4:  To what extent do donors give the nonprofit organization favorable ratings on its 

relationship cultivation strategies? 

This question helps to evaluate overall views on the strategies, but as fundraising literature 

points out, there is a considerable difference in the amount of resources that nonprofit 

organizations dedicate to develop relationships with annual gift and major gift donors.  As Figure 

2-1 highlights and Rosso (1991) and Nudd (1991) explained, as donors start making larger, more 

significant gifts to nonprofit organizations, these organizations start cultivating the relationship 

more.  Because of the different levels of resources dedicated to cultivating the relationships with 

different types of donors, the third hypothesis predicts that the relationship cultivation strategies 

will be viewed differently by the 2 primary types of donors, annual gift and major gift 

contributors: 

H3:  Compared to annual gift donors (i.e., those who give less than $10,000), major gift 

donors will rate the relationship cultivation strategies more positively. 
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Because the symmetrical relationship cultivation strategies proposed by Hon and J. Grunig 

(1999), Hung (2002), and Kelly (2000, 2001) all represent a wide variety of behaviors and 

communication approaches that nonprofit organizations can use to build relationships with their 

donors, it is important to understand if any of them are more influential than others in 

determining how the relationship is evaluated.  For this reason, the fifth research question was 

proposed: 

RQ5:  Of the symmetrical relationship cultivation strategies proposed by public relations 

scholars, which are the most influential in terms of influencing donors’ evaluation of the 

relationship with the nonprofit organization? 

Again, because fundraising literature makes a distinction between annual giving and major 

gift donors, it is important to determine if these groups are impacted differently by the strategies.  

To determine the impact of the strategies on how the donor groups evaluate the overall 

relationship with the nonprofit organization, a sixth research question was created: 

RQ6:  Do annual gift and major gift donors experience the relationship cultivation 

strategies differently in terms of influencing their evaluation of the relationship with the 

nonprofit organization? 

New Approach to Measuring the Organization-Public Relationship 

Hung’s (2005) definition of the organization-public relationship—“Organization-public 

relationships arise when organizations and their strategic publics are interdependent and this 

interdependence results in consequences to each other that organizations need to manage” (p. 

395)—raises an interesting question that has yet to be addressed in related studies.  Much of 

public relations literature focuses on the need for the public relations department to be 

represented in the organization’s dominant coalition or group of decision makers.  Without the 

public relations perspective being included in management’s meetings, decisions likely are made 
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without considering stakeholders’ perspectives.  Given Hung’s (2005) new focus on the 

decisions made by the dominant coalition to manage relationships with stakeholders, it would 

seem imperative to measure the organizational perspective of the organization-public 

relationship.  

Yet, with rare exceptions (e.g., Jo, 2003), public relationship studies have yet to take the 

organization’s perspective into consideration despite Ferguson’s (1984) original suggestion that 

the “coorientational measurement model should prove quite useful in conceptualizing 

relationship variables for this type of paradigm focus” (p. 17).  Many public relations scholars 

have advocated for the inclusion of the organization’s perspective in relationship studies 

(Ledingham, 2001, 2003; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998; Seltzer, 2005), but although 

coorientation has been suggested, it has been used only rarely in relationship management 

research. 

Interestingly, in his retrospective of organization-public relationship studies, Ledingham 

(2006) claimed:   

Ledingham (2001) again tested Broom and Dozier’s (1990) notion of agreement and 
accuracy as indicators of relationship quality.  His coorientational analysis of government-
citizenry relationships revealed that the perceptions of agreement between organizations 
and publics is, in fact, linked to relationship quality, and, ultimately, to choice behavior.  
(p. 14)   

This declaration appears to have addressed what this study calls “a new approach” to measuring 

the organization-public relationship.  However, upon closer examination, Ledingham (2001) 

only measured one side of the government-citizen relationship—the citizen’s view.   

Ledingham (2006) does note that the advancement of relationship management theory 

included Broom and Dozier’s (1990) adaptation of the coorientation measurement model.  But, 

his specific study on local government and its citizenry relied solely on the methodology 

described as follows:  “Six focus groups with five to eight participants each were conducted with 
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community members in accordance with recommended processes, and a subsequent survey 

questionnaire was constructed to include the 9 operationalized dimensional items that comprise 

Bruning and Ledingham’s OPR scale” (p. 290).  The stated “recommended process” refers to 

Greenbaum’s The Practical Handbook and Guide to Focus Group Research.  Therefore, this 

study maintains that although the coorientation method has been mentioned as a useful process 

for measuring the organization-public relationship, it has not been employed as outlined by 

public relations scholars (Broom & Dozier, 1990).  Ledingham (2006) does not even indicate 

that the views of government representatives were measured, calling into question how the 

coorientation method was implemented into the research design. 

In their textbook, Using Research in Public Relations:  Applications to Program 

Management, Broom and Dozier (1990) suggest that the use of coorientation measurement 

would be an important way for an organization to compare its’ perspective on an issue with that 

of its stakeholders.  Using the coorientation methodology allows the organization to determine if 

the 2 sides agree on the issue, if either side perceives agreement with the other side, and if the 2 

sides are accurate in their perceptions. 

The coorientation measurement model traces its beginnings to psychological studies about 

the mutual orientation of 2 individuals to some object.  Newcomb’s (1953) symmetry model was 

expanded to groups by mass communication scholars, including McLeod and Chaffee (1973), 

who based their model on the basic assumption that people’s behavior results from more than 

their internal thinking:  it also is affected by their orientation to other people and perceptions of 

the views others hold.   

Public relations scholars Broom and Dozier (1990) adapted the theory to corporations and 

publics, resulting in a model that represents the 2 sides of an organization–public relationship.  
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Kelly (1998) revised that model to develop one that depicts a charitable nonprofit organization’s 

relationship with its donors. 

Drawing from Kelly (1998), the coorientation model consists of 4 elements:  (a) the 

organization’s views on an issue, represented by the beliefs of individuals who participate in 

decision making; (b) the public’s views on the issue; (c) the organization’s estimate of the 

public’s views (i.e., perception); and (d) the public’s estimate of the organization’s views.  

Figure 2-2 presents the coorientation model of the nonprofit organization–donor relationship 

with the issue being the overall evaluation of the relationship between the 2 parties.   

As shown in Figure 2-2, agreement is the extent to which the organization and the public 

hold similar views on the issue, in this case, the extent to which the fundraising team at a 

nonprofit organization and donors to that charitable organization agree on the evaluation of the 

relationship.  Perceived agreement is the extent to which one side perceives agreement or 

disagreement with the other side on the issue, which earlier models termed congruency.  

Accuracy is the extent to which one side’s estimate of the other side’s views concurs with the 

actual views of the other side.  In other words, measuring the views of both the fundraising 

leaders and donors on the evaluation of the relationship allows this study to determine the extent 

to which the 2 sides are in agreement or disagreement on the relationship, the extent to which 

they perceive agreement and disagreement, and their degree of accuracy in predicting the other 

side’s views. 

Broom and Dozier (1990) recommended that researchers calculate D-scores, or the 

differences between the 2 sides’ rating for each item measuring agreement and perceived 

agreement.  The lower the D-score, the higher the level of agreement or perceived agreement is 

on the issue and vice versa.  Based on results, the relationship can be categorized by 4 
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coorientation states, defined by Broom and Dozier (1990):  (a) consensus, (b) dissensus, (c) false 

consensus, and (d) false conflict.  Consensus exists when the organization and the public agree; 

both sides essentially share the same view and each knows that agreement exists.  Dissensus is 

the opposite state:  the 2 sides disagree and recognize the disagreement.  The last 2 states result 

from inaccurate perceptions.  False consensus exists when the organization thinks the public 

agrees with it on an issue but the public does not, and false conflict exists when either party 

mistakenly thinks there is disagreement. 

The coorientation model is a powerful but underutilized approach to public relations 

research (Cutlip et al., 1994).  Few practitioners apply it to problems in the field.  Yet 

organizations’ communication and action may be completely inappropriate and ineffective if 

inaccurate perceptions exit on either side.  As Dozier and Ehling (1992) warned, 

“Misperceptions can lead to catastrophic actions whenever the dominant coalition sees 

agreement or disagreement when none actually exists” (p. 181). 

Although public relations scholars embrace coorientation as a core concept in theory 

building, their research usually ignores the views and perceptions of organizational decision 

makers.  Use of coorientation methodology, other than a few exceptions, has been limited to 

studying simultaneous orientations of public relations practitioners and affiliated professionals—

most notably, journalists (Kopenhaver, Martinson, & Ryan, 1984; Sallot, Steinfatt, & Salwen, 

1998).  These studies employ early models that deal with groups of people, as opposed to later 

models refined for organizations and their publics.   

Previous organization-public relationship is asymmetrical with studies focusing on only 

one side of the relationship.  With only one exception (Jo, 2003), studies have not included the 

measurement of organizational representatives into their research designs, despite managers’ 
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assumed impact on the relationship.  For this reason, this study breaks new ground by using the 

coorientation methodology to measure the relationship between nonprofit organizations and 

donors.  Use of the methodology prompts 4 research questions regarding the organization-public 

relationship: 

• RQ7:  To what extent does the fundraising team and donors agree/disagree on evaluation 
of the nonprofit-donor relationship? 

• RQ8:  To what extent does the fundraising team and donors perceive agreement/ 
disagreement between themselves and the other side on evaluation of the nonprofit-donor 
relationship? 

• RQ9:  To what extent are the fundraising team and donors accurate/inaccurate in 
predicting the other side’s views on evaluation of the nonprofit-donor relationship? 

• RQ10:  What coorientation state exists between the fundraising team and donors on 
evaluation of the nonprofit-donor relationship? 

By understanding the two-sided dynamics of the nonprofit-donor relationship, it is possible 

to make suggestions for future research into the role of relationship building in this particular 

setting.  The potential theoretical insights could lead to other coorientational approaches in other 

settings.  Additionally, there could be practical implications that could help improve the 

strategies of fundraising practitioners and the nonprofit organization’s management team. 

Table 2-2 summarizes the hypotheses and research questions.  It also provides the 

statistical procedures that will be used to test the hypotheses and answer the research questions. 
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Figure 2-1.  Evolution of the nonprofit-donor relationship. 

This model illustrates the desired impact of relationship maintenance strategies on the nonprofit-
donor relationship. As the charitable donation (or the amount anticipated from a donor) 
increases, the more time and resources a nonprofit organization invests into the cultivation 
process. 
 
Figure adapted from Nudd, S. P. (1991).  Thinking strategically about information (pp.174-189).  
In H. A. Rosso (Ed.), Achieving excellence in fund raising.  San Francisco:  Jossey-Bass. 
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Table 2-1.  Symmetry Orientation of Relationship Cultivation Strategies Proposed in 
Interpersonal and Public Relations Literature. 

Cultivation Strategy Symmetry Orientation Proposed by 
Access Symmetrical Hon and J. Grunig (1999) 
Positivity Symmetrical Hon and J. Grunig (1999) 
Openness  Symmetrical Hon and J. Grunig (1999) 
Assurances Symmetrical Hon and J. Grunig (1999) 
Networking Symmetrical Hon and J. Grunig (1999) 
Sharing of Tasks Symmetrical Hon and J. Grunig (1999) 
Integrative Symmetrical Hon and J. Grunig (1999)* 
Distributive Asymmetrical Hon and J. Grunig (1999)* 
Dual Concern 
—Contending 
—Avoiding 
—Accomodating 
—Compromising 
—Cooperating 
—Being Unconditionally 
Constructive 
—Saying “Win-Win” or “No 
Deal” 

 
Asymmetrical 
Asymmetrical 
Asymmetrical 
Asymmetrical 
Symmetrical 
Symmetrical 

 
Symmetrical 

Hon and J. Grunig (1999)* 
Plowman (1995) * 
Plowman (1995) * 
Plowman (1995) * 
Plowman (1995) * 
Plowman (1995) * 
Plowman (1995) * 

 
Plowman (1995)* 

Keeping promises Symmetrical Hung (2002) 
Reciprocity Symmetrical Kelly (2000) 
Responsibility Symmetrical Kelly (2000) 
Reporting Symmetrical Kelly (2000) 
Relationship Nurturing Symmetrical Kelly (2000) 
*These proposed strategies were not included in the current study because of their focus on 
conflict resolution. 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

87 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2-2.  Visual depiction of the coorientation methodology examining relationship evaluation 
between nonprofit organizations and their donors. 

Figure adapted from Kelly, K. S., Thompson, M., & Waters, R. D.  (2006).  Improving the way 
we die:  A coorientation study assessing agreement/disagreement in the organization-public 
relationship of hospices and physicians.  Journal of Health Communication, 11(6), 607-627. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Fundraising Team’s 
Views on Relationship 

Evaluation 

 Donors’ Views on 
Relationship 
Evaluation 

 Fundraising Team’s 
Estimate of Donors’ 

Views on Relationship 
Evaluation

 Donors’ Estimate of 
Fundraising Team’s 

Views on Relationship 
Evaluation

 Accuracy 

 Agreement 

 Perceived 
Agreement 

 Perceived 
Agreement 



 

88 

Table 2-2.  Summary of the Current Study’s 3 Hypotheses and 10 Research Questions. 
Hypothesis or Research Question Statistical Test 
RQ1:   To what extent do donors give the nonprofit organization a 
favorable rating on the four relationship dimensions? 

Mean and Standard 
Deviation 

  
H1:  Compared to annual gift donors (i.e., those who give less than 
$10,000), major gift donors will rate the organization-public 
relationship more positively on the four relationship dimensions. 

One-Way ANOVA 

  
H2: The number of donations contributed by the donor to the 
nonprofit will be positively correlated to evaluation of the 
relationship dimensions. 

Pearson’s r and Multiple 
Regression 
 

  
RQ2:  Can participation in the most recent fundraising campaign be 
predicted based on the donor’s evaluation of the relationship? 

Multiple Discriminant 
Analysis 

  
RQ3:  To what extent do the Hon and J. Grunig variables adequately 
represent the organization-public relationship? 

Multiple Regression 

  
RQ4:  To what extent do donors give the nonprofit organization a 
favorable rating on the relationship cultivation strategies? 
 

Mean and Standard 
Deviation 

H3:  Compared to annual gift donors (i.e., those who give less than 
$10,000), major gift donors will rate the relationship cultivation 
strategies more positively. 

One-Way ANOVA 

  
RQ5:  Of the symmetrical relationship cultivation strategies proposed 
by public relations scholars, which are the most influential in terms of 
their effect on donors’ evaluation of the relationship with the 
nonprofit organization? 

Structural Equation 
Modeling 

  
RQ6:  Do annual gift and major gift donors experience the 
relationship cultivation strategies differently in terms of influencing 
their evaluation of the relationship with the nonprofit organization? 

Structural Equation 
Modeling 

  
RQ7:  To what extent does the fundraising team and donors 
agree/disagree on the evaluation of their nonprofit-donor 
relationship? 

D-scores and 
Independent t-tests 

  
RQ8:  To what extent does fundraising team and donors perceive 
agreement/ disagreement between themselves and the other side on 
evaluation of the nonprofit-donor relationship? 

D-scores and Paired 
sample t-tests 

  
RQ9:  To what extent are the fundraising team and donors 
accurate/inaccurate in predicting the other side’s views on evaluation 
of the nonprofit-donor relationship? 

D-scores and 
Independent t-tests 
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Table 2-2.  Continued 
Hypothesis or Research Question Statistical Test 
RQ10:  What coorientation state exists between the fundraising team 
and donors on evaluation of the nonprofit-donor relationship? 

N/A 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship dimensions proposed by Hon and 

J. Grunig (1999) as they apply to fundraising by healthcare nonprofits and the influence of 

symmetrical strategies proposed by Hon and J. Grunig (1999), Hung (2006), and Kelly (2000) on 

those relationship dimensions.  Though previous studies have examined the dimensions of the 

nonprofit-donor relationship within the context of 1 organization, little can be generalized to the 

relationship overall.  This study seeks to provide a deeper understanding of fundraising by 

examining multiple nonprofit organizations, specifically those with healthcare missions, to 

enlighten understanding of fundraising as it pertains to relationship management.  

The second goal of this study is to examine the perceptions of both parties in the 

relationship (fundraising management team and donors) using the coorientation methodology as 

outlined by Broom and Dozier (1990) and Kelly (1998).  Despite the suggestions by other public 

relations scholars (e.g., Ferguson, 1984; Ledingham, 2001), there has been only 1 study on 

relationship management theory ( Jo, 2003) that measured both sides of the organization-public 

relationship.  There has been little effort to measure the organization-public relationship in terms 

of the parties’ levels of agreement, their perceptions, and the accuracy of those perceptions 

regarding the relationship quality.  Though Jo (2003) did measure the perceptions of both sides 

of the manufacturer-retailer relationship, he did not compare the accuracy of those perceptions, 

which could impact the formation and continuation of the organization-public relationship. 

Because this study desires to generalize as much as possible about the overall relationship 

between healthcare nonprofits and their donors, it is necessary to use a quantitative approach.  

Although experimental designs are preferable for demonstrating causation, the nature of the 

relationship cultivation process discourages the methodology.  Organization-public relationships 
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require time to advance through the various stages (e.g., from a single contribution to annual 

giving to a major gift for the fundraising relationship).  It would be nearly impossible to 

construct an experimental design that would allow the researcher to control all the variables that 

would influence the relationship dimensions.  Even if it were plausible, the length of time 

required to observe the variables as the relationship progresses would make the study unfeasible.  

Study Design 

This study uses survey research to capture both parties’ evaluation of the nonprofit-donor 

relationship.  The survey approach is one of the most appropriate methods for collecting data that 

describes a situation or phenomenon (Fowler, 1995).  It is the only method that allows 

researchers to describe characteristics of a large population accurately when sampled properly. 

Surveys have additional advantages.  Compared to qualitative methods and experimental 

designs, surveys are relatively inexpensive and can be self-administered, which allows them to 

be administered from remote locations using mail, e-mail, or telephone.  Due to costs and the 

various ways to administer surveys, large samples are feasible, which provides more strength to 

claims that the collected data represents the population.   

The typical survey format allows for some flexibility in the initial creation phase.  Though 

different survey administration methods will produce different results in terms of the number of 

participants, the researcher has the ability to ask as many questions about a given topic as 

deemed necessary.   However, guidelines must be followed to ensure that the researcher can 

properly analyze the data.  Standardized, closed-ended questions make the measurement of key 

variables more precise because they force participants to use a uniform definition of said 

variables.  The use of standardized questions also allows the data to be collected from a large 

number of participants and analyzed without the researcher interpreting the participants’ 

meaning. 
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Survey research is not without its disadvantages.  Creswell (1997) suggests that any 

methodology that relies on the standardization of variables forces the researcher to develop 

questions that can be answered by all of the respondents, which may prevent some key 

distinctions between different segments of the sample from emerging in the analysis phase of the 

research.  Additionally, unlike qualitative methods, surveys are inflexible in their approach.  

Changes cannot be made to a survey’s questions after the research has started.  Once the survey 

is administered, either the entire research project must be carried out as is or stopped completely.   

As Alreck and Settle (1995) outline, there are different methods of administering surveys.  

In their text, they detail the advantages and disadvantages of in-person and intercept surveys, 

mail surveys, and telephone surveys.  Since the book was first published, there has also been an 

increasing amount of scholarly research that has utilized the Internet as a method of data 

collection.  Table 3-1 highlights various advantages of each survey method; however, for this 

study, one of the most important factors concerns the response rate.  Typically, the more 

personalized the survey approach (e.g., face-to-face/in-person surveys), the higher the response 

rates.   

In recent years, there has been considerable research to examine the response rates of Web-

based surveys.  Overall, there have been mixed results about which survey method produces 

higher response rates.  Kaplowitz, Hadlock, and Levine (2004) found that student populations 

had a slightly higher response rate for Internet surveys that were sent out through an e-mail 

invitation than for those using traditional mail surveys.  This study also compared the response 

rates for a one-time mailing of surveys with 1 group receiving a reminder—either an e-mail or a 

postcard—and the other group only receiving the survey.  Their study found that the use of a 
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reminder resulted in nearly a 33% increased response rate overall and closer to 40% for mailed 

surveys.   

A meta-analysis found that the overall response to Internet surveys is similar to that of 

mailed surveys (Cook, Heath, & Thompson, 2000).  However, Cook et al. concluded that 

younger demographics tend to respond more with Web-based surveys after finding significantly 

higher responses for Web-based studies using college student populations.  Zhang (1999) found 

that when Internet surveys targeted specific groups, such as association members, student groups 

or hard-to-reach populations, the survey response increased significantly. 

Another concern of Internet surveys has been the respondents themselves.  Researchers 

have expressed concern about how well Web-based respondents represent the general 

population; however, the population increasingly has adopted Internet technologies, and now 

more than 80% of the American population regularly uses the Internet (Pew Internet and 

American Life Project, 2006) and more than 53% check email on a daily basis (Pew Internet and 

American Life Project, 2006b).  However, studies still indicate that those under 40 are still more 

likely to respond to Web-based surveys. 

For these reasons, this study used a combination of Web-based and traditional mailed 

surveys.  Because Zhang (1999) concluded that electronic communication was an effective way 

to solicit survey responses from individuals with strong affiliations toward a certain group, Web-

based surveys were used for the scale development pretests using donors of a healthcare 

nonprofit.  However, for the full survey implementation, the study used traditional mail surveys 

because of the demographic profiles provided by the organizations.  Even though the 3 

organizations being studied are located in one of the metropolitan areas most connected to the 

Internet, according to Forbes magazine (Frommer, 2006.), the desire to boost responses from 
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major gift donors, who tend to be older, led to the use of mail surveys to collect data more 

representative of the donor population. 

Population and Sampling 

For survey research, one of the first questions that must be addressed is what population 

should be studied to answer the project’s guiding hypotheses and research questions.  This 

decision must be made based on the population’s ability to provide information sought by the 

survey, the qualities that populations need to have to make their responses meaningful, and the 

researcher’s ability to access the population.   

The population of interest in this study is the charitable nonprofit sector and its donors; 

however, due to the Internal Revenue Service’s reporting laws, it is impossible to find a 

comprehensive listing of nonprofit organizations.   Gven the complexity of the sector as outlined 

in the first chapter, the study focuses on 1 particular division of the sector, healthcare.   

More specifically, the study concentrates on hospitals represented in the Association for 

Healthcare Philanthropy (AHP).  AHP is “the only association dedicated exclusively to 

advancing and promoting the health care development profession” (AHP, 2007).  To keep the 

study manageable yet meet the rigors of pushing the research on relationship management 

beyond a single organization, 4 hospitals in Northern California were asked to participate in the 

study.  Due to previous fundraising experience and AHP membership, the researcher had access 

to these hospitals.  Three of the 4 hospitals agreed to participate in the study:  San Francisco 

General Hospital, Marin General Hospital, and Children’s Hospital and Research Center.  To 

understand the dynamics of these hospitals, a brief description about each one follows. 

San Francisco General Hospital’s fundraising arm is the San Francisco General Hospital 

Foundation.  The foundation’s mission is to improve the care and comfort of the patients served 

by San Francisco General Hospital.  The foundation was established in 1994 by a dedicated core 
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group of 8 individuals, who became the foundation’s first board of directors.  The money that the 

foundation raises underwrites continued support for an array of services and programs at the 

Hospital.  These programs and services include emergency and trauma care support, HIV/AIDS 

services and treatment, women’s health initiatives, substance abuse treatment and prevention 

programs, and volunteer programs.  

The San Francisco General Hospital Foundation currently has a 30-member board of 

directors largely composed of business leaders and surgeons from the Hospital and the 

University of California-San Francisco’s medical school.  Of those 30 directors, 18 play a 

significant role in assisting the 4 staff members with the foundation’s fundraising efforts.  

Additionally, 11 other key administrators and volunteers are active in fundraising for the 

organization.  Therefore, the fundraising team at the San Francisco General Hospital Foundation 

consists of 33 individuals. 

According to their most recent IRS 990 Form, which was obtained through GuideStar.org, 

the foundation had assets of $7.4 million at the end of 2004.  The foundation reported spending 

roughly $173,000 on fundraising, and those efforts resulted in $5.92 million in gifts that same 

year; in other words, the organization raised $34.22 for every dollar spent on fundraising 

programming.  During 2004, the organization spent $3.24 million on hospital improvements. 

The second hospital in the study is Marin General Hospital.  This nonprofit hospital is 

located in Greenbrae, California, and provides services to the residents of Marin County.  The 

mission of its affiliated foundation is to coordinate the fundraising efforts designed to improve 

the programs, facilities, and equipment for the hospital.  Additionally, funds are raised for related 

healthcare services and programs that the hospital sponsors for the community. 
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The Marin General Hospital’s affiliated foundation currently has an 18-person board of 

directors.  Given the social networking opportunities in Marin County, two-thirds of the directors 

also serve on the board’s fundraising committee.  Together with the nine people who work in the 

hospital’s communications and development office, they routinely work with 20 other key 

volunteers and hospital administrators on fundraising efforts.  Therefore, the Marin General 

Hospital fundraising team consists of 47 individuals. 

According to their most recent IRS 990 Tax Form, the foundation had assets of $80.4 

million at the end of 2004.  Although the foundation raised $4.2 million from private individuals 

and received an additional $240 million in revenue from government agencies, the foundation 

reported that it incurred no fundraising expenses during the year, a troubling trend in the 

nonprofit sector that is more fully discussed in chapter 5.  The foundation also spent $204.7 

million on healthcare programs and services and an additional $24 million on hospital 

administration. 

The final hospital participating in the study is the Children’s Hospital & Research Center 

of Oakland.  The hospital’s fundraising arm is the Children’s Hospital & Research Center 

Foundation, which was established in 1967.  Since then the organization has worked hard to 

support the efforts and mission of the hospital by conducting extensive fundraising programs for 

individuals, businesses, and foundations.  

Children’s Hospital & Research Center of Oakland currently has a 35-member board of 

directors.  Of these directors, 18 are actively involved in the fundraising subcommittee.  This 

organization has the most sophisticated fundraising structure of the 3 nonprofits in the study.  

The fundraising staff consists of 21 people who work on various aspects of fundraising.  Despite 

the large number of staff fundraisers, 11 volunteers and hospital administrators also work on 
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various fundraising programs.  Therefore, the Children’s Hospital & Research Center of Oakland 

fundraising team consists of 50 individuals. 

According to their most recent IRS Form 990, the hospital had assets of $132.7 million at 

the end of 2004.  Just like Marin General, this foundation raised $10.4 million from private 

individuals and received an additional $267.6 million in revenue from government and fees, yet 

it also reported that it incurred no fundraising expenses during the year.  The hospital spent $10.8 

million on healthcare programs and services and an additional $1.19 million on hospital 

administration. 

These 3 nonprofit organizations all have similar fundraising programs.  Though the 

methods of implementing the different programs vary, all 3 have active annual giving 

campaigns, which solicit donors and prospects twice each year; major gift programs, which are 

involved in donor cultivation and solicitation year round; and planned giving efforts, which are 

promoted throughout the year by the organization to appropriate donors.  Tailoring their 

fundraising programs to the demographics of their communities, San Francisco General Hospital 

and Children’s Hospital & Research Center of Oakland both have actively incorporated e-

Philanthropy into their fundraising structure while Marin General Hospital has refrained from 

Internet giving. 

Before discussing the participants in the study, it is important to note the difference 

between private foundations and affiliated, or institutionally-related, foundations.  Affiliated 

foundations are the fundraising arm of organizations that receive substantial government 

funding; these foundations raise gifts to carry out the programs and services of the organization.  

Affiliated foundations were started to keep private gifts from donors separate from government 

funding (Kelly, 1998).  Private foundations, on the other hand, are created to distribute money 
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primarily in the form of grants to other charitable nonprofits to carry out their programs and 

services.  Although fundraising is carried out primarily by the affiliated foundations of the 

participating hospitals, the study refers to the organizations in the remainder of the study as the 

hospitals. 

With the population identified, it is necessary to identify the traits necessary for being 

included in the sample.  Due to the focus on the fundraising relationship, individuals in the 

sample must be involved in the fundraising process either as a member of the fundraising 

management team or as a donor to the organization being studied.  The fundraising team was 

defined as the individuals who are involved in the management of the donor relationship, 

including cultivation and solicitation.  In the healthcare setting, this would include senior 

fundraisers, such as the Director of Donor Relations, Development, Institutional Advancement or 

any of the titles described by Kelly (1998); development officers, who manage the fundraising 

process (Worth, 2002); and members of the hospital administration, such as the Chief Executive 

Officer, Chief Operations Officer, members of the Board of Directors, and key volunteers, who 

are involved in fundraising at different stages of the process.  Due to the smaller number of 

individuals involved in fundraising management as compared to the number of donors, this study 

surveys the entire population of the fundraising teams for the participating hospitals. 

Regarding the donor side of the nonprofit-donor relationship, for inclusion in this study, 

donors had to have donated any size gift in the past 4 years.  Because fundraising literature 

distinguishes 2 distinct levels—annual giving and major gifts, a stratified random sampling was 

used to ensure that members of both groups participated.   

As Kelly (1998) suggested, annual giving generates in donations ranging from $10 to 

$10,000 for healthcare nonprofits.  Gifts greater than $10,000 are typically handled by 



 

99 

development officers working in major gift programs.  For this reason, the strata of donors for 

this study are divided based on the size of their gifts.  Donors who had contributed gifts larger 

than $10,000 were considered major gift donors, whereas those who had made gifts smaller than 

$10,000 were annual giving donors.  Charitable organizations typically have many more annual 

giving donors than major gift donors, although major gift donors account for the greater 

percentage of dollars raised.  However, both groups are important to the hospitals’ fundraising 

efforts. 

 To choose the donors for the survey, the researcher worked with the hospital fundraisers 

to carry out a selection process that provided random sampling of both major gift and annual 

giving donors.  The hospital fundraisers were instructed to divide the database into 2 groups 

based on the donors’ giving records and provide the researcher with the number of donors in 

each of the groups.  The researcher then used systematic sampling and calculated the appropriate 

skip interval for each donor group at each of the 3 participating organizations.  The researcher 

provided the hospital fundraisers with a random number as a starting point and told to select 

every nth donor on the list to include in the sample.   

Instrument Design 

This survey combines previous research on the dimensions (Huang, 1997; Hon & J. 

Grunig, 1999) and cultivation strategies (Ki, 2006) of organization-public relationships with the 

creation of new scales to measure stewardship strategies (Kelly, 2000).  The research instrument 

adopted indicators from previous studies with slight modifications to more closely represent the 

nonprofit-donor relationship.  The instrument also gathered demographic information, as well as 

information concerning donors’ giving history and involvement with the hospital. 

Because this survey asks each participant to evaluate the nonprofit-donor relationship from 

both sides of the relationship, the uestionnaire was designed to maximize response despite the 
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large number of questions.  The final survey, which is scaled down in Appendix A to meet the 

margins required for dissertation binding, used a tabular design to give a clear, simplified 

appearance.  Indicators were centered on pages and flanked on each side by either the donor’s 

views or the fundraising team’s views depending on which version of the survey the participants 

received.  This design was chosen because having one section on the donor’s views followed by 

another section on the fundraising team’s views would have resulted in a nine-page survey.  It 

was believed that many potential participants would have avoided the questionnaire even if they 

were interested in the topic.   

The questionnaire was produced on four 8.5” x 11” pages, which were then photocopied 

onto both sides of one 11” x 17” sheet of paper.  The questionnaire was then folded and placed in 

a carrier envelope along with a self-addressed stamped, return envelope, which was addressed to 

a PO Box rented by the researcher.  A cover letter was written by the researcher and the 

development directors at the 3 institutions that explained the purpose of the survey and 

encouraged participation so that the organization could use the data to increase its fundraising 

effectiveness and efficiency.  The cover letter, which was signed by the relevant development 

director at each participating organization, accompanied the survey and the University of 

Florida-approved Internal Review Board consent form in the packet that was mailed to the 

donors.  The approved Internal Review Board consent form is presented in Appendix B. 

Relationship dimensions 

This study measures the 4 dimensions of organization-public relationship that were 

initially proposed by Huang (1997) and further explicated by Hon and J. Grunig (1999):  trust, 

satisfaction, commitment, and control mutuality.  In the 1999 monograph, the 4 dimensions were 

operationalized with 2 separate sets of measures:  the full set of measurements with 35 indicators 

(11 for trust and 8 each for control mutuality, satisfaction, and commitment) and a shortened 
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version using 21 items (6 for trust and 5 each for control mutuality, satisfaction, and 

commitment).  Additionally, the monograph provided measures for a dual typology of 

relationship type (exchange or communal).  The indicators were written so that the short version 

represented the different conceptualizations of the dimensions; however, Hon and J. Grunig 

(1999) provided the full set of measurements so researchers “can choose the number of items 

that best fit the research needs” (p. 28).  This study uses the shortened scales; however, one 

additional item from the full scale was included for both control mutuality and satisfaction 

because the researcher felt those items touched on issues important for the nonprofit-donor 

relationship.  A previous study of the nonprofit-donor relationship by the researcher utilized the 

shortened set of measures and resulted in Cronbach’s alpha values for the indices ranging from 

.72 to .93 (Waters, 2006).  Therefore, it was assumed that use of the same relationship dimension 

scales in this study would yield reliable results.  Table 3-2 presents the relationship dimension 

measurement items that were used in this study.   

The items were randomly placed on the printed survey so that participants did not evaluate 

all of 1 index sequentially.  Following the suggestion of Hon and J. Grunig (1999), these items 

were measured using a nine-point Likert scale where response ranged from “Strongly Disagree” 

(1) to “Strongly Agree” (9).  The survey also included reverse-coded items to ensure that 

participants were not consistently choosing the same perspective. 

Relationship cultivation strategies 

In her doctoral dissertation which was supervised by Hon, Ki (2006) measured 6 

symmetrical relationship cultivation strategies that had been proposed by Hon and Grunig 

(1999).  She adapted the indicators from Stafford and Canary (1991) to measure access, 

positivity, openness, sharing of tasks, networking, and assurances of legitimacy.  Drawn from 

interpersonal communication theory, these strategies were deemed applicable to the  
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organization-public relationships by Hon and J. Grunig (1999).  The scales used by Ki (2006) for 

her study of members of the Florida Farm Bureau were developed to enhance theoretical 

understanding of relationship cultivation but were also tailored somewhat to meet the needs of 

the organization (Ki, 2007, personal correspondence).   

The creation of relationship cultivation strategies scales for this study was difficult given 

the scope of activities that fundraisers can incorporate into their programming.  It was also 

difficult to advance theory by creating standardized scales that can cover relationships with 

consumers, investors, donors and other key publics.  However, this study revisited Ki’s strategies 

and attempted to create scales that can be used across nonprofit organizations and, with minor 

alterations, can be used in other public relations settings as well.  Table 3-3 presents the 

relationship cultivation strategies that were measured in this study 

Although the 6 cultivation strategies were shown to have varying impacts on the 

relationship between the Florida Farm Bureau and its members, Ki’s (2006) study failed to 

consider additional symmetrical strategies that have been proposed by public relations scholars, 

including 1 from Hung (2002) and 4 from Kelly (2000).   

Hung’s (2002) dissertation, supervised by J. Grunig,  proposed that keeping promises was 

another strategy that could be used to develop relationships.  Finally, Kelly (2000) suggested that 

reciprocity, responsibility, reporting, and relationship nurturing were 4 strategies that fundraisers 

specifically use to develop and build relationships with donors.  She maintained that the 

strategies also are also a vital component of the public relations process.  Upon further 

exploration of the keeping promises and responsibility concepts, it was decided that 

responsibility actually encompasses Hung’s (2002) conceptualization of keeping promises.  In 

discussing responsibility, Kelly (2001) argued, “At its most basic level, responsibility requires 
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organizations to keep their word.  Promises made when seeking support must be kept.” (p. 285).  

Therefore, this study measured a total of 10 relationship cultivation strategies for the nonprofit-

donor relationship.  Table 3-4 presents the 4 stewardship strategies and 4 indicators for each that 

were measured in this study.  The indicators were created by the researcher and are original to 

this study. 

Although all the cultivation strategies had been discussed as being important to the 

organization-public relationship, not all had been measured.  This study developed scales to 

investigate their role in influencing the nonprofit-donor relationship and to allow future studies 

to examine the strategies in other typers of organization-public relationships.  The newly created 

indices, as well as the 6 adapted by Ki (2006), were measured using a nine-point Likert scale, in 

which responses ranged from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (9).  

Scale Development 

Before the relationship cultivation strategies could be measured, original scales had to be 

created to measure the 4 stewardship variables.  DeVellis (1991) outlines 7 steps that must be 

followed to properly develop scales for social science research.  Figure 3-1 illustrates  

these steps.  The first step was to clearly determine what variables need to be measured.   Hinkin 

(1995) notes that scales can be developed to be very broad in their scope or they can be created 

to focus on a very narrow situation.  By clearly defining the goal of the scales, the researcher has 

a greater likelihood to create valid scales.   

The second step of the scale development process involved generating the items that will 

be used to evaluate the variables being studied.  At this stage of the scale development process, 

researchers are encouraged to be over inclusive rather than attempt to restrict possibilities.  Due 

to the need for indicators that overlap in the measurement of variables, the creation of many 

items is necessary.  These items should include both statements and questions that measure both 
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positive and negative aspects of the dimension, and they should also be worded to reflect both 

sides.  Fortunately, the strategies discussed by Hon and J. Grunig (1999) and Kelly (2000) are 

described in detail that provided the researcher with examples for measurement techniques.  

Some items were initially created as a part of the doctoral qualifying exam, and the researcher 

developed a list of several other statements that could be used to evaluate stewardship. 

Next, the researcher needs to pick the most appropriate method for measuring the proposed 

scales once the final items have been chosen.  For this study, the scales used the same nine-point 

Likert scale originally used by Hon and J. Grunig (1999) so that these new scales can be 

analyzed most effectively against the existing measures. 

As displayed in Figure 3-1, the fourth step is to have the items reviewed by experts.  To 

create the stewardship measurement items, different experts were consulted for guidance in 

developing and clarifying the statements measuring reciprocity, responsibility, reporting, and 

relationship nurturing.  Professional, full-time fundraisers in the healthcare and education sectors 

and Kelly (personal communication, 2007) offered valuable insight into the practice of 

stewardship and its impact on the nonprofit donor-relationship.  By having experts and 

practitioners examine the scales, they also were given the opportunity to suggest ways to 

improve the clarity and conciseness of the items, as well as suggest items that may have been 

overlooked. 

The fifth step is to conduct a pretest of the scales using a sample similar to the one for 

which the scales are being designed.  These stewardship scales were created to measure the 

nonprofit-donor relationship.  Therefore, the study pretested the scales with 35 donors using a 

Web-based survey.  The scales also were pretested with 7 donors using a telephone survey so 

that the researcher could identify any questions or problems that arose.  Adjustments to the final 
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survey were made based on the questions that did come up during the telephone pretest.  These 

42 pretest donors were chosen based on their connection to a nonprofit organization that was not 

used in the study.  It was necessary to choose an organization that was similar in services, but 

located in a different geographic region to ensure that individuals chosen during the sampling 

process were not also used in the pretest.  

Once the pretest was been completed, the scales were analyzed in terms of their reliability 

and validity.  Cronbach’s alpha measures the internal consistency of the measurement items.  

Alpha is an overall measure of how well items in a scale are intercorrelated.  Based on the 

pretest, the 4 stewardship scales were sufficiently reliable as the alpha values ranged from .81 to 

.89. 

Validation checks can also be used to determine whether the items produced accurate 

findings.  Social science typically has been concerned with 3 types of validity.  Face validity is 

the most basic type of validity and refers to whether the instrument appears to accurately 

measure what it is supposed to measure.  Face validity is usually accepted based on the 

credibility of the researcher (Babbie, 1998).  A new scale is said to have content validity if it has 

been examined by experts, and they agree that the scale is thorough and represents the domain of 

the variable being measured.  Before conducting the pretest, experts reviewed the 4 statements 

chosen to represent each of the stewardship strategies, and they agreed that the items represented 

the underlying dimensions of the variables. 

One final form of validity—construct validity—refers to whether scores measure the 

construct they claim to assess (Carmines & Zeller, 1979).  This form of validation is frequently 

measured using factor analysis because the aim of construct validity is to produce an observation 

that is generated by 1 sole construct.  This study used factor analysis to test the construct validity 
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of the new proposed scales.  Each of the 4 variables—reciprocity, responsibility, reporting, and 

relationship nurturing—were found to be independent of one another, and the individual 

statements in each of the 4 indices were found to be sufficiently correlated with one another. 

The final step of the scale development process involves determining the appropriate 

number of items to measure the construct.  Because the factor analysis revealed that the index 

items had strong correlations with one another, none of the items were dropped from the scales.  

Additionally, the Cronbach’s alpha values were all above the minimum level that Bowers and 

Cartwright (1984) encourage researchers to use in theoretical research.  Therefore, dropping 

items from reliable indices may slightly increase the alpha value, but the indices would lose 

some of the underlying dimensions of the stewardship variables.  Therefore, it was decided that 

all 4 statements would be kept for each scale.  This length also was appropriate given that Ki 

(2006) measured cultivation strategies in her study with 4 items. 

To ensure that donor participants were an appropriate representation of the organizations’ 

donor database, several items asking for personal information were included in the survey.  In 

addition to standard demographic questions, such as gender, race, age, education level, and 

income, other questions were asked to gauge how the individual first became involved with the 

organization and about his or her personal giving to that organization and to other nonprofit 

organizations. 

Data Collection Procedures 

After receiving approval from the organizations, the surveys were assembled in January 

2007.  The surveys and informed consent documents were photocopied in Gainesville, Florida, 

and placed into carrier envelopes along with self-addressed, stamped return envelopes.  The 

surveys were color-coded so that the classification of annual gift and major gift donors could be 
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determined without invading donor privacy.  The organizations were told about the color-coding 

and agreed that the distinction would be helpful in further analysis. 

While the surveys were being produced in Gainesville, the cover letters were printed in 

Northern California and signed by each of the heads of fundraising directors for the 3 hospitals.  

A sample of the cover letter is located in Appendix C.  The boxes of mailing packets were 

shipped to the hospitals from Gainesville so that address labels of donors could be placed on the 

carrier envelopes to ensure that the researcher did not have personal contact information of the 

organizations’ donors.  In addition, boxes of postcards printed with a reminder message about 

completing the survey for the hospital were sent to the organizations for labeling.  The text of the 

postcard reminder is located in Appendix D.  An anonymous donor gave money to the nonprofit 

organizations to pay for the photocopying and postage. 

Although the primary reason for shipping the materials to the hospitals was to protect 

donor contact information, it was also believed that inclusion of a cover letter from the 

fundraising director would increase the overall participation of donors, especially as the letter 

stressed that the results were being analyzed by an outside researcher who would use the 

information to offer suggestions on how the hospital can improve its fundraising effectiveness 

and efficiency.  The letters were printed on each hospital’s letterhead and personally signed by 

the fundraising director.   

Finally, the researcher thought that an envelope containing a United States Postal Service’s 

identification stamp that said Gainesville, Florida, might seem unusual for a research project that 

dealt with Northern California organizations.  By sending the packets to Northern California to 

be mailed by each hospital, the identification stamp made clear that the survey was being sent 

from within that region.   
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The organizations received the boxes of materials on February 2, 2007, and the surveys 

were mailed to donors on February 5, 2007.  Following the advice set forth by Kaplowitz, 

Hadlock, and Levine (2004), postcard reminders were mailed to the sample 3 days later on 

February 8, 2007.  The fundraising directors also distributed the surveys to members of their 

fundraising teams via inter-office mail on February 5, 2007.  Both the cover letter and postcard 

reminder encouraged participants to complete their surveys by March 1, 2007, so their 

information could be included in the analysis.  

Given that the purpose of this study was to advance theory development in the 

organization-public relationship paradigm and to make some generalizations about the overall 

nonprofit-donor relationship, it was determined that surveys would be sent to a larger sample 

size than might be necessarily for statistical tests.  In other words, the researcher wanted to be 

confident in making statements about the overall relationship a donor has with a nonprofit 

organization.  The statistical tests used by this dissertation, specifically structural equation 

modeling, necessitated participation by at least 500 donors from each hospital.  Since the typical 

mailed survey response varies between 30 and 35%, it was calculated that the survey needed to 

be mailed to 1,430 donors for each of the organizations.   

As mentioned previously, the donors being sampled included both annual giving and major 

gift donors.  Additionally, the donors had to have made a donation to the organization within the 

past 4 years.  With those boundaries, each organization had a donor database that was able to 

provide an appropriate sampling frame.  A stratified, systematic sample was produced.  Of the 

4,290 surveys that were mailed, 117 were returned to the organizations as undeliverable due to 

wrong addresses.  Of the 4,173 remaining surveys, 1,706 were returned completed, resulting in a 
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donor response rate of 41%.  This response rate is similar to those that Kaplowitz, Hadlock, and 

Levine (2004) found in their study on improving response rates to surveys. 

Across the 3 hospitals, there were 130 individuals identified as members of the fundraising 

team.  Again, this team consisted of full-time staff fundraisers as well as members of the 

hospitals’ boards of directors and key administrators and volunteers who are active in the 

solicitation and relationship cultivation process.  Of the 130 who were asked to participate, 124 

fundraising team members did complete the survey.  Therefore, the fundraising team response 

rate was 95%. 

As previously stated, the surveys were mailed back to a Post Office box in Gainesville, 

Florida.  The surveys were picked up daily by the researcher, and each survey was coded to 

allow the researcher to go back and analyze each one if questions arose when the data file was 

being cleaned for analysis.  Once the codes were assigned, 3 undergraduate students, who were 

hired to assist in the project, entered the data into the SPSS statistical software program.  Before 

beginning to enter data, the undergraduate students were required to attend a two-hour training 

workshop during which they were familiarized with SPSS files and the purpose of the research.  

The students were also given practice data to enter so they could see how long it would take to 

enter each survey before they agreed to participate. 

The students separately entered the data into SPSS files, and the researcher then merged 

the data into 1 file after cleaning the separate files by confirming that missing and outlier values 

actually existed in specific coded surveys.  When the data were merged into 1 file, indices for the 

relationship dimensions and cultivation strategies were calculated from the participants’ 

evaluations of the individual statements.  For each variable, 2 sets of indices were created:  1 for 

the participants’ views and 1 for their estimate of the other side’s views.  As Table 3-4 shows, 



 

110 

the Cronbach’s alpha values varied between the different indices.  The 4 relationship 

dimensions—trust, control mutuality, commitment, and satisfaction—were all found to be 

reliable based on several authorities (Bowers & Cartwright, 1984; Carmines & Zeller, 1979).   

Reliability of the cultivation strategies varied.  Access, openness, responsibility, and 

reporting are reliable for indices of participants’ views and their estimates of the other side’s 

views.  Positivity, sharing of tasks, and reciprocity were found to be reliable for the “my views” 

indices; however, they failed to meet the α = .80 or greater level that is desirable in social 

scientific research for the “others’ views” indices.   Three variables—networking, assurances, 

and relationship nurturing—did not have Cronbach’s alpha values greater than .80 on either side.  

Instead, the 6 indices all varied between .70 and .77.  However, these reliability values are 

acceptable for original scales (Bowers & Cartwright, 1984). 

Data Analysis Procedures 

To test the hypotheses and answer the research questions, several different statistical 

procedures were employed to analyze the data collected from the 3 hospitals’ donors and 

fundraising teams.  Before describing the results of the study, it is necessary to explain what data 

were examined for each of the research questions and hypotheses, as well as to give a brief 

description of the statistical procedures used. 

The first research question simply gauged how donors of the 3 hospitals would evaluate 

their relationships with the organizations.  To answer this research question, mean scores were 

calculated for each index of the 4 relationship dimensions (satisfaction, trust, commitment, and 

control mutuality).  The mean was chosen as the ideal measure over the median (the middle 

number in the dataset) or the mode (the value that occurs most frequently) because it was the 

average of all the participants.  The standard deviation was also sought to determine how closely 

the entire data set clustered around the mean value.  Indices were developed by summing scores 
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on the 4 indicators measuring each of the 4 dimensions and the 10 relationship cultivation 

strategies. 

The first hypothesis sought to determine if annual giving and major gift donors evaluated 

the nonprofit-donor relationship differently.  To determine if the groups differed in their 

evaluations, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted using the donors’ 

classification (annual giving or major gift) as the independent variable and the index scores for 

the 4 relationship dimensions as the dependent variables.  One-way ANOVAs are most often 

used to test the equalities of 3 or more means at one time; however, as used in this study, they are 

often used to compare the variances of 2 groups at one time when the sample sizes are over 100 

rather than using independent t-tests to help prevent type I errors in the data analysis and 

interpretation phases (Stacks & Hocking, 1999). 

Attempting to explore an individual’s level of involvement with the organization, the 

second hypothesis seeks to demonstrate that the number of donations an individual has made to 

an organization will be positively related to how they evaluate the nonprofit-donor relationship.  

In other words, donors who have given several gifts to the organization should evaluate the 

relationship more positively than those who have made only 1 or 2 gifts to the organization.  To 

test this relationship, Pearson’s correlation coefficients were computed between the number of 

gifts made to the organization as reported by the donors (independent variable) and mean scores 

on the 4 relationship dimensions (dependent variables).   

The second research question sought to determine if it were possible to predict whether an 

individual participated in the organization’s most recent fundraising campaign based on his or 

her evaluation of the relationship.  This research question was answered by using multiple 

discriminant analysis.  Discriminant analysis determines the best linear combination of 
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continuously measured independent variables to classify cases into different known groups.  For 

this study the independent variables are the indices of the 4 relationship dimensions and the 

groups are donors who reported making a donation during the last campaign and donors who did 

not.  Although previous studies have found that using donor-reported information on giving 

histories is often inflated (Murphy, 2000; Schervish, 2005), it was necessary to use self-reported 

data on giving during the previous campaign to ensure participation by the organizations. 

The next research question asked how well the 4 relationship dimensions represent the 

overall relationship between a donor and nonprofit organization.  To answer this question, a 

regression analysis was used.  Regression is used to account for the variance of a dependent 

variable by examining the linear combinations of numerous independent variables.  In this 

analysis, the independent variables were mean scores on the indices of the 4 relationship 

dimensions and the dependent variable was the donors’ score on a single-item question asking 

the participants to evaluate their overall relationship to the organization.  This reverse-coded item 

was measured on a 9-point Likert scale with 1 representing “Very Positive” and 9 representing 

“Very Negative.”  If the 4 dimensions adequately represent the relationship, then a significant 

amount of the variance in the overall evaluation of the relationship will be explained by the 

dimensions. 

The fourth research question and the third hypothesis are very similar to the first research 

question and first hypothesis.  Instead of analyzing how annual giving and major gift donors 

evaluate the relationship dimensions, this later research question and hypothesis explore how 

these donor groups evaluate the 10 cultivation strategies proposed by Hon and J. Grunig (1999) 

and Kelly (2000, 2001).  As already stated, indices were developed by summing scores on the 4 

indicators measuring each of the 10 strategies.  Means and standard deviations were calculated to 



 

113 

determine if the sample believed the strategies were positive or negative to answer the fourth 

research question, and one-way ANOVAs were performed to determine if the 2 types of donors 

differed in their evaluations of the 10 cultivation strategies. 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to answer the fifth and sixth research 

questions.  SEM is a statistical technique that is used to build and test models by incorporating 

multiple statistical tests, most notably confirmatory factor analysis, path analysis, and regression.  

SEM essentially involves 2 fundamental concepts:  measurement and structural modeling.  The 

measurement aspect establishes relationships between latent and multiple observable variables.  

Latent variables are the underlying constructs that are not directly measured by any of the scales 

but are thought to have an influence on the model.  Although Jöreskog (1993) promotes the 

testing of latent and measurable variables, most communication scholars have used SEM to 

analyze the relationship between measurable variables (Holbert & Stephenson, 2002).  The 

associations between these variables constitute the structural model. 

This study, which follows the traditional communication approach to SEM, focuses on the 

observed variables that came from the survey data.  Observed variable models may employ 

single-item measures or composite indices, and the resulting model resembles the path analysis 

technique.  For the fifth research question, the indices of the 10 relationship cultivation strategies 

were used to see which had the strongest impact on the 4 relationship dimensions.  Responses of 

all of the donors were used for the fifth research question to be able to discuss the overall 

nonprofit-donor relationship.  For the sixth research question, SEM was used separately for the 2 

donor groups to determine if certain strategies had more of an impact on the relationship 

dimension evaluations of either annual giving or major gift donors.     
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Finally, for research questions 7-10, analysis follows the methodology recommended by 

Broom and Dozier (1990) in their discussion of coorientation methodology.  Participants were 

asked to first evaluate the nonprofit-donor relationship from their perspective; then, they were 

asked to estimate how the other party would evaluate the same relationship.  Based on those 

results, D-scores were calculated by subtracting mean scores of the 2 groups on each item and 

index for views and estimated views, which provided indicators of their agreement/disagreement, 

perceived agreement/disagreement, and their accuracy in estimating the views of the other side. 

Independent sample t-tests were used to determine statistically significant differences in 

agreement/disagreement and accuracy, whereas paired sample t-tests were used for perceived 

agreement/disagreement.  Stacks and Hocking (1999) suggest that t-tests should only be used for 

sample sizes smaller than 100 and that one-way ANOVAs should be conducted on samples 

larger than 100.  However, other scholars have suggested that t-tests can also predict significant 

differences between groups for large sample sizes (Ott, 1993; Kirkpatrick, 2005). 
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Table 3-1.  Comparison of Survey Data Collection Methods. 
 In-Person Telephone Mail Internet-Based 
Cost per response High Medium Medium Low 
Speed of initiation Low High Medium High 
Speed of return Medium High Low High 
Number of interviews completed High High Low Medium 
Design Constraints Low High Medium Medium 
Convenience for respondent Low Medium High High 
Risk of interviewer bias Medium Medium Low Low 
Interview intrusiveness High Medium Low Low 
Administrative bother High Low Low Low 
Survey control Medium High High High 
Anonymity of response Low Medium High Medium 
 
Table adapted from Stacks, D. W., & Hocking, J. E.  (1999).  Communication research.  New 
York:  Addison Wesley Longman, Inc.  and Cho, C.  (2006, personal communication). 
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Table 3-2.  Indices of Relationship Dimension Measures. 
Variable Operationalization 
  
Control Mutuality The organization and donors are attentive to each other’s needs. 
 The organization does not believe the opinions and concerns of its 

donors are important. (Reverse) 
 I believe donors have influence on the decision makers of the 

organization. 
 The organization really listens to what its donors have to say. 
 When donors interact with this organization, they have a sense of 

control over the situation. 
 The organization gives donors enough say in the decision-making 

process. 
  
Satisfaction Donors are happy with the organization.  
 Both the organization and its donors benefit from their 

relationship. 
 Most donors are happy in their interactions with the organization. 
 Generally speaking, I am pleased with the relationship the 

organization has established with me. 
 The organization fails to satisfy the needs of its donors. (Reverse) 
 Most donors enjoy dealing with this organization. 
  
Trust The organization respects its donors 
 The organization can be relied on to keep its promises to donors. 
 When the organization makes an important decision, I know it 

will be concerned about its donors. 
 I believe that the organization takes the opinions of donors into 

account when making decisions. 
 I feel very confident about the organization’s ability to 

accomplish its mission. 
 The organization does not have the ability to meet its goals and 

objectives.  (Reverse) 
  
Commitment I feel that the organization is trying to maintain a long-term 

commitment with donors. 
 I cannot see that the organization wants to maintain a relationship 

with its donors. (Reverse) 
 There is a long-lasting bond between the organization and its 

donors. 
 Compared to other organizations, I value my relationship with 

this organization more. 
 I would rather have a relationship with this organization than not. 

 

. 
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Table 3-3.  Indices of Relationship Cultivation Strategies as adapted by Ki. 
Variable Operationalization 
  
Access The organization does not provide donors with adequate contact information. 
 The organization provides donors with opportunities to meet its staff. 
 When donors have questions or concerns, the organization is willing to answer 

their inquiries. 
 The organization provides donors with adequate contact information for specific 

staff on specific issues. 
  
Positivity Receiving regular communications from the organization is beneficial to donors. 
 T he organization’s communication with donors is courteous. 
 The organization attempts to make its interactions with donors enjoyable. 
 The information the organization provides donors with is of little use to them. 
  
Openness The organization’s annual report is a valuable source of information for donors. 
 The organization does not provide donors with enough information about what it 

does with donations. (Reverse) 
 The organization provides donors with enough information to understand the 

issues it faces. 
 The organization shares enough information with donors about the organization’s 

governance. 
  
Sharing of 
Tasks 

The organization and donors do not work well together at solving problems. 
(Reverse) 

 The organization is involved in managing issues that donors care about. 
 The organization works with donors to develop solutions that benefit donors. 
 The organization is flexible when working with donors to come to mutually 

beneficial solutions to shared concerns. 
  
Networking The organization effectively builds coalitions with groups that address that address 

issues that donors care about. 
 The organization’s alliances with other like-minded groups are useless to donors. 

(Reverse) 
 The organization’s alliances with government agencies are useful for its donors. 
 The organization’s alliances with other community groups are useful to its donors. 
  
Assurances The organization makes a genuine effort to provide personal responses to donors’ 

concerns. 
 The organization communicates the importance of its donors.   
 When donors raise concerns, the organization takes these concerns seriously. 
 Donors do not believe that the organization really cares about their concerns. 

(Reverse) 
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Table 3-4.  Indices of Stewardship Strategies. 
Variable Operationalization 
  
Reciprocity The organization acknowledges fundraising donations in a timely 

manner. 
 The organization always sends me a thank you letter for my donations. 
 The organization is not sincere when it thanks donors for their 

contributions. (Reverse) 
 Because of my previous donations, the organization recognizes me as a 

friend. 
  
Reporting The organization informs donors about its fundraising successes. 
 The organization tells donors how it has used their donations. 
 The organization’s annual report details how much money was raised 

in that year. 
 The organization does not provide donors with information about how 

their donations were used. (Reverse) 
  
Responsibility The organization considers its donors when deciding how to use their 

donations. 
 The organization uses donations for projects that are against the will of 

the donors. (Reverse) 
 Donors have confidence that the organization will use their donations 

wisely. 
 The organization tells donors what projects their donations will fund. 
Relationship Nurturing Donors only hear from the organization when it is soliciting for 

donations. (Reverse) 
 The organization is more concerned with its fiscal health than with its 

relationships with donors. (Reverse) 
 Donors receive personalized attention from the organization. 
 The organization invites donors to participate in special events that it 

holds. 
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Figure 3-1.  Graphic representation of the scale development process. 

Step 1: 
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Table 3-5.  Cronbach’s alpha values of the study’s indices. 
Variable “My Views” “Their Views” 
Trust .93 .88 
Control Mutuality .83 .80 
Commitment .91 .85 
Satisfaction .89 .87 
Access .90 .83 
Positivity .84 .79 
Openness .92 .81 
Sharing of Tasks .81 .74 
Networking .72 .77 
Assurances .77 .71 
Reciprocity .86 .75 
Responsibility .84 .82 
Reporting .90 .82 
Relationship Nurturing .73 .70 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

In this chapter, results of hypothesis testing are presented as well as answers to the study’s 

10 research questions.  The findings improve the understanding of the nonprofit-donor 

relationship and how organizations can maximize their relationship cultivation efforts.  However, 

before discussing the impact of the study on the fundraising profession and public relations 

theory, it is necessary to examine the results by looking at the relationship evaluations of all of 

the study’s participants.  To discuss an overall nonprofit-donor relationship, it is first necessary 

to establish that the data from the 3 organizations can be collapsed into 1 dataset.   

Participants 

Before the results of the research questions and hypotheses are presented, it is important to 

look at the 3 organizations individually and the demographics of the participants.  One of the 

overarching goals of this study was to push measurement of organization-public relationships 

from its current applied focus of studying 1 organization to one that captures the essence of the 

overall organization-public relationship.  To make generalizations about the overall nonprofit-

donor relationship, it is first necessary to determine if the 2 sides of the relationship have similar 

views across all 3 organizations.  Tables 4-1 and 4-2 present the mean scores for the relationship 

dimensions and relationship cultivation strategies, respectively, for all 3 hospitals. 

The first noticeable pattern when examining the relationship dimension scores in Table 4-1 

is the positive evaluation of the relationship by both donors and members of the fundraising 

team.  The mean scores across all 3 hospitals were well above the neutral point on the 9- point 

scale, 5.  For donors’ own views, the lowest score was on control mutuality (M = 6.14) for San 

Francisco General Hospital, and the highest score was on commitment (M = 6.87) for Oakland’s 

Children’s Hospital & Research Center.  For donors’ estimates of the fundraising teams, the 
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lowest score was on satisfaction (M = 6.28) for San Francisco General and the highest score was 

on commitment (M = 6.96) for Children’s Hospital & Research Center of Oakland.   

Similar results are found when looking at the views of the fundraising teams.  Reflecting 

their own views, fundraisers from Marin General Hospital had the lowest mean score on 

commitment (M = 6.95), and fundraisers from Children’s Hospital & Research Center of 

Oakland evaluated trust most positively (M = 7.61).  Looking at the fundraising team’s 

estimation of donors views, Marin General Hospital’s estimates of control mutuality was the 

lowest index score (M = 6.95), and Children’s Hospital & Research Center of Oakland again had 

the highest evaluation for trust (M = 7.63). 

Regardless of the measure, all 48 indices were evaluated positively.  However, a second 

noticeable pattern shown in Table 4-1 is that the fundraising teams evaluate the relationship more 

positively than donors.  Naturally, there were variations among the 3 organizations.  Hon and J. 

Grunig (1999) found that relationships were evaluated differently when they looked at different 

types of organizations.  Public relations literature discusses how the relationship between an 

organization and its stakeholders is impacted by the relationship cultivation strategies that the 

organizations enact (e.g., Huang, 1997; Kelly, 2001; Ki, 2006).  Even though the 3 fundraising 

teams in this study have a similar goal of raising money to support their hospitals’ medical 

services and outreach programs, they practice fundraising differently.  As discussed in chapter 3, 

the 3 organizations all share similar fundraising programs, but personnel and resources dedicated 

to fundraising differ. 

Table 4-2 highlights the differences in how the 3 hospitals’ donors and fundraising teams 

evaluated 10 relationship strategies.  Again, much like the relationship dimension variables, 9 

cultivation strategies were evaluated positively by the participants—though scores on some 
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strategies leaned toward the neutral point of 5.  The only item that was evaluated negatively (i.e., 

less than the neutral point of 5) was Marin General Hospital’s donors’ views of openness (M = 

4.45).  The remaining 29 measures of the donors’ own views of the strategies were positive, with 

San Francisco General Hospital’s donors evaluating networking lowest (M = 5.68) and Marin 

General Hospital’s donors evaluating openness strongest (M = 7.00).  When considering the 

donors’ estimates of the fundraising team’s views, access was evaluated lowest by San Francisco 

General Hospital’s donors (M = 5.96) and reciprocity was evaluated highest by Children’s 

Hospital & Research Center of Oakland’s donors (M = 7.19).  

Strengthening the argument for looking at the results of the study’s research questions and 

hypotheses as 1 dataset, the fundraising team had similar evaluations of the cultivation strategies 

across all 3 organizations.  Positivity was the lowest evaluated strategy by the Marin General 

Hospital fundraising team (M = 6.76), while both openness and reciprocity were evaluated most 

strongly by their counterparts at Children’s Hospital & Research Center of Oakland (M = 7.72).  

When examining how the fundraising team estimated their donors’ views, the lowest evaluated 

item still earned a positive mean score.  The San Francisco General Hospital fundraising team 

thought donors would evaluate access lowest among the remaining strategies (M = 6.71), and 

reciprocity was thought to be the highest rated strategy (M = 7.74) by the donors of Children’s 

Hospital & Research Center of Oakland. 

In order to generalize about the overall relationship between a nonprofit organization’s 

fundraising team and its donors, it is important to examine the general dataset from a broader 

perspective than focusing specifically on the individual organizations.  As already touched on, 

several patterns are found in the results reported in Tables 4-1 and 4-2.  First, the fundraising 

team appears to evaluate the nonprofit-donor relationship more positively than the donors do.  
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Although there was less than a one-point difference between the 2 sides’ evaluation of most of 

the relationship dimensions and cultivation strategies, the fundraisers tended to be more positive 

than the donors.  The smallest difference (D-score = .26) between the sides is for the 

responsibility cultivation strategy of stewardship among the participants from San Francisco 

General Hospital, and the greatest difference (D-score = 2.65) exists for how the Marin General 

Hospital participants evaluated openness. 

Another pattern that seems to emerge from the mean scores reported in Tables 4-1 and 4-2 

concerns how the participants evaluate the views of the other side.  There is mixed-support for a 

third-person effect argument.  Although donors estimated that members of the fundraising team 

would evaluate the relationship higher than the donors on most of the dimensions and cultivation 

strategies, the fundraising teams predicted that donors would evaluate the relationship higher on 

less than half of the variables.  Across these 3 different organizations with variations in 

fundraising operations, there appears to be a greater psychological impact on how the sides 

evaluate the relationship. 

That being said, enough similarities exist across the organizations to warrant analyzing the 

data in response to the research questions and hypotheses from the overall nonprofit 

organization-donor relationship rather than taking an organization-by-organization approach and 

then generalizing to the broader perspective.  However, before the study proceeds to the first 

research question, it is important to understand who participated in the study beyond labeling the 

participants as donor or fundraising team member.  Analysis of demographics ensures that the 

data are not skewed toward any 1 particular group. 

Demographics.  Of all 1,830 participants in the study, the majority was female (52.5%).  

Women represented a slight majority of the fundraising team (51%) and donors (53%).  
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Reflecting the diversity of the San Francisco Bay Area, Caucasians were the largest group in the 

sample (45%); however, there were a significant number of participants who identified 

themselves as being Asian/Pacific Islander (17%), Hispanic/Latino (12%), Middle Eastern 

(12%), and African-American/Black (9%).  Most of this diversity, however, is attributed to the 

diversity of the donors.  The fundraising teams were largely Caucasian (60%), although there 

were several fundraisers from different cultural backgrounds, including Asian/Pacific Islanders 

(19%), Hispanic/Latino (9%), and African-American/Black (8%).  

Not surprisingly, the vast majority of the respondents were annual gift donors to the 3 

hospitals.  Of the 1,706 donors, 1,348 or 79 percent of the sample were annual giving donors and 

358 (21%) major gift donors.   The mean age of the donors was 44.8 years of age (SD = 13.91).  

Major gift donors were older (M = 52.15, SD = 12.61) than the annual giving donors (M = 42.95, 

SD = 13.6). 

Research Question 1 

RQ1:   To what extent do donors give the nonprofit organizations a favorable rating on the four 

relationship dimensions? 

The first research question asked how donors perceived the nonprofit organization-donor 

relationship along the 4 relationship dimensions.  As shown in Table 4-1, the data indicate that 

donors tend to perceive the relationship positively on all of the relationship dimensions.  Of the 4 

dimensions, commitment was the one that was evaluated most strongly by the donors (M = 6.66, 

SD = 1.20) although all of the dimensions were evaluated favorably.  Trust (M = 6.46, SD = 

1.18) and satisfaction (M = 6.42, SD = 1.11) were very similar in how they were viewed by the 

entire group of donors, and control mutuality had the lowest evaluation of the relationship 

dimensions (M = 6.30, SD = 1.17) although it was still above the scale’s neutral point. 
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Fundraising literature indicates that all donors may not experience the nonprofit-donor 

relationship similarly.  Major gift donors typically receive more personalized communication 

from the organization because of their abilities to make significant financial donations.  

Participating in face-to-face meetings and having direct contact with the organization should 

have more of an impact on evaluating the relationship positively than the direct mail and mass 

newsletters that the annual giving donors receive.  For this reason, the first hypothesis was 

created. 

Hypothesis 1 

H1:  Compared to annual gift donors (i.e., those who give less than $10,000), major gift donors 

will rate the organization-public relationship more positively on the four relationship dimensions. 

Hypothesis 1 stated that major gift donors would rate the relationship higher on the 4 

dimensions when compared to annual gift donors.  Table 4-3 presents the means and standard 

deviations of the 2 donor groups on the 4 indices.  A simple comparison indicates that major gift 

donors did evaluate the relationship higher than annual giving donors in terms of trust (M = 7.02, 

SD = 1.01 vs. M = 6.31, SD = 1.18), commitment (M = 7.14, SD = 0.95 vs. M = 6.54, SD = 

1.23), satisfaction (M = 6.82, SD = 1.19 vs. M = 6.32, SD = 1.14) and control mutuality (M = 

6.80, SD = 1.25 vs. M = 6.17, SD = 1.20).   

Although there appears to be differences in how the 2 groups evaluated the relationship 

dimensions, it was necessary to further test the data by conducting a one-way analysis of 

variance test (ANOVA).   The one-way ANOVA is a statistical method that analyzes the effects 

of 1 or more categorical independent variables on a continuous dependent variable.  For the first 

hypothesis, the independent variable is the donor classification (major gift versus annual giving) 

and the dependent variables are the mean scores on the 4 relationship dimension indices.  The 
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one-way ANOVA or F-ratio test checks the null hypothesis, which states that the variables’ 

effects do not differ and the means of the 2 groups would be approximately the same.  

As Table 4-4 shows, the null hypothesis was rejected and hypothesis 1 was supported.  

Major gift donors did evaluate the relationship more positively than annual giving donors did for 

all 4 relationship dimensions.  The biggest differences were found for the trust and control 

mutuality variables; however, all of the evaluations were different at the p < .001 level of 

significance. 

In discussing the idealized evolution of the nonprofit-donor relationship, fundraising 

literature says that nonprofit organizations will dedicate more resources and time to those donors 

who have donated to the organization for a period of years.  This dedication of resources to 

relationship cultivation is due to the organization’s desire to hopefully elevate the donor to 

higher levels of giving, possibly turning an annual giving donor to a major gift donor.  The 

second hypothesis tests this idea. 

Hypothesis 2 

H2: The number of donations contributed by the donor to the nonprofit will be positively 

correlated to evaluation of the relationship dimensions. 

The second hypothesis sought to determine if there was a correlation between the number 

of donations made by the donors to the participating nonprofit organizations and their 

evaluations of the nonprofit-donor relationship based on the 4 dimensions proposed by Hon and 

J. Grunig (1999).  Several tests were conducted to determine the relationship between a donor’s 

past giving history with the organizations and the relationship evaluation.  The first test was a 

simple Pearson’s r correlation.  Pearson’s correlation reflects the degree of a linear relationship 

between 2 variables.  The correlation ranges from -1 to +1, the latter of which indicates a perfect 

linear relationship. 
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For this first test, the relationship was analyzed using the participants’ answer to the 

question, “How many years have you been giving to (name of nonprofit organization),” and their 

evaluation of the relationship with the organization based on the 4 relationship dimensions.  As 

Table 4-5 shows, a donor’s giving history is significantly and quite strongly correlated to how 

the donor evaluates his or her relationship with a nonprofit organization. 

There is a moderate-to-strong correlation between the donors’ giving histories and the 4 

relationship dimensions.  As individuals donate to the nonprofit organization over multiple years, 

the more likely they are to evaluate the relationship positively for trust (r = .69), control 

mutuality (r = .65), and commitment (r = .64).  Although the correlation between giving history 

and satisfaction (r = .54) is not as strong as the correlations for the other 3 dimensions, it is of the 

same statistical strength.  Therefore, there is a relationship between donor’s involvement in terms 

of continued giving and how they evaluate the relationship with the recipient of the donations. 

Hypothesis 2 was further tested with more sophisticated analysis, multiple regression.  

Multiple regression is a statistical technique used to account for the variance of a dependent 

variable by examining the linear combinations of numerous independent variables.  For this test, 

the independent variables are the mean scores on the 4 relationship dimensions, and the 

dependent variable is the number of years that participants reported having made donations to the 

nonprofit organization.   Table 4-6 presents the unstandardized and standardized coefficients, t-

values, and p-values resulting from the multiple regression test. 

Based on the statistical test, all of the 4 relationship dimensions are important in predicting 

the number of years an individual has donated to a nonprofit organization.  Trust (t = 15.83, p < 

.001), satisfaction (t = 4.77, p < .001), commitment (t = 15.25, p < .001), and control mutuality (t 

= 12.01, p < .001) were all influential in the model, as was the model’s constant (t = -29.66, p < 
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.000).  But when looking at the standardized coefficients of the relationship dimensions, 

commitment (β = .32) is the most important independent variable in predicting the number of 

years of giving.  Trust (β = .31) and control mutuality (β = .25) were also more important to the 

model than satisfaction (β = .19).   

The correlation coefficient resulting from the analysis shows that there is a relatively 

strong correlation (R = .79) between the 4 relationship dimensions and the participants’ giving 

history with the organizations.  Showing that the resulting regression line is a moderate predictor 

of the subjects’ past giving, the coefficient of determination is relatively strong (r2 = .62). Thus, 

62 percent of the variance in the number of years participants have donated to the organizations 

is explained by the 4 relationship dimensions.  The resulting regression equation is as follows: 

Number of Years of Donating = -10.04 + .31(trust) + .1(satisfaction) + .32(commitment)  

 + .25(control mutuality)  

This line is statistically significant as F (4, 1701) = 693.19 (p < .001).   

Another method that can be used to analyze which of the 4 relationship dimensions are 

most important in predicting the number of years of giving is stepwise regression.  Stepwise 

regression is a statistical technique used to account for the variance of a dependent variable by 

examining the linear combinations of independent variables that are added and removed from the 

regression equation.  Just like the previous regression test, the independent variables are the 

mean scores on the 4 relationship dimensions, and the dependent variable is the number of years 

the participants donated to the nonprofit organizations.  Table 4-7 presents the results of the 4 

models that emerged from the statistical test, including the unstandardized and standardized 

coefficients, t-values, and p-values for the dimensions included in the models. 
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In the first model, the independent variable that had the strongest effect on the number of 

years giving to the organization was commitment. This variable (t = 35.23 p < .001) and the 

constant (t = -13.24, p < .001) were both statistically significant.  For the first model, the 

regression equation, y = -4.39 + 1.73(commitment) was statistically significant as F(4, 1701) = 

1241.2, p < .001.  However, this streamlined equation—with a moderate correlation of R = .65—

explains only 42% of the total variance of the subjects’ past giving to the organizations. 

The second model included 2 variables—trust (t = 24.36, p < .001) and commitment (t = 

24.80, p < .001)—and a constant (t = -25.5, p < .001) that were statistically significant.  The 

stronger correlation (R = .76) and the coefficient of determination (r2 = .57) indicate that the 

regression equation, y = -8.43 + 1.18(trust) + 1.18(commitment), explains slightly more variance 

than the first model. 

The third model explained even more variance in the participants’ giving history.  Three 

variables—commitment (t = 20.76, p < .001), trust (t = 15.41, p < .001), and control mutuality (t 

= 13.9, p < .001)—were statistically significant as was the constant (t = -29.49, p < .001).  The 

resulting regression line/equation is: 

Number of Years of Donating = -9.53 + .99(commitment) + .82(trust) + .76(control  

             mutuality) 

The fourth model explains the most variance of the participants’ giving history, and the 

correlation is also the strongest.  The correlation coefficient (R = .79) indicates a moderately 

strong correlation, and the coefficient of determination (r2 = .62) shows that the model explains 

62 percent of total variance in the number of years donors have made gifts to the nonprofit 

organizations.  All 4 of the models were statistically significant, though the fourth model F(4, 

1701) = 693.19, p < .001) shows the strongest statistical strength.  For all the models, a positive 
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evaluation of the relationship dimension measures meant that the participant was more likely to 

have made multiple gifts to the organization.  The regression line for this model is the same as 

the line for the first regression test of the second hypothesis that included all 4 dimensions.  

Based on the Pearson’s correlation and regression tests, the second hypothesis is supported. 

Research Question 2 

RQ2:  Can participation in the most recent fundraising campaign be predicted based on the 

donor’s evaluation of the relationship? 

Although the early results have indicated that the relationship dimension measures have 

shown that major gift and annual donors evaluate the relationship differently and that the number 

of donations given to a nonprofit organization are moderately correlated with the relationship 

evaluation, additional tests need to be conducted to demonstrate relationship management’s 

predictive abilities.  To test the 4 relationship dimension measures’ ability to predict a donors’ 

likelihood of giving, the study’s second research question was created and data were analyzed 

using discriminant analysis.   

Discriminant analysis is a statistical procedure that determines the best linear combination 

of continuously measured independent variables to classify cases into different known groups.  

For this study, the independent variables were the mean scores on the 4 relationship dimensions 

measured on a 9-point Likert scale, and the dependent variable was the classification of donors 

into those who did and those who did not donate to the relevant nonprofit organization’s most 

recent fundraising campaign in Fall 2006.  Table 4-8 presents the results of the multiple 

discriminant analysis, showing the unstandardized and standardized coefficients, Wilks’ λ, F-

ratio, and the means and standard deviations for the 2 groups of donors—those who donated to 

the campaign (Group 1) and those who did not donate (Group 2). 
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As Table 4-8 shows, all 4 of the dimensions were statistically significant for the function.  

However, trust was the most important independent variable that led to group prediction.  Trust, 

for example, has a Wilks λ value of .66, which means that 66 percent of the variance in this 

variable is not explained by group differences.  Although this number is relatively high, the 

variance in the 2 groups is explained more by trust than the remaining 3 variables. 

When examining the interaction of the relationship dimensions, trust and satisfaction were 

the variables that discriminated best between the 2 groups based on the value of the standardized 

coefficients.  The canonical correlation of the discriminant function, R = .64, means that there is 

a moderate correlation between all of the independent variables together and the discriminant 

function score.  The function’s Wilks’ λ value (.59) means that 59 percent of the variance in the 

discriminant function score is not explained by group differences.  Based on the Chi-square test, 

the Wilks’ λ of the function is statistically significant (χ2 = 909.12, df = 2, p < .001).   

Given the statistical significance of the function and of the 4 relationship dimensions, it is 

not surprising that all of the variables were used to create the model to predict the discriminant 

function score.  The model is as follows: 

Discriminant Function Score = -8.78 + .79(trust) + .54(satisfaction) -.01(commitment) +  

                    .06(control mutuality) 

The discriminant function scores for each group are known as group centroids.  The further 

apart these mean scores are, the more discriminating the function is.  The group centroids for 

Groups 1 and 2 of this function are .77 and -.92, respectively.  

Given the statistical significance of the function and the distance between the group 

centroids, it is possible to test the model to see if it can properly predict whether donors made a 

gift to the nonprofit organizations’ last fundraising campaign or not.  Table 4-9 presents how 
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many cases were correctly classified against those that were not based on the previously 

mentioned model.  As the table shows, the model was very accurate in predicting group 

membership for individuals who donated to the last campaign as it correctly predicted 770 of 929 

cases.  Though less powerful, the model was moderately successful in predicting the second 

group.  Of the survey participants who did not donate during the Fall 2006 campaign, 198 were 

incorrectly predicted as not giving to the campaign even though they did.  The model did 

correctly predict that 578 participants did not donate to the campaign. 

Overall, the success rate of this model at predicting group membership was 79.1 percent 

(1,348 of 1,705 cases correctly predicted).  To determine if this hit rate was statistically 

significant, the t-value had to be calculated, and it was found to be significant (t = 18.59, df = 

1703, p < .001).  Therefore, the answer to the second research question is that participation in the 

most recent fundraising campaign can be predicted by the donor’s evaluation of the relationship 

with the nonprofit organization. 

Research Question 3 

RQ3:  To what extent do the Hon and J. Grunig variables adequately represent the organization-

public relationship? 

Given other aspects of organization-public studied by Ledingham and Bruning (e.g, 1999), 

this study wanted to determine how well these dimensions represented the overall relationship.  

To answer the third research question, another multiple regression test was performed.  For this 

test, the independent variables are the mean scores on the 4 relationship dimensions, and the 

dependent variable is the participants’ score on the following item:   

Now thinking overall about your relationship with [name of nonprofit organization], please 

circle the number that corresponds to how you view your relationship on the following scale: 

Very positive 1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9  Very Negative 
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This 9-point Likert scale question was reverse coded.  Table 4-10 presents the unstandardized 

and standardized coefficients, t-values, and p-values from the multiple regression analysis.   

Based on the statistical test, all 4 of the relationship dimensions were important in 

predicting the overall evaluation of the relationship.  Trust (t = 13.78, p < .001), satisfaction (t = 

8.94, p < .001), commitment (t = 11.53, p < .001), and control mutuality (t = 12.37, p < .001) 

were all influential in the model, whereas the constant (t = -.741, p = .46) was not.  Looking at 

the standardized coefficients of the relationship dimensions, trust (β = .28) was the most 

important independent variable in predicting the relationship evaluation.  Control mutuality (β = 

.26) and commitment (β = .25) were also more important to the model than satisfaction (β = .19).   

The correlation coefficients resulting from the analysis shows that there is a relatively 

strong correlation (R = .78) between the 4 relationship dimensions and the participants’ overall 

rating of the relationship with the relevant nonprofit organization.  Showing that the resulting 

regression line is a moderate predictor of the subjects’ evaluation, the coefficient of 

determination is relatively strong (r2 = .60). Thus, 60 percent of the variance in the overall 

relationship evaluation is explained by the 4 relationship dimensions.  The resulting regression 

line is as follows: 

Overall Relationship Score = -1.01 + .3(trust) + .21(satisfaction ) + .26(commitment) +  

                                                  .28(control mutuality)  

This line is statistically significant as F (4, 1701) = 644.11 (p < .001).   

A stepwise regression was also conducted to answer the third research question.  Similar to 

the previous regression test, the independent variables are the 4 relationship dimensions, and the 

dependent variable is the participants’ overall evaluation of the relationship using the same 9-

point Likert Scale (very positive to very negative).  Table 4-11 presents the results of the 4 
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models that emerged from the statistical test, including the unstandardized and standardized 

coefficients, t-values, and p-values for the dimension indices. 

In the first model, the independent variable that had the strongest effect on the donors’ 

overall evaluation of the relationship was control mutuality. This variable (t = 32.22, p < .001) 

and the constant (t = 17.61, p < .001) were both statistically significant.  The first model’s 

regression equation, y = 2.26 + .7(control mutuality), was statistically significant as F(4, 1701) = 

1240.2, p < .001.  However, this streamlined equation—with a moderate correlation of R = .65—

explains only 42 percent of the total variance of the donors’ overall evaluation. 

The second model included 2 variables—control mutuality (t = 23.81, p < .001) and 

commitment (t = 21.35, p < .001)—and a constant (t = 6.00, p < .001) that were statistically 

significant.  The stronger correlation (R = .74) and the coefficient of determination (r2 = .54) 

indicate that the regression equation, y = .797 + .49(control mutuality) + .42(commitment), 

explains slightly more variance than the first model. 

The third model explained even more variance in the donors’ evaluation of the 

relationship.  Three variables—control mutuality (t = 15.27, p < .001), commitment (t = 18.68, p 

< .001), and trust (t = 12.83, p < .001)—were statistically significant as was the constant (t = 

2.15, p = .05).  The resulting regression line/equation is: 

Y = .286 + .34(control mutuality) + .37(commitment) + .28(trust) 

This final model explains the most variance of the relationship evaluation, and the 

correlation is also the strongest.  The correlation coefficient (R = .78) indicates a moderately 

strong correlation, and the coefficient of determination (r2 = .60) shows the model explains 60% 

of total variance of donors’ overall evaluation of their relationship with the nonprofit 

organizations.  All 4 of the models were statistically significant although the third model (F(4, 
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1701) = 644.11, p < .001) had the greatest statistical strength.  For all the models, a positive 

evaluation of the relationship dimensions meant that the donor was more likely to have a positive 

overall evaluation of the relationship as well.  The answer to the third research question, then, is 

that Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) 4 relationship dimensions do a fair job of representing the 

organization-public relationship, at least the relationship between a nonprofit organization and its 

donors.  However, based on this study’s findings, 40 percent of the variance in the overall 

evaluation of the relationship is not explained by the 4 dimensions. 

Research Question 4 

RQ4:  To what extent do donors give the nonprofit organization a favorable rating on the 

relationship cultivation strategies? 

The fourth research question mirrors the first one, except that it deals with the 10 

cultivation strategies rather than the 4 relationship dimensions.  Mean scores were computed for 

the 10 strategy indices and are presented in Table 4-12.  As shown in Table 4-12, donors 

evaluated all of the strategies positively, although there appears to be a fair amount of variance in 

the degree of favorability.  Of the 10 strategies, the 4 stewardship strategies and openness were 

evaluated most positively by the donors.  Reciprocity (M = 6.95, SD = 1.07) was the strategy that 

was viewed most positively, and networking received the lowest evaluation (M = 5.89, SD = 

1.40).  Even though networking was evaluated lower than the other strategies, it still was rated 

positively on the 9-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree).    The answer to 

the fourth research question is that  give nonprofit organizations a favorable rating on all 10 of 

the cultivation strategies. 

Hypothesis 3 

H3:  Compared to annual gift donors (i.e., those who give less than $10,000), major gift donors 

will rate the nonprofits’ relationship cultivation strategies more positively. 
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Although the relationship cultivation strategies were evaluated positively by all of the 

donors, these strategies may be enacted very differently depending on the donor’s classification 

as annual giving or major gift donor.  Because of their gift-giving potential, major gift donors 

may receive a higher degree of information and involvement though cultivation strategies.  For 

example, more information about the nonprofit organizations’ governance and financial standing 

may be given to major gift donors than to their annual giving counterparts.  Major gift donors 

may also have more interpersonal communication with the organization’s leadership.  

Fundraising literature indicates that all donors may not experience the nonprofit-donor 

relationship similarly.  Annual giving donors may begin to receive more personalized 

communication from nonprofits as they establish a growing giving history and research on the 

donor grows, the organization may not use certain advanced cultivation strategies until that 

donor has given a significant gift.  

Table 4-13 presents the means and standard deviations for the 2 groups’ evaluation of the 

10 relationship cultivation strategies.  A simple comparison indicates that major gift donors did 

evaluate the strategies more positively than annual giving donors.  Major gift donors evaluated 

positivity lower than the other 9 strategies (M = 6.55, SD = 1.10) and reciprocity as the highest 

(M = 7.53, SD = 0.92).  Although they rated the 10 strategies lower, annual gift donors also 

evaluated the strategies favorably.  As with the major gift donors, reciprocity received the 

highest evaluation by annual giving donors (M = 6.80, SD = 1.05).  Networking was evaluated 

lowest by the annual giving donors (M = 5.69, SD = 1.43); however, it should be noted that even 

this strategy received a positive evaluation. 

To determine if statistically significant differences existed in how the 2 groups evaluated 

the relationship cultivation strategies, a one-way ANOVA was conducted for each of the 10 
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indices.  For this test, the independent variable is the donor classification (major gift versus 

annual giving) and the dependent variables are the mean scores for the 10 relationship cultivation 

strategies.  Table 4-14 shows the results of the ANOVAs.  The 2 types of donors did differ in 

their evaluations.  Major gift donors evaluated all 10 of the cultivation strategies significantly 

higher than annual giving donors.  The smallest difference between the 2 groups’ evaluations 

was for reciprocity (.38), and the biggest difference was found for networking (.98); however, all 

of the evaluations were different at the p < .001 level of significance.  The results support the 

third hypothesis. 

Research Question 5 

RQ5:  Of the symmetrical relationship cultivation strategies proposed by public relations 

scholars, which are the most influential in terms of their effect on donors’ evaluation of the 

relationship with the nonprofit organization? 

Even though analyses determined that donors to the nonprofit organizations in the study 

evaluated all 10 of the relationship cultivation strategies positively, there were notable 

differences in the mean scores on the strategies.  As Table 4-12 shows, reciprocity (M = 6.95, SD 

= 1.07) was the strategy that received the most favorable evaluation, followed by reporting (M = 

6.87, SD = 1.09), responsibility (M = 6.78, SD = 1.07), and openness (M = 6.62, SD = 1.32).  

Networking (M = 5.89, SD = 1.40), access (M = 6.01, SD = 1.33), and positivity (M = 6.02, SD 

= 1.29) were the 3 strategies that were evaluated the lowest.  However, these mean scores reveal 

little about the effect the cultivation strategies have on the nonprofit-donor relationship.  Simply 

receiving the highest evaluation of all 10 strategies does not make reciprocity the most important 

strategy in terms of the nonprofit-donor relationship.   

To determine which of the 10 strategies had the greatest impact on how donors evaluated 

their relationship with the nonprofit organizations, it is necessary to perform more complex 
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statistical tests.    Structural equation modeling (SEM) can tell which of the strategies was 

influential on the 4 relationship dimensions.  SEM is a combination of factor analysis 

(measurement modeling) and regression analysis (path modeling) that can estimate a series of 

interrelated relationships between variables to determine which are most influential on the 

others.  In recent years, communication scholars have advocated that more research needs to 

incorporate SEM to test theoretical boundaries (Holbert & Stephenson, 2002).   

Confirmatory factor analysis.  Highlighting the power of SEM, Kaplan (2000) described 

the technique as “a melding of factor analysis and path analysis into one comprehensive 

statistical methodology” (p. 3).  With most SEM tests, a two-step process is required to evaluate 

the interrelationships between latent and observed variables.  In the first step, the measurement 

models are created through a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs).  When the 

measurement model has been validated, path modeling can be done.   

Several criteria can be used to determine whether the measurement and path models fit the 

observed data.  Table 4-15 lists the 5 tests used by this study to evaluate the models.  The Chi-

square goodness of fit statistic is frequently used by researchers to determine if the data fit the 

model.  Often, nonsignificant Chi-square values are used to evaluate the model; however, Bollen 

(1989) suggests that it may be more appropriate to calculate the ratio of the Chi-square value to 

the degrees of freedom given the sensitivity of the Chi-square statistic to sample sizes. Using this 

approach, if the ratio is less than 5, the model generally indicates a good fit. 

Other methods of evaluation used by this study are the comparative fit index (CFI), the 

goodness of fit index (GFI), normed fit index (NFI), and the root mean squared error 

approximation (RMSEA).  For all of these methods, the values range from 0 to 1.00.  For CFI, 

GFI, and NFI, higher values indicate that the model is a good fit.  Generally, measurements of 
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.90 or higher are regarded as being a good fit for the model to the data.  Unlike the previous 3 

methods, RMSEA uses lower values to determine the appropriateness of the model.  RMSEA 

values of less than .05 generally are used to indicate a good fit for the model. 

Because this study sought to determine the influence of the 10 relationship cultivation 

strategies on the 4 relationship dimensions, it was necessary to perform 2 separate CFAs.  CFAs 

were chosen over exploratory factor analysis because the hypothesized factor structure came 

from existing public relations literature and theories.  Exploratory factor analysis is more 

appropriate for factors that are trying to deduce theory.  The CFA test examines the extent to 

which a proposed measurement model fits the collected data (Hoyle, 1991).  For both CFAs used 

in this study, a list-wise deletion procedure was used when missing data were found in the file.  

Fortunately, only 2 surveys were returned that did not have responses for every questionnaire 

item. 

The first CFA examined the relationship between the 4 relationship dimensions and the 23 

items on the survey that represented those variables.  Table 4-16 provides the results of the CFA 

for the measurement model of the relationship dimensions.  Of the 23 items that were originally 

entered into the model, 17 significantly and successfully loaded on their designated factors.  

Trust and commitment each had 1 variable removed from the factor because they were not 

significant, and control mutuality and satisfaction each had 2 items removed. The magnitude of 

the factor loadings demonstrated that the remaining 17 indicators in the relationship dimension 

measurement model demonstrated strong loadings on the factors.  All of the indicators had 

standardized loadings equal to or higher than .70 as Hoyle (1991) recommended.  All of the 

factor loadings in the standardized solutions were statistically significant at p < .001. 
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Before the measurement model presented in Table 4-16 can be deemed valid, it is 

necessary to check the 5 fit tests for SEM to determine if the measurement model reasonably fits 

the data.  Table 4-17 shows that this model met the 5 criteria for the fit tests (Chi-square/df = 

2.09, CFI = .99, GFI = .99, NFI = .99, and RMSEA = .025).  Therefore, the measurement model 

of the relationship dimensions had good construct reliability and validity.   Figure 4-1 illustrates 

the measurement model between the 4 relationship dimensions and the items used to measure 

those variables. 

Table 4-18 presents the results of the CFA for the relationship cultivation strategy 

measurement model.  Much like the measurement model for the relationship dimensions, 8 of the 

10 strategies had items that were derived from the literature and existing theory removed from 

the factor.  Only the stewardship strategies of responsibility and reporting were found to be valid 

and reliable without removing items.  The CFA results indicated that the reciprocity construct 

needed to have 2 items removed from the factor while the remaining 7 strategies each had 1 item 

removed. 

Each of the first 6 strategies listed in Table 4-18 had 1 item removed during the 

measurement modeling.  For example, the access construct originally was measured by 4 items.  

Even though the Cronbach’s alpha values were .83 and .90 for the “their views” and “my views” 

access indices, respectively, the fourth item was not found to be valid given the overall model, 

and so it had to be removed.  For the 4 stewardship strategies, reciprocity had 2 items removed, 

and relationship nurturing had 1 item removed.  Of the 40 items that originally were created to 

measure the relationship cultivation strategies, 31 were ultimately included in the measurement 

model, which is illustrated in Figure 4-2. 
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As shown in Table 4-19, the measurement model indicated that the model fit the observed 

data with support from all 5 tests.  The criteria were met for the Chi-square/degrees of freedom 

ratio (1.86), the comparative fit index (.998), the goodness of fit index (.991), the normed fit 

index (.995), and the root mean squared error approximation (.023) tests.  Therefore, the second 

measurement model is said to have good construct reliability and validity.   

Regression analysis.  The presence of 2 reliable and valid measurement models allows the 

study to answer the fifth research question regarding which cultivation strategies have the most 

effect on how donors evaluate the nonprofit-donor relationship.  The original model that was 

tested with path modeling is illustrated in Figure 4-3.  This model was subjected to the same 

criteria outlined in Table 4-15 to determine the appropriateness of the model to the observed 

data.  The relationships between all the variables were subjected to path model analysis. 

Table 4-20 presents the statistically significant standardized coefficients and error for the path 

between each relationship dimension and each relationship cultivation strategy. 

The analysis revealed that every relationship cultivation strategy except reciprocity had a 

direct influence on evaluation of the relationship dimensions.  However, one of the remaining 

strategies, assurances, had a statistically significant negative relationship with the 4 relationship 

dimensions.  There were mixed results for the remaining strategies.  Access, networking, 

responsibility, and relationship nurturing all significantly affected trust, control mutuality, 

satisfaction, and commitment.  Sharing of tasks had a significant impact on trust, and openness 

significantly influenced satisfaction.  Positivity had a strong influence on how control mutuality 

was evaluated.  Reporting significantly influenced control mutuality, satisfaction, and 

commitment.  Interestingly, even though reciprocity had the highest mean score when evaluated 
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by donors as reported earlier, it did not have a strong association with any relationship 

dimension. 

 As shown in Table 4-21, the Chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio (2.36), the comparative 

fit index (.998), the goodness of fit index (.997), the normed fit index (.996), and the root mean 

squared error approximation (.028) tests were all met successfully.  As shown by Table 4-21, this 

model is appropriate for the data based on the results of the fit tests.   In Table 4-20, standardized 

path estimates are displayed to facilitate comparison of the regression coefficients.  It should be 

noted that only significant regression coefficients are shown. 

Figure 4-4 shows the results of the statistical tests for the significant individual paths in the 

final model.  Due to the number of significant paths, the statistical significance of each path is 

not presented in the figure; however, the values are available in Table 4-20 and are discussed in 

the text.  Overall, the results show that fundraisers need to incorporate a variety of cultivation 

strategies into their efforts in order to have donors evaluate the relationship positively.  Access, 

sharing of tasks, networking, assurances, responsibility, and relationship nurturing all 

significantly affected trust; however, the effect size varied considerably.  Assurances (β = -.08, p 

< .001) actually had a negative impact on the extent to which donors perceived trust with the 

organization.  The remaining 5 strategies had a positive impact on the construct.  Relationship 

nurturing had the largest impact on trust (β = .24, p < .001), and this relationship was the 

strongest one in the model.  The effect size of relationship nurturing on trust is 4.8 times that of 

sharing of tasks (β = .05, p < .05) and 2.2 times that of access (β = .11, p < .001), networking (β 

= .11, p < .001), and responsibility (β = .11, p < .001).  The relationship strategies of openness, 

positivity, reciprocity, and reporting did not significantly affect how donors evaluated trust. 
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Seven relationship strategies had significant impacts on how donors evaluated balance of 

power and control in the relationship.  Access (β = .17, p < .001) had the largest impact on the 

construct, and it is 4.3 times the size of positivity (β = .04, p < .05) and 2.1 times the size of 

reporting (β = .08, p < .01).  The impact of access on donors’ evaluation of balance of power and 

control  was also 1.5 times the size of networking’s impact (β = .11, p < .001), 1.2 times the size 

of reporting’s impact (β = .14, p < .001), and only slightly greater than that of relationship 

nurturing (β = .15, p < .001).  Again, assurances had a negative impact on how donors evaluated 

the relationship in regards to control mutuality (β = -.07, p < .001).  Sharing of tasks, openness, 

and reciprocity did not have a statistically significant influence on the extent to which donors 

evaluated control mutuality in the relationship.  

Regarding satisfaction, 7 of the 10 strategies had an impact on how donors evaluated the 

dimension.  Relationship nurturing (β = .15, p < .001) had the strongest impact on the 

satisfaction dimension.  Its impact was 2.1 times larger than that of openness (β = .07, p < .001), 

1.9 times that of reporting (β = .08, p < .01), 1.7 times that of access (β = .09, p < .001), and 1.5 

times that of networking (β = .10, p < .001).  Responsibility had an effect on satisfaction very 

similar to that of relationship nurturing (β = .14, p < .001). Assurances had a negative impact on 

how donors evaluated satisfaction with the relationship (β = -.12, p < .001).  Sharing of tasks, 

positivity, and reciprocity did not impact the level of a donor’s satisfaction. 

The last relationship dimension, commitment, was positively influenced by 5 of the 

relationship strategies.  Relationship nurturing (β = .17, p < .001) and networking (β = .17, p < 

.001) had the same impact on commitment, and they were both only slightly more powerful than 

responsibility (β = .16, p < .001).  Relationship nurturing and networking were 1.8 times more 

powerful than access (β = .09, p < .001) and 1.6 times stronger than reporting (β = .10, p < .001).  
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Assurances had a negative impact again on how donors evaluated commitment (β = -.10, p < 

.001).  Finally, sharing of tasks, positivity, openness, and reciprocity did not impact the 

evaluation of commitment. 

In answer to the fifth research question, relationship nurturing, reporting, networking, and 

access appear to be the most influential cultivation strategies in terms of their effect on donors’ 

evaluation of the nonprofit-donor relationship.  Positivity, sharing of tasks, and reporting had 

varying degrees of significant impact on some of the dimensions, while assurances had negative 

impact on all of the relationship dimensions.  Finally, it is very interesting to note that 

reciprocity—the strategy that was evaluated most positively by donors—did not significantly 

affect how the donors responded to any of the 4 relationship dimensions. 

Research Question 6 

RQ6:  Do annual gift and major gift donors experience the relationship cultivation strategies 

differently in terms of influencing their evaluation of the relationship with the nonprofit 

organization? 

 This study’s sixth research question posed a question very similar to the previous one; 

however, it added a new aspect to the inquiry.  Fundraising literature says that major gift donors 

are likely to receive more personalized attention from and have more interpersonal 

communication with the fundraising team than annual gift donors.  Findings previously reported 

support the literature by showing that annual giving and major gift donors evaluated the 

strategies differently.  Given established differences between the 2 groups of donors, the sixth 

question sought to determine if the relationship cultivation strategies have different impacts on 

the donor groups’ evaluation of the relationship. 
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Major Gift Donors 

To answer this question, the structural equation modeling process outlined in the earlier 

section on the fifth research question was repeated.  However, rather than using the entire dataset 

of donors, 2 separate subsets were created and subjected to the same statistical procedures.  The 

major gift donors were examined first, followed by the annual giving donors.  To determine 

which cultivation strategies influenced major gift donors’ evaluations of the relationship 

dimensions the most, confirmatory factor analyses had to be conducted on both the dimensions 

and the strategies to discard items that were deemed invalid through statistical tests.  The same 

criteria presented in Table 4-15 were used to evaluate the measurement and path models for the 2 

donor groups. 

Table 4-22 presents the measurement model, or confirmatory factor analysis results, for the 

relationship dimensions as evaluated by the major gift donors.  Of the 23 items that were 

originally entered into the model, 20 were significantly and successfully loaded on their 

designated factors.  Trust and satisfaction were left intact, while commitment had 1 item 

removed and control mutuality had 2 items removed from the factor due to lack of statistical 

significance. The magnitude of the factor loadings demonstrated that the remaining 20 indicators 

in the relationship dimensions measurement model demonstrated strong loadings on the factors.  

All of the factor loadings in the standardized solutions were statistically significant at p < .001. 

Before the measurement model presented in Table 4-22 can be deemed valid, it is 

necessary to check the 5 tests to determine if the measurement model reasonably fits the data.  

Table 4-23 shows that this model met the criteria for the 5 fit indices (Chi-square/df = 1.35, CFI 

= .98, GFI = .95, NFI = .95, and RMSEA = .031).  Therefore, the measurement model of the 

relationship dimensions had good construct reliability and validity.   Figure 4-5 illustrates the 

measurement model between the 4 relationship dimensions and the items used to measure them. 
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The process was repeated for the relationship cultivation strategies as evaluated by the 

major gift donors.  Table 4-24 presents the measurement model for the strategies.  Of the 40 

items that were originally entered into the model, 33 were significantly and successfully loaded 

on their designated factors.  Access, reciprocity, and reporting did not have any items removed 

from their indices.  However, sharing of tasks, openness, networking, positivity, assurances, 

responsibility, and relationship nurturing each had 1 item removed from the factor because it was 

not significant.  The magnitude of the factor loadings demonstrated that the remaining 33 

indicators in the cultivation strategies measurement model demonstrated strong loadings on the 

factors.  All of the factor loadings in the standardized solutions were statistically significant at p 

< .001.   

As shown in Table 4-25, the results indicate that the measurement model fit the observed 

data with support from all 5 tests.  The criteria were met for the Chi-square/degrees of freedom 

ratio (1.34), the comparative fit index (.993), the goodness of fit index (.969), the normed fit 

index (.972), and the root mean squared error approximation (.031) tests.  Therefore, the second 

measurement model in Figure 4-6 is said to have good construct reliability and validity.   

Regression analysis.  Given the presence of 2 reliable and valid measurement models, it is 

now possible to determine which cultivation strategies have the most impact on how major gift 

donors evaluate the nonprofit-donor relationship.  The original model that was tested with path 

modeling is illustrated in Figure 4-3 was retested exclusively for the major gift donors.  This 

model was subjected to the same criteria outlined in Table 4-15 to determine the appropriateness 

of the model to the observed data.  The relationships between all the variables were subjected to 

the path model analysis.  Table 4-26 presents the statistically significant standardized 
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coefficients and errors for the paths between each relationship cultivation strategy and each 

relationship dimension.  

The analysis revealed that only 6 of the 10 cultivation strategies had a significant influence 

on major gift donors’ evaluation of the relationship dimensions.  All of the significant paths were 

positive with the exception of reporting’s impact on satisfaction.  None of the 6 strategies 

influenced all 4 of the dimensions.  Responsibility did influence 3:  trust, control mutuality, and 

commitment.  Relationship nurturing significantly impacted trust and control mutuality, and 

reciprocity had a positive impact on satisfaction and commitment.  Sharing of tasks had a 

significant impact on trust, and access significantly influenced control mutuality.  It is interesting 

to note that the stewardship strategies appear to have greater significant influence on how major 

gift donors evaluated the relationship dimensions than donors in general.  However, it is 

necessary to make sure the model is appropriate given the data. 

 As shown in Table 4-27, analysis revealed that the structural model of Figure 4-7 fits the  

data well, based on the Chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio (.088), the comparative fit index 

(.99), the goodness of fit index (.99), the normed fit index (.97), and the root mean squared error 

residual (.01) tests.  Standardized path estimates are displayed to facilitate comparison of the 

regression coefficients.  It should be noted that only significant regression coefficients are 

shown. 

Annual Giving Donors 

The SEM process was repeated for annual giving donors.  To determine which cultivation 

strategies influenced annual gift donors’ evaluations of the relationship dimensions the most, 

confirmatory factor analyses had to be conducted on both the relationship dimensions and the 

strategies to discard items that were deemed invalid through statistical tests.  The same criteria 
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presented in Table 4-15 were used to evaluate the measurement and path models for the second 

donor group. 

Table 4-28 presents the measurement model, or confirmatory factor analysis, results for the 

relationship dimensions as evaluated by the annual gift donors.  Of the 23 items that were 

originally entered into the model, 20 were significantly and successfully loaded on their 

designated factors.  Trust had 2 items removed, and satisfaction had 1 item removed due to lack 

of statistical significance.  Control mutuality and commitment were left intact. The magnitude of 

the factor loadings demonstrated that the remaining 20 indicators in the relationship dimension 

measurement model demonstrated strong loadings on the factors.  All of the factor loadings in 

the standardized solutions were statistically significant at p < .001.   

Before the measurement model presented in Table 4-28 can be deemed valid, it is 

necessary to check the 5 tests to determine if the measurement model reasonably fits the data.  

Table 4-29 shows that this model met the criteria for the 5 fit indices (Chi-square/df = 1.87, CFI 

= .99, GFI = .99, NFI = .99, and RMSEA = .025).  Therefore, the measurement model of the 

relationship dimensions, shown in Figure 4-8, had good construct reliability and validity.    

The process was repeated for the relationship cultivation strategies as evaluated by the 

annual giving donors.  Table 4-30 presents the measurement model for the relationship 

cultivation strategies.  Of the 40 items that were originally entered into the model, 33 were 

significantly and successfully loaded on their designated factors.  Access, networking, positivity, 

assurances, and relationship nurturing each had 1 item removed from the factor because it was 

not significant, and reciprocity had 2 items removed. The remaining 4 strategies remained intact.  

The magnitude of the factor loadings demonstrated that the remaining 33 indicators in the 
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relationship dimension measurement model demonstrated strong loadings on the factors.  All of 

the factor loadings in the standardized solutions were statistically significant at p < .001. 

As shown in Table 4-31, the results indicate the measurement model fit the observed data.  

The criteria were met for the Chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio (2.51), the comparative fit 

index (.997), the goodness of fit index (.993), the normed fit index (.995), and the root mean 

squared error residual (.034) tests.  Therefore, the second measurement model is said to have 

good construct reliability and validity.  The measurement model is displayed in Figure 4-9. 
 

Regression analysis.  Given the presence of 2 reliable and valid measurement models, it is 

now possible to determine which cultivation strategies have the most impact on how annual gift 

donors evaluate the nonprofit-donor relationship.  The original model that was tested with path 

modeling is illustrated in Figure 4-3 was retested exclusively using the data provided by the 

annual giving donors.  This model was subjected to the same criteria outlined in Table 4-15 to 

determine the appropriateness of the model to the observed data.  The relationships between all 

the variables were subjected to the path model analysis.  Table 4-32 presents the statistically 

significant standardized coefficients and errors for the paths between each relationship 

cultivation strategy and each relationship dimension for annual gift donors.  

Unlike the results for major gift donors, this analysis indicated that all 10 strategies had a 

significant impact on annual gift donors’ evaluation of the relationship dimensions.  Much like 

the overall donor analysis, assurances had a statistically significant negative effect on of the 4 

relationship dimensions.  There were mixed results for the remaining strategies.  Networking, 

positivity, responsibility, and relationship nurturing significantly affected trust, control 

mutuality, satisfaction, and commitment.  Access had a significant impact on control mutuality 

and satisfaction, and openness significantly influenced trust and satisfaction.  Reporting 
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significantly influenced control mutuality, satisfaction, and commitment.  Interestingly, both 

reciprocity and sharing of tasks had statistically significant negative influences on how annual 

giving donors evaluated trust and commitment, respectively. 

 As shown in Table 4-33, analysis revealed that the structural model of Figure 4-10 fits the 

data well, based on the Chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio (0.48), the comparative fit index 

(.99), the goodness of fit index (.99), the normed fit index (.99), and the root mean squared error 

approximation (.02) tests.  Standardized path estimates are displayed to facilitate comparison of 

the regression coefficients.  It should be noted that only significant regression coefficients are 

shown. 

Major gift donors compared to annual giving donors.  Now that both path models have 

been completed for major gift and annual giving donors, it is possible to answer the sixth 

research question, which sought to determine if the relationship cultivation strategies impact the 

groups’ evaluation of the nonprofit-donor relationship differently.  The short answer to the 

question is that the strategies do differ in their influence on the 2 groups’ evaluation.  However, a 

comparison of the findings provides a fuller answer regarding how the groups experience the 

cultivation strategies differently. 

Whereas the annual giving donors’ evaluation of the relationship with the nonprofit was 

influenced by all 10 cultivation strategies, major gift donors’ evaluations were only impacted by 

6 of the 10 strategies.  Of those 6, all 4 of Kelly’s (2000; 2001) stewardship strategies had an 

influence—although reporting had a negative impact on the evaluation of satisfaction (β = -.13).  

The 3 strongest links for major gift donors were between reciprocity and commitment (β = .21), 

relationship nurturing and trust (β = .20), and access and control mutuality (β = .19). 
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The relationship cultivation strategies more broadly impacted the evaluation of annual gift 

donors.  Unlike their counterparts, reporting for annual giving donors had a positive impact on 3 

relationship dimensions.  There were negative impacts for sharing of tasks on commitment (β = -

.07), reciprocity on trust (β = -.07), and assurances on all 4 of the relationship dimensions.  The 4 

strongest positive links for annual giving donors were between relationship nurturing and trust (β 

= .21), networking and commitment (β = .18), responsibility and satisfaction (β = .18), and 

responsibility and commitment (β = .17).  Similar to the results for major gift donors, the next 

most significant paths for annual giving donors came from Kelly’s (2000; 2001) stewardship 

variables. 

The strong performance of the stewardship variables in the structural equation modeling, 

however, should not discount the contributions of the other 6 relationship cultivation strategies.  

The 2 groups had similar reactions to access and how it contributed to the evaluation of control 

mutuality.  Sharing of tasks had a positive influence for major gift donors, but it had a negative 

impact for annual giving donors.   Several of the strategies proposed by Hon and J. Grunig 

(1999) positively influenced annual gift donors, but did not impact major gift donors.  These 

differences ultimately help distinguish how fundraisers cultivate relationships with donors at 

different levels of giving differently, which is discussed more in the discussion chapter. 

Research Question 7 

RQ7:  To what extent does the fundraising team and donors agree/disagree on evaluation of the 

nonprofit-donor relationship? 

 The study’s seventh research question sought to determine whether donors and members 

of the fundraising team viewed the organization’s relationship with its donors similarly on both 

the relationship and the relationship cultivation strategies.  Analysis revealed that there was 

agreement on all 4 dimensions and 10 strategies in that both sides viewed all 14 variables 
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favorably (i.e., mean scores higher than 5 on a 9-point scale).  However, as Table 4-34 shows, 

donors did not evaluate the relationship dimensions or the cultivation strategies as favorably as 

the fundraising team.   

Of the 4 dimensions, donors felt committed to the organization and its mission, but even 

though this was their strongest evaluation it was significantly less than how the fundraising team 

members felt about commitment (D-score = .46; t = -4.17, df = 1828, p<.001).  Similarly, the 

organization’s representatives had more trust (D-score = .96; t = -8.85, df = 1828, p<.001) and 

satisfaction (D-score = .86; t = -6.68, df = 1828, p<.001) in the relationship.  The donors felt that 

power generally was balanced between them and the organization as indicated by a mean score 

greater than the neutral point.  However, the fundraising team felt the power balance was more 

evenly distributed (D-score = .69; t = -8.04, df = 1828, p<.001).   

Similar results were found when the donors and fundraisers were asked to evaluate the 

value of the strategies used to maintain the relationship.  Donors viewed all of the cultivation 

strategies positively; however, they did not view them as favorably as the fundraisers.  When 

comparing the D-scores and utilizing independent t-tests, the greatest differences existed 

between the 2 sides’ views on networking (D-score = 1.22; t = -9.45, df = 1828, p < .001) and 

access (D-score = 1.02; t = -8.33, df = 1828, p < .001).    Although the donors evaluated 

networking positively, their views of the hospital’s networking with community groups and the 

government were significantly less positive than the viewpoints of the fundraising team.   

For the remaining 8 relationship cultivation strategies, there were also statistically different 

evaluations in varying levels.  The 2 groups were most similar in the evaluations of responsibility 

(D-score = .32; t = -3.27, df = 1828, p < .01).  Of the remaining 7 strategies, the attitudes of the 

groups were the next closest for the stewardship variables of reciprocity (D-score = .64; t = -
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6.51, df = 1828, p < .001) and reporting (D-score = .60; t = -5.91, df = 1828, p < .001), with 

donors having lower evaluations than the fundraising team.  The remaining variables also were 

all favored more by the fundraising team.  In order of increasing distance between the 2 groups, 

the evaluations of these relationship cultivation strategies were all statistically different:  

openness (D-score = .71; t = -5.91, df = 1828, p < .001), relationship nurturing (D-score = .75; t 

= -7.07, df = 1828, p < .001), assurances (D-score = .79; t = -7.01, df = 1828, p < .001), 

positivity (D-score = .88; t = -7.44, df = 1828, p < .001), and sharing of tasks (D-score = .92; t = 

-7.34, df = 1828, p< .001).  Independent t-test results demonstrate that the answer to the seventh 

research question is that donors and fundraising team members are in agreement that the 

relationship dimensions and strategies are positive; however, statistically significant differences 

exist between the 2 groups on all of the variables. 

Research Question 8 

RQ8:  To what extent do fundraising team members and donors perceive agreement/ 

disagreement between themselves and the other side on the evaluation of the nonprofit-donor 

relationship? 

The eighth research question sought to determine whether either side of the nonprofit-

donor relationship perceived agreement with the other in how the overall relationship and the 

cultivation strategies were evaluated.  Table 4-35 presents the comparison between the donors’ 

views and their estimates of how the fundraisers would answer the same questions.  The donors 

perceived a significant difference between themselves and the organization’s fundraisers on all 4 

of the dimension indices and the strategy scales.  The smallest perceived difference was for the 

satisfaction level of how the organization created relationships with its donors (D-score = .08; t = 

-9.88, df = 1705, p<.001).  The donors perceived that the fundraisers would feel power was more 

balanced (D-score = .19; t = -17.89, df = 1705, p<.001) and that they viewed donors as being 



 

155 

more committed to the relationship (D-score = .12; t = -12.12, df = 1705, p<.001) than they 

actually are.  Additionally, the donors thought that the fundraisers would perceive a greater 

amount of trust (D-score = .14; t = -12.15, df = 1705, p<.001) in the nonprofit-donor relationship 

than truly existed. 

Although there was statistical difference in how the donors evaluated the dimensions and 

how they estimated the fundraisers would, the D-scores indicate that the differences were 

reasonably small.  The D-scores for the 4 relationship dimensions were closer than all but 3 of 

the D-scores for the relationship cultivation strategies.  When evaluating the perceived 

agreement for the strategies, there was an overall consensus that donors felt fundraisers would 

evaluate the strategies more favorably than they would.  The greatest difference existed for the 

networking variable.  Donors felt that fundraisers thought networking would be far more 

important for the relationship than it actually is (D-score = 1.06; t = -23.35, df = 1705, p < .001).  

This was the only strategy where the calculated D-score was greater than one-fourth of 1 point. 

Generally, there appears to be agreement on the importance of the strategies even though 

statistically significant differences existed.  Reflecting their own evaluations of the strategies, 

donors felt that fundraisers would favor the stewardship strategies over the other symmetrical 

strategies.  Donors felt that fundraisers would indicate that reciprocity (D-score = .17; t = -16.82, 

df = 1705, p<.001), reporting (D-score = .20; t = -19.59, df = 1705, p<.001), responsibility (D-

score = .17; t = -19.49, df = 1705, p < .001), and relationship nurturing (D-score = .19; t = -

17.24, df = 1705, p<.001) were more valuable to the relationship than the donors felt they were.   

Interestingly, the donors had similar views on the remaining symmetrical strategies 

proposed in the literature.  The smallest difference between the donors views and the estimates of 

the fundraising team’s views was for sharing of tasks (D-score = .13; t = -11.95, df = 1705, p < 
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.001).  Again, just like the relationship dimensions, there was a statistically significant difference 

between the views and perceived views even though the evaluations were reasonably close for 

openness (D-score = .19; t = -16.28, df = 1705, p < .001), access (D-score = .20; t = 17.24, df = 

1705, p < .001), positivity (D-score = .23; t = -20.39, df = 1705, p < .001), and assurances (D-

score = .24; t = -20.09, df = 1705, p < .001).  As previously reported, the greatest difference 

existed for the networking variable. 

Turning to perceived agreement from the organization’s viewpoint, members of the 

fundraising team perceived agreement across all 4 dimensions and 10 strategies.  Furthermore, 

they perceived a significant difference in the degree of agreement on only 1 variable, trust (D-

score = .08; t = 2.59, df = 123, p<.05).  Table 4-36 presents the results.  

In summary, the answer to the eighth research question is that both the fundraising team 

members and donors to the nonprofit organizations perceive agreement with each other on the 

positivity of the relationship dimensions and cultivation strategies.  Even though donors 

perceived agreement, they believed the fundraising team members would evaluate the variables 

more positively than the donors did.  The fundraising team members, on the other hand, 

perceived agreement on all 4 relationship dimensions and 10 cultivation strategies.  There was 

only 1 statistically significant difference in the fundraising team’s views and their estimates of 

their donors’ perspectives. 

Research Question 9 

 
RQ9:  To what extent are the fundraising team and charitable donors accurate/inaccurate in 

predicting the other side’s views on the evaluation of the nonprofit-donor relationship? 

The ninth research question examined how accurate the 2 sides were with their estimates 

by comparing the estimates of 1 group with the actual evaluations by the other group.  As shown 
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in Table 4-37, donors underestimated the views of the fundraising practitioners on every 

variable.  Furthermore, with 1 exception, the degree of the underestimation was statistically 

significant.  For the relationship management dimension variables, trust (D-score = .82; t = -8.10, 

df = 1828, p<.001) and control mutuality (D-score = .67; t = -6.77, df = 1828, p<.001) were 

underestimated more than satisfaction (D-score = .61; t = -6.07, df = 1828, p<.001) and 

commitment (D-score = .34; t = -3.37, df = 1828, p<.01).    

Table 4-37 shows that similar results emerged for the relationship cultivation strategies.  

Donors underestimated the views of the fundraising team across all of the variables; however, 

the difference between donors’ estimated views and the actual views of the fundraising team was 

greater for access (D-score = .82; t = -6.96, df = 128, p < .001) and sharing of tasks (D-score = 

.79; t = -6.56, df = 128, p < .001).  The smallest differences existed for responsibility (D-score = 

.15; t = -1.57, df = 128, p = .12) and networking (D-score = .16; t = -7.95, df = 128, p < .001) 

although the latter of these 2 variables was still statistically significant.  For the remaining 6 

strategies, donors underestimated the fundraising team’s views by nearly one-half to three-

quarters of a point on assurances (D-score = .55; t = -5.32, df = 128, p < .001), openness (D-

score = .52; t = -5.02, df = 128, p < .001), positivity (D-score = .65; t = -6.10, df = 128, p < 

.001),  reciprocity (D-score = .47; t = -5.13, df = 128, p < .001), reporting (D-score = .40; t = -

4.15, df = 128, p < .001), and relationship nurturing (D-score = .56; t = -5.68, df = 128, p < .001). 

Examining the fundraising team’s estimations of donors’ views with donors’ actual views 

reveals that on 7 of the 8 measures the fundraisers significantly overestimated all of the donors’ 

views.  Table 4-38 shows that there was almost a one-point overestimate for 3 of the relationship 

dimension variables:  trust (D-score = .88; t = -8.19, df = 1828, p<.001), commitment (D-score = 

.51; t = -4.61, df = 1828, p<.001), and control mutuality (D-score = .85; t = -8.00, df =1828, 
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p<.001).  Even though the D-score was smaller for satisfaction (D-score = .71; t = -6.86, df = 

1828, p<.001), the statistical strength was as strong as the other relationship dimension measures.   

As shown in Table 4-38, opposite results occurred when determining the accuracy of the 

fundraising team’s estimates.  Whereas the donors underestimated the fundraising team’s views, 

the fundraising team overestimated the donors’ viewpoints.  Not surprising given previous 

results, the biggest overestimation was for how the fundraising team thought the donors would 

evaluate the networking variable (D-score = 1.28; t = -9.96, df = 1828, p < .001).   The 

fundraising team had almost a one-point overestimation for several other relationship cultivation 

strategies, including access (D-score = .99; t = -8.11, df = 1828, p < .001), positivity (D-score = 

.92; t = -7.85, df = 1828, p < .001), and sharing of tasks (D-score = .95; t = -7.67, df = 1828, p < 

.001),   The fundraising team’s estimate of the donors views were closest when it came to the 

importance of responsibility on the part of the organization (D-score = .34; t = -3.41, df = 1828, 

p < .01).  However, the differences for the remaining variables reveal important insight into the 

relationship between the organizations and their donors in how assurances (D-score = .77; t = -

7.01, df = 1828, p < .001), openness (D-score = .71; t = -5.91, df = 1828, p < .001), reciprocity 

(D-score = .65; t = -6.67, df = 1828, p < .001), reporting (D-score = .64; t = 6.36, df = 1828, p < 

.001), and relationship nurturing (D-score = .78; t = -7.35, df = 1828, p < .001) impact the 

relationship. 

To answer the ninth research question, both sides generally are accurate in their estimates 

of the other side’s views, although donors underestimate the fundraising team members’ views 

and the fundraising team members overestimate the views donors have regarding the relationship 

dimensions and cultivation strategies. 
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Research Question 10 

RQ10:  What coorientation states exist between the fundraising team and charitable donors on 

the evaluation of the nonprofit-donor relationship? 

The comparisons highlighted in the previous 3 research questions are designed to reveal 

the 4 states of the coorientation model:  consensus, dissensus, false consensus, and false conflict.  

Recapping this study’s findings, donors and fundraising practitioners generally are in agreement 

on all 4 of the relationship dimensions and the 10 relationship cultivation strategies.  Even 

though there were many significant differences in the levels of agreement, perceived agreement, 

and accuracy, both sides of the relationship viewed the various aspects of the nonprofit-donor 

relationship favorably.  Applying the coorientation states to these findings, the answer to the 

final research question is that donors and fundraising team members are in a state of consensus 

on all of the variables.  As Table 4-39 shows, the states of dissensus, false conflict, and false 

consensus do not exist in this relationship. 
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Table 4-1.  Relationship Dimensions Means across 3 Organizations. 
 San Francisco General 

Hospital 
Marin General Hospital Children’s Hospital & 

Research Center of 
Oakland 

 Fundraising 
Team 

Donors Fundraising 
Team 

Donors Fundraising 
Team 

Donors 

My Views       
Trust 7.31 6.20 7.28 6.41 7.61 6.73 
Commitment 7.29 6.45 6.95 6.64 7.15 6.87 
Satisfaction 7.09 6.23 7.06 6.36 7.16 6.65 
Control 
Mutuality 

7.18 6.14 7.08 6.20 7.20 6.53 

       
Their Views       
Trust 7.17 6.38 7.15 6.57 7.63 6.82 
Commitment 7.26 6.55 7.07 6.80 7.20 6.96 
Satisfaction 6.99 6.28 7.02 6.48 7.32 6.73 
Control 
Mutuality 

7.24 6.38 6.95 6.37 7.26 6.69 
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Table 4-2.  Relationship Cultivation Strategies’ Means across 3 Organizations. 
 San Francisco General 

Hospital 
Marin General Hospital Children’s Hospital & 

Research Center of 
Oakland 

 Fundraising 
Team 

Donors Fundraising 
Team 

Donors Fundraising 
Team 

Donors 

My Views       
Access 6.83 5.84 6.98 5.82 7.22 6.35 
Positivity 6.84 5.85 6.76 5.87 7.07 6.30 
Openness 7.08 6.39 7.10 4.45 7.72 7.00 
Sharing of 
Tasks 

7.06 6.03 7.12 5.97 7.08 6.46 

Assurances 7.10 6.07 7.00 6.00 6.83 6.39 
Networking 7.23 5.68 7.07 5.81 7.05 6.17 
Reciprocity 7.48 6.98 7.53 6.90 7.72 6.97 
Reporting 7.45 6.81 7.31 6.88 7.61 6.92 
Responsibility 7.01 6.75 6.96 6.72 7.31 6.86 
Relationship 
Nurturing 

7.11 6.24 7.09 6.43 7.49 6.80 

       
Their Views       
Access 6.71 5.96 6.93 6.00 7.27 6.63 
Positivity 6.94 6.11 6.84 6.07 7.04 6.55 
Openness 7.14 6.59 7.12 6.66 7.65 7.13 
Sharing of 
Tasks 

7.11 6.13 7.21 6.11 7.07 6.63 

Assurances 7.11 6.31 6.85 6.25 6.94 6.64 
Networking 7.25 6.04 7.04 6.13 7.23 6.41 
Reciprocity 7.53 7.14 7.51 7.03 7.74 7.19 
Reporting 7.42 7.01 7.31 7.09 7.64 7.11 
Responsibility 7.06 6.85 6.90 6.91 7.35 7.09 
Relationship 
Nurturing 

6.97 6.49 7.11 6.68 7.64 6.88 

 
 
 
Table 4-3.  Donors’ Evaluation of Relationship with Nonprofits based on Donor Type. 
 Major Gift Donors Annual Giving Donors 
 Mean Std. Dev N Mean Std. Dev. N 
Trust 7.02 1.01 358 6.31 1.18 1348 
Commitment 7.14 .95 358 6.54 1.23 1348 
Satisfaction 6.82 1.19 358 6.32 1.14 1348 
Control Mutuality 6.80 1.25 358 6.17 1.20 1348 
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Table 4-4.  One-Way ANOVA on Evaluation of the Donors Relationship with the Nonprofit 
Organization. 

Source of 
Variation 

SS df MS F-score p-value 

Trust 141.25 1,1704 141.25 107.45 .000 
Commitment 102.49 1,1704 102.49   73.84 .000 
Satisfaction   69.52 1,1704   69.52   57.86 .000 
Control Mutuality 112.71 1,1704 112.71   86.83 .000 

 
 
 
Table 4-5.  Pearson’s r Correlation of Giving History and Evaluation of the Nonprofit-Donor 

Relationship. 
 Years 

Donating to 
Organization 

Trust Control 
Mutuality 

Satisfaction Commitment 

Years 
Donating to  
Organization 

1.00   .69***   .65***   .54***   .64*** 

Trust  1.00   .62***   .37***   .47*** 
Control 
Mutuality 

  1.00   .52***   .50*** 

Satisfaction    1.00   .65*** 
Commitment     1.00 
*** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 4-6.  Multiple Regression of Relationship Dimension Indices with the Number of Years 

Donating to the Organization. 
 Unstandardized 

Coefficient (B) 
Standardized 
Coefficient (β) 

t-value p-value 

Constant -10.04  -29.66 .000 
Trust      .84 .31  15.83 .000 
Satisfaction      .28 .10    4.77 .000 
Commitment      .85 .32  15.25 .000 
Control Mutuality      .68 .25  12.01 .000 
R = .787, R2 = .62, F (4, 1701) = 693.19, p < .000, n = 1705 
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Table 4-7.  Stepwise Regression of Relationship Dimension Indices for Number of Years of 
Donating to the Organization. 

 Unstandardized 
Coefficient (B) 

Standardized 
Coefficient (β) 

t-value p-value 

Model 1     
Constant -4.39  -13.24 .000 
Commitment  1.73 .65  35.23 .000 
     
Model 2     
Constant -8.43  -25.50 .000 
Commitment  1.18 .45  24.80 .000 
Trust  1.18 .44  24.36 .000 
     
Model 3     
Constant -9.53  -29.49 .000 
Commitment    .99 .37  20.76 .000 
Trust    .82 .30  15.41 .000 
Control Mutuality    .76 .28  13.90 .000 
     
Model 4     
Constant -10.04  -29.66 .000 
Commitment      .85 .32  15.25 .000 
Trust      .84 .31  15.83 .000 
Control Mutuality      .68 .25  12.01 .000 
Satisfaction      .28 .10    4.77 .000 
Model 1:  R = .65, R2 = .42, F (4,1701) = 1241.23, p = .000, n = 1705 
Model 2:  R = .76, R2 = .57, F (4,1701) = 1133.24, p = .000, n = 1705 
Model 3:  R = .78, R2 = .61, F (4,1701) = 905.10, p = .000, n = 1705 
Model 4:  R = .79, R2 = .62, F (4,1701) = 693.19, p = .000, n = 1705 
 
 
 
Table 4-8.  Discriminant Function Analysis of Relationship Dimensions with Participation in the 

Most Recent Fundraising Campaign.  
     Group 1 (n = 929) Group 2 (n = 776) 
 B Β Wilks’ λ F (1, 1703) Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 
Constant -8.78        
Trust    .79  .76 .66 856.71* 7.08   .92 5.70 1.01 
Satisfaction    .54  .53 .78 476.64* 6.90   .93 5.85 1.04 
Commitment   -.01 -.02 .83 346.78* 7.11 1.02 6.12 1.17 
Control 
Mutuality    .06  .06 .79 455.31* 6.79   .94 5.71 1.14 

R = .64, Wilks’ λ of function = .59, χ2 = 909.12, df = 2, group centroids = (.77,-.92) 
*p < .001 
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Table 4-9.  Classification Matrix of Discriminant Analysis Function. 
 Predicted 
Original Group 1 (Yes) Group 2 (No) 
Group 1 (Yes) 770 198 
Group 2 (No) 159 578 
χ2 = 567.05, df = 1,  p <.001 
 
 
 
Table 4-10.  Multiple Regression of Relationship Dimension Indices with Overall Relationship 

Score. 
 Unstandardized 

Coefficient (B) 
Standardized 
Coefficient (β) 

t-value p-value 

Constant -1.01     -.741 .459 
Trust    .30 .28 13.78 .000 
Satisfaction    .21 .19   8.94 .000 
Commitment    .26 .25 11.53 .000 
Control Mutuality    .28 .26 12.37 .000 
R = .776, R2 = .60, F (4, 1701) = 644.11, p = .000, N = 1705 
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Table 4-11.  Stepwise Regression of Relationship Dimension Indices with Overall Relationship 
Score. 

 Unstandardized 
Coefficient (B) 

Standardized 
Coefficient (β) 

t-value p-value 

Model 1     
Constant  2.26   17.61 .000 
Control Mutuality    .70 .65  32.22 .000 
     
Model 2     
Constant   .797     6.00 .000 
Control Mutuality   .49 .45  23.81 .000 
Commitment   .42 .40  21.35 .000 
     
Model 3     
Constant   .286     2.15 .032 
Control Mutuality   .34 .32  15.27 .000 
Commitment   .37 .35  18.68 .000 
Trust   .28 .26  12.83 .000 
     
Model 4     
Constant -1.01     -.741 .46 
Control Mutuality    .28 .26 12.37 .000 
Commitment    .26 .25 11.53 .000 
Trust    .30 .28 13.78 .000 
Satisfaction    .21 .19   8.94 .000 
Model 1:  R = .65, R2 = .42, F (4,1701) = 1240.20, p = .000, N = 1705 
Model 2:  R = .74, R2 = .54, F (4,1701) = 1013.38, p = .000, N = 1705 
Model 3:  R = .76, R2 = .58, F (4,1701) = 795.29, p = .000, N = 1705 
Model 4:  R = .78, R2 = .60, F (4,1701) = 644.11, p = .000, N = 1705 
 
 
Table 4-12.  Donor Mean Scores on the 10 Cultivation Strategy Indices. 
Variable Mean ( n = 1706) Standard Deviation 
Access 6.01 1.33 
Positivity 6.02 1.29 
Openness 6.62 1.32 
Sharing of Tasks 6.17 1.37 
Assurances 6.16 1.23 
Networking 5.89 1.40 
Reciprocity 6.95 1.07 
Responsibility 6.78 1.07 
Reporting 6.87 1.09 
Relationship Nurturing 6.50 1.15 
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Table 4-13.  Major Gift and Annual Giving Donors’ Mean Scores on the 10 Cultivation 
Strategies Indices. 

 Major Gift Donors Annual Giving Donors 
 Mean Std. Dev N Mean Std. Dev. N 
Access 6.67 1.21 358 5.84 1.31 1348 
Positivity 6.55 1.10 358 5.88 1.29 1348 
Openness 7.16 1.07 358 6.48 1.34 1348 
Sharing of Tasks 6.84 1.04 358 5.99 1.39 1348 
Assurances 6.85   .98 358 5.98 1.23 1348 
Networking 6.67   .98 358 5.69 1.43 1348 
Reciprocity 7.53   .92 358 6.80 1.05 1348 
Reporting 7.29 1.01 358 6.76 1.10 1348 
Responsibility 7.08   .96 358 6.70 1.11 1348 
Relationship Nurturing 7.04   .97 358 6.36 1.15 1348 

 
 
 
Table 4-14.  One-Way ANOVA on Evaluation of the 10 Relationship Cultivation Strategies by 

Donor Type. 
Source of Variation SS df MS F-score p-value 
Access 191.84 1,1704 191.84 115.429 .000 
Positivity 125.40 1,1704 125.40   78.94 .000 
Openness 131.25 1,1704 131.25   79.39 .000 
Sharing of Tasks 204.80 1,1704 204.80 116.27 .000 
Assurances 212.48 1,1704 212.48 152.76 .000 
Networking 273.30 1,1704 273.30 150.83 .000 
Reciprocity 151.30 1,1704 151.30 144.59 .000 
Reporting   80.81 1,1704   80.81   70.90 .000 
Responsibility   40.79 1,1704   40.79   36.36 .000 
Relationship Nurturing 130.98 1,1704 130.98 105.93 .000 

 

 
Table 4-15.  Model Fit Criteria for Structural Equation Modeling.  
Model Fit Index Criteria 
Chi-square/degrees of freedom ≤ 5   
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) ≥ .90 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) ≥ .90 
Root Mean Squared Error Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .05 
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Table 4-16.  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions for 
All Donors.  

Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions  
Trust    
The organization respects its donors. .96 a 
The organization can be relied on to keep its promises to donors. .81 (.021)*** 
When the organization makes an important decision, I know it will be 
concerned about its donors. 

.83 (.024) *** 

I believe that the organization takes the opinions of donors into account when 
making decisions. 

.74 (.025) *** 

The organization does not have the ability to meet its goals and objectives.  
(Reverse) 

.74 (.031) *** 

Control Mutuality    
The organization and donors are attentive to each other’s needs. .96 a 
The organization does not believe the opinions and concerns of its donors are 
important. (Reverse) 

.87 (.021) *** 

I believe donors have influence on the decision makers of the organization. .89 (.020) *** 
When donors interact with this organization, they have a sense of control 
over the situation. 

.74 (.030) *** 

Satisfaction    
Donors are happy with the organization. .92 a 
Both the organization and its donors benefit from their relationship. .96 (.023) *** 
Most donors are happy in their interactions with the organization. .83 (.023) *** 
The organization fails to satisfy the needs of its donors. (Reverse) .70 (.030) *** 
Commitment    
I feel that the organization is trying to maintain a long-term commitment 
with donors. 

.96 a 

I cannot see that the organization wants to maintain a relationship with its 
donors. (Reverse) 

.93 (.018) *** 

There is a long-lasting bond between the organization and its donors. .84 (.019) *** 
Compared to other organizations, I value my relationship with this 
organization more. 

.79 (.021) *** 

a Values were not calculated because leading was set to 1.0 to fix construct variance.  The 
numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized estimates (β).  The numbers in parentheses 
indicate standard error.  *** p < .001 
 
 
Table 4-17.  Fit Measures for the Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions Measurement 

Model. 
Model Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics 
Chi-square/degrees of freedom ≤ 5 2.096 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90   .997 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) ≥ .90   .992 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) ≥ .90   .995 
Root Mean Squared Error Approximiation (RMSEA) ≤ .05   .025 
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Figure 4.1.  Measurement model of the organization-public relationship dimensions. 
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Table 4-18.  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Relationship Cultivation Strategies. 
Relationship Cultivation Strategies  
Access    
The organization does not provide donors with adequate contact information. 
(Reverse) 

.89 a 

The organization provides donors with opportunities to meet its staff. .93 (.026) *** 
When donors have questions or concerns, the organization is willing to answer 
their inquiries. 

.83 (.023) *** 

Sharing of Tasks   
The organization is involved in managing issues that donors care about. .95 a 
The organization works with donors to develop solutions that benefit donors. .87 (.022) *** 
The organization is flexible when working with donors to come to mutually 
beneficial solutions to shared concerns. 

.83 (.023) *** 

Openness   
The organization’s annual report is a valuable source of information for 
donors. 

.98 a 

The organization does not provide donors with enough information about what 
it does with donations. (Reverse) 

.89 (.015) *** 

The organization provides donors with enough information to understand the 
issues it faces. 

.80 (.016) *** 

Networking   
The organization effectively builds coalitions with groups that address that 
address issues that donors care about. 

.98 a 

The organization’s alliances with other like-minded groups are useless to 
donors. (Reverse) 

.87 (.017) *** 

The organization’s alliances with government agencies are useful for its 
donors. 

.82 (.019) *** 

Positivity    
Receiving regular communications from the organization is beneficial to 
donors. 

.99 a 

T he organization’s communication with donors is courteous. .94 (.020) *** 
The organization attempts to make its interactions with donors enjoyable. .79 (.025) *** 
Assurances   
The organization makes a genuine effort to provide personal responses to 
donors’ concerns. 

.99 a 

The organization communicates the importance of its donors.   .88 (.018) *** 
When donors raise concerns, the organization takes these concerns seriously. .76 (.021) *** 
Reciprocity   
The organization acknowledges fundraising donations in a timely manner. .78 a 
The organization always sends me a thank you letter for my donations. .94 (.059) *** 
Reporting   
The organization informs donors about its fundraising successes. .83 a 
The organization tells donors how it has used their donations. .96 (.034) *** 
The organization’s annual report details how much money was raised in that 
year. 

.80 (.046) *** 
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Table 4-18.  Continued 
Relationship Cultivation Strategies  
Reporting, continued.  
The organization does not provide donors with information about how their 
donations were used. (Reverse) 

.84 (.041) *** 

Responsibility   
The organization considers its donors when deciding how to use their 
donations. 

.99 a 

The organization uses donations for projects that are against the will of the 
donors. (Reverse) 

.78 (.026) *** 

Donors have confidence that the organization will use their donations wisely. .81 (.026) *** 
The organization tells donors what projects their donations will fund. .73 (.024) *** 
Relationship Nurturing   
Donors only hear from the organization when it is soliciting for donations. 
(Reverse) 

.85 a 

The organization is more concerned with its fiscal health than with its 
relationships with donors. (Reverse) 

.79 (.032) *** 

Donors receive personalized attention from the organization. .73 (.045) *** 
a Values were not calculated because leading was set to 1.0 to fix construct variance.  The 
numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized estimates (β).  The numbers in parentheses 
indicate standard error.  *** p < .001 
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Figure 4-2.  Measurement model of the relationship cultivation strategies. 
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Figure 4-2. Continued 
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Table 4-19.  Fit Measures for the Relationship Cultivation Strategies Measurement Model. 
Model Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics 
Chi-square/degrees of freedom ≤ 5 1.86 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90   .998 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) ≥ .90   .991 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) ≥ .90   .995 
Root Mean Squared Error Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .05   .023 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4-3.  Initial model of the relationship between relationship cultivation strategies and 
organization-public relationship dimensions. 
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Table 4-20.  Path Model of Relationship Cultivation Strategies and Organization-Public 
Relationship Dimensions. 

Path Standardized 
coefficient 

Standardized Error 

Access  Trust  .11 .02*** 

Access  Control Mutuality  .17 .02*** 
Access  Satisfaction  .09 .02*** 
Access  Commitment  .09 .02*** 
Sharing of Tasks  Trust  .05 .01* 
Openness  Satisfaction  .07 .02*** 
Networking  Trust  .11 .03*** 
Networking  Control Mutuality  .11 .02*** 
Networking  Satisfaction  .10 .02*** 
Networking  Commitment  .17 .03*** 
Positivity  Control Mutuality  .04 .02* 
Assurances  Trust -.08 .03*** 
Assurances  Control Mutuality -.07 .03*** 
Assurances  Satisfaction -.12 .02*** 
Assurances  Commitment -.10 .03*** 
Reporting  Control Mutuality  .08 .03** 
Reporting  Satisfaction  .08 .03** 
Reporting  Commitment  .10 .03*** 
Responsibility  Trust  .11 .03*** 
Responsibility  Control Mutuality  .14 .03*** 
Responsibility  Satisfaction  .14 .04*** 
Responsibility  Commitment  .16 .04*** 
Relationship Nurturing  Trust  .24 .03*** 
Relationship Nurturing  Control Mutuality  .15 .03*** 
Relationship Nurturing  Satisfaction  .15 .03*** 
Relationship Nurturing  Commitment  .17 .03*** 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 4-21.  Fit Measures for the Path Model of Relationship Cultivation Strategies and 

Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions. 
Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics 
Chi-square/degrees of freedom ≤ 5 2.36 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90   .998 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) ≥ .90   .997 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) ≥ .90   .996 
Root Mean Squared Error Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .05   .028 
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Figure 4-4.  Final path model of the relationship between relationship cultivation strategies and 
organization-public relationship dimensions for all donors. 
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Table 4-22.  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions for 
Major Gift Donors.  
Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions  

Trust    
The organization respects its donors. 1.00 a 
The organization can be relied on to keep its promises to donors. 1.03 (.09)*** 
When the organization makes an important decision, I know it will be 
concerned about its donors. 

  .91 (.08) *** 

I believe that the organization takes the opinions of donors into account when 
making decisions. 

1.14 (.09) *** 

I feel very confident about the organization’s ability to accomplish its 
mission. 

  .70 (.08)*** 

The organization does not have the ability to meet its goals and objectives.  
(Reverse) 

  .91 (.11)*** 

Control Mutuality    
The organization and donors are attentive to each other’s needs. 1.00 a 
The organization does not believe the opinions and concerns of its donors are 
important. (Reverse) 

  .90 (.05) *** 

I believe donors have influence on the decision makers of the organization.   .81 (.05) *** 
The organization really listens to what its donors have to say.   .72 (.05) *** 
Satisfaction    
Donors are happy with the organization. 1.00 a 
Both the organization and its donors benefit from their relationship.   .99 (.07) *** 
Most donors are happy in their interactions with the organization. 1.01 (.09) *** 
Generally speaking, I am pleased with the relationship the organization has 
established with me. 

  .88 (.10)*** 

The organization fails to satisfy the needs of its donors. (Reverse)   .70 (.030) *** 
Most donors enjoy dealing with this organization.   .95 (.10)*** 
Commitment    
I feel that the organization is trying to maintain a long-term commitment 
with donors. 

1.00 a 

I cannot see that the organization wants to maintain a relationship with its 
donors. (Reverse) 

1.06 (.06) *** 

There is a long-lasting bond between the organization and its donors.   .79 (.07) *** 
Compared to other organizations, I value my relationship with this 
organization more. 

  .82 (.05) *** 

a Values were not calculated because leading was set to 1.0 to fix construct variance.  The 
numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized estimates (β).  The numbers in parentheses 
indicate standard error.  *** p < .001 
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Table 4-23.  Fit Measures for Major Gift Donors’ Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions 
Measurement Model. 

Model Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics 
Chi-square/degrees of freedom ≤ 5 1.349 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90   .987 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) ≥ .90   .951 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) ≥ .90   .953 
Root Mean Squared Error Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .05   .031 
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Figure 4-5.  Measurement model of the organization-public relationship dimensions for major 
gift donors. 
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Table 4-24.  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Relationship Cultivation Strategies for Major 
Gift Donors.  

Indicators Relationship Cultivation Strategies 
Access    
The organization does not provide donors with adequate contact information. 
(Reverse) 

1.00 a 

The organization provides donors with opportunities to meet its staff. 1.53 (.09) *** 
When donors have questions or concerns, the organization is willing to answer 
their inquiries. 

1.20 (.07) *** 

The organization provides donors with adequate contact information for 
specific staff on specific issues. 

1.01 (.07)*** 

Sharing of Tasks   
The organization and donors do not work well together at solving problems. 
(Reverse) 

1.00 a 

The organization is involved in managing issues that donors care about.   .86 (.07) *** 
The organization works with donors to develop solutions that benefit donors.   .71 (.07) *** 
Openness   
The organization’s annual report is a valuable source of information for 
donors. 

1.00a 

The organization does not provide donors with enough information about what 
it does with donations. (Reverse) 

1.06 (.05) *** 

The organization provides donors with enough information to understand the 
issues it faces. 

  .78 (.04) *** 

Networking   
The organization effectively builds coalitions with groups that address that 
address issues that donors care about. 

1.00 a 

The organization’s alliances with other like-minded groups are useless to 
donors. (Reverse) 

1.01 (.06) *** 

The organization’s alliances with other community groups are useful to its 
donors. 

  .70 (.05) *** 

Positivity    
Receiving regular communications from the organization is beneficial to 
donors. 

1.00 a 

The organization attempts to make its interactions with donors enjoyable.   .89 (.09) *** 
The information the organization provides donors with is of little use to them.   .98 (.11) *** 
Assurances   
The organization makes a genuine effort to provide personal responses to 
donors’ concerns. 

1.00 a 

The organization communicates the importance of its donors.     .97 (.05) *** 
When donors raise concerns, the organization takes these concerns seriously.   .84 (.06) *** 
Reciprocity   
The organization acknowledges fundraising donations in a timely manner. 1.00 a 
The organization always sends me a thank you letter for my donations. 1.10 (.09)*** 
The organization is not sincere when it thanks donors for their contributions. 
(Reverse) 

  .95 (.10)*** 
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Table 4-24.  Continued 
Indicators Relationship Cultivation Strategies 
Reciprocity, continued   
Because of my previous donations, the organization recognizes me as a friend.   .91 (.08)*** 
Reporting   
The organization informs donors about its fundraising successes. 1.00 a 
The organization tells donors how it has used their donations. 1.17 (.08) *** 
The organization’s annual report details how much money was raised in that 
year. 

1.06 (.09) *** 

The organization does not provide donors with information about how their 
donations were used. (Reverse) 

1.13 (.10) *** 

Responsibility   
The organization considers its donors when deciding how to use their 
donations. 

1.00 a 

The organization uses donations for projects that are against the will of the 
donors. (Reverse) 

  .78 (.07) *** 

The organization tells donors what projects their donations will fund.   .72 (.06) *** 
Relationship Nurturing   
Donors only hear from the organization when it is soliciting for donations. 
(Reverse) 

1.00 a 

Donors receive personalized attention from the organization. 1.07 (.15) *** 
The organization invites donors to participate in special events that it holds.   .81 (.16) *** 
a Values were not calculated because leading was set to 1.0 to fix construct variance.  The 
numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized estimates (β).  The numbers in parentheses 
indicate standard error.  *** p < .001 
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Table 4-25.  Fit Measures for the Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions Measurement 
Model for Major Gift Donors. 

Model Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics 
Chi-square/degrees of freedom ≤ 5 1.34 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90   .993 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) ≥ .90   .969 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) ≥ .90   .972 
Root Mean Squared Error Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .05   .031 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

182 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4-6.  Measurement model of the relationship cultivation strategies for major gift donors. 
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Figure 4-6.  Continued 
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Table 4-26.  Path Model of Relationship Cultivation Strategies and Organization-Public 
Relationship Dimensions for Major Gift Donors. 

Path Standardized 
coefficient 

Standardized Error 

Access  Control Mutuality  .19 .03*** 
Sharing of Tasks  Trust  .09 .05* 
Reciprocity  Satisfaction  .11 .05* 
Reciprocity  Commitment  .21 .05*** 
Reporting  Satisfaction -.13 .04** 
Responsibility  Trust  .18 .06** 
Responsibility  Control Mutuality  .14 .05** 
Responsibility  Commitment  .12 .05* 
Relationship Nurturing  Trust  .20 .05*** 
Relationship Nurturing  Control Mutuality  .12 .04** 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 4-27.  Fit Measures for the Path Model of Relationship Cultivation Strategies and 

Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions for Major Gift Donors. 
Model Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics 
Chi-square/degrees of freedom ≤ 5 .878 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90 .999 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) ≥ .90 .990 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) ≥ .90 .972 
Root Mean Squared Error Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .05 .009 
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Figure 4-7.  Final path model of the relationship between relationship cultivation strategies and 
organization-public relationship dimensions for major gift donors. 
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Table 4-28.  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions for 
Annual Giving Donors.  

Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions  
Trust    
The organization respects its donors. 1.00 a 
The organization can be relied on to keep its promises to donors.   .79 (.02) *** 
When the organization makes an important decision, I know it will be 
concerned about its donors. 

  .86 (.03) *** 

I believe that the organization takes the opinions of donors into account when 
making decisions. 

  .74 (.03) *** 

Control Mutuality    
The organization and donors are attentive to each other’s needs. 1.00 a 
The organization does not believe the opinions and concerns of its donors are 
important. (Reverse) 

  .92 (.02) *** 

I believe donors have influence on the decision makers of the organization.   .95 (.02) *** 
The organization really listens to what its donors have to say.   .77 (.03) *** 
When donors interact with this organization, they have a sense of control 
over the situation. 

  .80 (.03) *** 

The organization gives donors enough say in the decision-making process.   .72 (.04) *** 
Satisfaction    
Donors are happy with the organization. 1.00 a 
Both the organization and its donors benefit from their relationship.   .98 (.02) *** 
Most donors are happy in their interactions with the organization.   .86 (.03) *** 
Generally speaking, I am pleased with the relationship the organization has 
established with me. 

  .75 (.03) *** 

The organization fails to satisfy the needs of its donors. (Reverse)   .82 (.03) *** 
Commitment    
I cannot see that the organization wants to maintain a relationship with its 
donors. (Reverse) 

1.00 a 

I feel that the organization is trying to maintain a long-term commitment 
with donors. 

1.13 (.03) *** 

There is a long-lasting bond between the organization and its donors.   .98 (.03) *** 
Compared to other organizations, I value my relationship with this 
organization more. 

  .92 (.04) *** 

I would rather have a relationship with this organization than not.   .85 (.04) *** 
a Values were not calculated because leading was set to 1.0 to fix construct variance.  The 
numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized estimates (β).  The numbers in parentheses 
indicate standard error.  *** p < .001 
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Table 4-29.  Fit Measures for the Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions Measurement 
Model for Annual Giving Donors. 

Model Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics 
Chi-square/degrees of freedom ≤ 5 1.874 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90   .997 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) ≥ .90   .990 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) ≥ .90   .994 
Root Mean Squared Error Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .05   .025 
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Figure 4-8.  Measurement model of the organization-public relationship dimensions for annual 

giving donors. 
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Table 4-30.  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Relationship Cultivation Strategies for Annual 
Giving Donors.  

Indicators Relationship Cultivation Strategies 
Access    
The organization does not provide donors with adequate contact information. 
(Reverse) 

1.00 a 

The organization provides donors with opportunities to meet its staff. 1.13 (.02) *** 
When donors have questions or concerns, the organization is willing to answer 
their inquiries. 

  .88 (.03) *** 

Sharing of Tasks   
The organization and donors do not work well together at solving problems. 
(Reverse) 

1.00 a 

The organization is involved in managing issues that donors care about.   .84 (.03) *** 
The organization works with donors to develop solutions that benefit donors.   .75 (.03) *** 
The organization is flexible when working with donors to come to mutually 
beneficial solutions to shared concerns. 

  .77 (.03) *** 

Openness   
The organization’s annual report is a valuable source of information for 
donors. 

1.00 a 

The organization does not provide donors with enough information about what 
it does with donations. (Reverse) 

  .84 (.03) *** 

The organization provides donors with enough information to understand the 
issues it faces. 

  .74 (.02) *** 

The organization shares enough information with donors about the 
organization’s governance. 

  .76 (.02) *** 

Networking   
The organization effectively builds coalitions with groups that address that 
address issues that donors care about. 

1.00 a 

The organization’s alliances with other like-minded groups are useless to 
donors. (Reverse) 

  .94 (.02) *** 

The organization’s alliances with government agencies are useful for donors.   .82 (.03) *** 
Positivity    
Receiving regular communications from the organization is beneficial to 
donors. 

1.00 a 

T he organization’s communication with donors is courteous.   .84 (.02) *** 
The organization attempts to make its interactions with donors enjoyable.   .70 (.03) *** 
Assurances   
The organization makes a genuine effort to provide personal responses to 
donors’ concerns. 

1.00 a 

The organization communicates the importance of its donors.     .71 (.02) *** 
Donors do not believe that the organization really cares about their concerns. 
(Reverse) 

  .72 (.03) *** 
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Table 4-30.  Continued 
Indicators Relationship Cultivation Strategies 
Reciprocity   
The organization acknowledges fundraising donations in a timely manner. 1.00 a 
The organization always sends me a thank you letter for my donations. 1.37 (.11) *** 
Reporting   
The organization informs donors about its fundraising successes. 1.00 a 
The organization tells donors how it has used their donations. 1.17 (.04) *** 
The organization’s annual report details how much money was raised in that 
year. 

  .97 (.04) *** 

The organization does not provide donors with information about how their 
donations were used. (Reverse) 

  .78 (.041 *** 

Responsibility   
The organization considers its donors when deciding how to use their 
donations. 

1.00 a 

The organization uses donations for projects that are against the will of the 
donors. (Reverse) 

  .84 (.03) *** 

Donors have confidence that the organization will use their donations wisely.   .87 (.03) *** 
The organization tells donors what projects their donations will fund.   .90 (.04) *** 
Relationship Nurturing   
Donors only hear from the organization when it is soliciting for donations. 
(Reverse) 

1.00 a 

The organization is more concerned with its fiscal health than with its 
relationships with donors. (Reverse) 

  .74 (.03) *** 

The organization invites donors to participate in special events that it holds.   .84 (.07) *** 
a Values were not calculated because leading was set to 1.0 to fix construct variance.  The 
numbers outside parentheses indicate standardized estimates (β).  The numbers in parentheses 
indicate standard error.  *** p < .001 
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Table 4-31.  Fit Measures for the Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions Measurement 
Model for Annual Giving Donors. 

Model Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics 
Chi-square/degrees of freedom ≤ 5 2.51 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90   .997 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) ≥ .90   .993 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) ≥ .90   .995 
Root Mean Squared Error Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .05   .034 
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Figure 4-9.  Measurement model of the relationship cultivation strategies for annual giving 
donors. 
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Figure 4-9.  Continued 
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Table 4-32.  Path Model of Relationship Cultivation Strategies and Organization-Public 
Relationship Dimensions for Annual Giving Donors. 

Path Standardized 
coefficient 

Standardized Error 

Access  Control Mutuality  .11 .03*** 
Access  Satisfaction  .06 .03* 
Sharing of Tasks  Commitment -.07 .02** 
Openness  Trust  .05 .02** 
Openness  Satisfaction  .06 .02** 
Networking  Trust  .10 .03*** 
Networking  Control Mutuality  .10 .03*** 
Networking  Satisfaction  .10 .03*** 
Networking  Commitment  .18 .03*** 
Positivity  Trust  .07 .03* 
Positivity  Control Mutuality  .09 .03** 
Positivity  Satisfaction  .06 .03* 
Positivity  Commitment  .09 .03** 
Assurances  Trust -.11 .03** 
Assurances  Control Mutuality -.11 .03** 
Assurances  Satisfaction -.14 .04*** 
Assurances  Commitment -.15 .03*** 
Reciprocity  Trust -.07 .03** 
Reporting  Control Mutuality  .11 .04** 
Reporting  Satisfaction  .12 .04** 
Reporting  Commitment  .12 .03** 
Responsibility  Trust  .11 .04*** 
Responsibility  Control Mutuality  .15 .04*** 
Responsibility  Satisfaction  .17 .04*** 
Responsibility  Commitment  .17 .04*** 
Relationship Nurturing  Trust  .21 .03*** 
Relationship Nurturing  Control Mutuality  .12 .03*** 
Relationship Nurturing  Satisfaction  .16 .03*** 
Relationship Nurturing  Commitment  .16 .04*** 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
 
 
Table 4-33.  Fit Measures for the Path Model of Relationship Cultivation Strategies and 

Organization-Public Relationship Dimensions for Annual Giving Donors. 
Model Fit Index Criteria Fit Statistics 
Chi-square/degrees of freedom ≤ 5 .484 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90 .999 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) ≥ .90 .999 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) ≥ .90 .999 
Root Mean Squared Error Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .05 .019 
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Figure 4-10.  Final path model of the relationship between relationship cultivation strategies and 
organization-public relationship dimensions for annual giving donors. 
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Table 4-34.  Agreement between Donors and the Fundraising Team on the Evaluation of the 
Nonprofit-Donor Relationship. 

Variable Mean of 
Donors’ 
Views 
(n = 1706) 

Standard 
Deviation

Mean of 
Fundraising 
Team’s Views 
(n = 124) 

Standard 
Deviation 

D-Score 

Dimensions      
Trust 6.46 1.18 7.42   .83   .96*** 
Satisfaction 6.42 1.11 7.11   .94   .86*** 
Commitment 6.66 1.20 7.12   .91   .46*** 
Control 
Mutuality 

6.30 1.17 7.16   .84   .69*** 

Strategies      
Access 6.01 1.33 7.03 1.03 1.02*** 
Assurances 6.16 1.23 6.95 1.05   .79*** 
Networking 5.89 1.40 7.11 1.02 1.22*** 
Openness 6.62 1.32 7.33 1.03   .71*** 
Positivity 6.02 1.28 6.90 1.00   .88*** 
Sharing of 
Tasks 

6.17 1.23 7.09 1.07   .92*** 

Reciprocity 6.95 1.07 7.59   .98   .64*** 
Responsibility 6.78 1.07 7.10 1.05   .32** 
Reporting 6.87 1.09 7.47   .93   .60*** 
Relationship 
Nurturing 

6.50 1.15 7.25 1.09   .75*** 

**p<.01, ***p<.001 
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Table 4-35.  Donors’ Perceived Agreement with the Fundraising Team on the Evaluation of the 
Nonprofit-Donor Relationship. 

Variable 

Mean of 
Donors’ 
Views 
(n = 1706) 

Standard 
Deviation 

Mean of Donors’ 
Estimate of 
Fundraising Team’s 
Views (n = 1706) 

Standard 
Deviation 

D-
Score 

Dimensions      
Trust 6.46 1.18 6.60 1.10   .14***
Satisfaction 6.42 1.11 6.50 1.08   .08***
Commitment 6.66 1.20 6.78 1.12   .12***
Control 
Mutuality 6.30 1.17 6.49 1.08   .19***

      
Strategies      
Access 6.01 1.33 6.21 1.29   .20***
Assurances 6.16 1.23 6.40 1.12   .24***
Networking 5.89 1.40 6.95 1.07 1.06***
Openness 6.62 1.32 6.81 1.14   .19***
Positivity 6.02 1.28 6.25 1.15   .23***
Sharing of 
Tasks 6.17 1.23 6.30 1.31   .13***

Reciprocity 6.95 1.07 7.12 1.00   .17***
Responsibility 6.78 1.07 6.95 1.04   .17***
Reporting 6.87 1.09 7.07 1.03   .20***
Relationship 
Nurturing 6.50 1.15 6.69 1.06   .19***

***p<.001 
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Table 4-36.  The Fundraising Team’s Perceived Agreement with Donors on the Evaluation of the 
Nonprofit-Donor Relationship. 

Variable 

Mean of 
Fundraising 
Team’s 
Views 
(n = 124) 

Standard 
Deviation

Mean of Fundraising 
Team’s Estimate of 
Donors’ Views 
(n = 124) 

Standard 
Deviation 

D-
Score 

Dimensions      
Trust 7.42   .83 7.34   .77 .08* 
Satisfaction 7.11   .94 7.13   .88 .02 
Commitment 7.12   .91 7.17   .83 .05 
Control 
Mutuality 7.16   .84 7.15   .77 .01 

      
Strategies      
Access 7.03 1.03 7.00   .93 .03 
Assurances 6.95 1.05 6.93 1.02 .02 
Networking 7.11 1.02 7.17 1.12 .06 
Openness 7.33 1.03 7.33   .82 .00 
Positivity 6.90 1.00 6.94 1.05 .04 
Sharing of 
Tasks 

7.09 1.07 7.12 1.06 .03 

Reciprocity 7.59   .98 7.60   .95 .01 
Responsibility 7.10 1.05 7.12 1.08 .02 
Reporting 7.47   .93 7.51 1.03 .04 
Relationship 
Nurturing 7.25 1.09 7.28 1.01 .03 

*p<.05 
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Table 4-37.  Donors’ Accuracy on Estimates of the Evaluation of the Nonprofit-Donor 
Relationship. 

Variable 

Mean of Donors’ 
Estimate of 
Fundraising Team’s 
Views (n = 1706) 

Standard 
Deviation

Mean of 
Fundraising 
Team’s Views  
(n = 124) 

Standard 
Deviation 

D-
Score 

Dimensions      
Trust 6.60 1.10 7.42   .83 .82***
Satisfaction 6.50 1.08 7.11   .94 .61***
Commitment 6.78 1.12 7.12   .91 .34** 
Control 
Mutuality 6.49 1.08 7.16   .84 .67***

      
Strategies      
Access 6.21 1.29 7.03 1.03 .82***
Assurances 6.40 1.12 6.95 1.05 .55***
Networking 6.95 1.07 7.11 1.02 .16***
Openness 6.81 1.14 7.33 1.03 .52***
Positivity 6.25 1.15 6.90 1.00 .65***
Sharing of 
Tasks 6.30 1.31 7.09 1.07 .79***

Reciprocity 7.12 1.00 7.59   .98 .47***
Responsibility 6.95 1.04 7.10 1.05 .15 
Reporting 7.07 1.03 7.47   .93 .40***
Relationship 
Nurturing 6.69 1.06 7.25 1.09 .56***

**p<.01, *** p<.001 
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Table 4-38.  The Fundraising Team’s Accuracy on Estimates of the Evaluation of the Nonprofit-
Donor Relationship. 

Variable 

Mean of Fundraising 
Team’s Estimates of 
Donors’ Views 
(n = 124) 

Standard 
Deviation 

Mean of 
Donors’ 
Views          
(n = 1706) 

Standard 
Deviation 

D-
Score 

Dimensions      
Trust 7.34   .77 6.46 1.18   .88***
Satisfaction 7.13   .88 6.42 1.11   .71***
Commitment 7.17   .83 6.66 1.20   .51***
Control 
Mutuality 7.15   .77 6.30 1.17   .85***

      
Strategies      
Access 7.00   .93 6.01 1.33   .99***
Assurances 6.93 1.02 6.16 1.23   .77***
Networking 7.17 1.12 5.89 1.40 1.28***
Openness 7.33   .82 6.62 1.32   .71***
Positivity 6.94 1.05 6.02 1.28   .92***
Sharing of 
Tasks 7.12 1.06 6.17 1.23   .95***

Reciprocity 7.60   .95 6.95 1.07   .65***
Responsibility 7.12 1.08 6.78 1.07   .34** 
Reporting 7.51 1.03 6.87 1.09   .64***
Relationship 
Nurturing 7.28 1.01 6.50 1.15   .78***

**p<.01, *** p<.001 
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Table 4-39.  Coorientation States on Key Variables of the Nonprofit-Donor Relationship. 
Variable Agreement 

between 2 Sides 
Agreement 
Perceived by 
Donors 

Agreement 
Perceived by 
Fundraising Team 

State of 
Coorientation 

Trust Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Satisfaction Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Commitment Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Control 
Mutuality Yes Yes Yes Consensus 

     
Access Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Assurances Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Networking Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Openness Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Positivity Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Sharing of Tasks Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Reciprocity Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Responsibility Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Reporting Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
Relationship 
Nurturing Yes Yes Yes Consensus 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

This study sought to advance relationship management theory by refining previous 

relationship dimensions, adding new cultivation strategies, measuring both sides of the 

organization-public relationship, and measuring the organization-public relationship across 

multiple organizations.  Through surveys that were mailed to a random sample of major gift and 

annual giving donors to 3 Northern California nonprofit hospitals and to members of the 

hospitals’ fundraising teams, this study found that the relationship dimensions and the hospitals’ 

cultivation strategies were evaluated positively by both the donors and the organizations’ 

fundraising teams.  However, the dimensions and the strategies were evaluated differently by all 

3 groups (2 donor types and fundraising team).  These differences not only have significant 

impact on the nonprofit-donor relationship but also public relations’ understanding of the 

specialization, its relationship to the academic discipline, and our understanding of relationship 

management.  

Before interpreting the results of this study, a brief summary of the findings related to the 

study’s hypotheses and research questions is necessary.  The first research question’s analysis 

found that donors evaluate the 4 relationship dimensions positively, and the first hypothesis 

found that major gift donors evaluated the relationship dimensions more favorably than annual 

giving donors.  However, the second hypothesis found that donors of both groups evaluated the 

relationship dimensions more favorably as the number of gifts made to the organizations 

increased.  The second research question’s analysis found that these dimensions provide the 

ability to predict past involvement with the organization, and the results of the third research 

question suggested that the 4 dimensions do an adequate job of describing the overall nonprofit-
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donor relationship—however, a large amount of the variance in the relationship is unexplained 

by these dimensions. 

Paralleling earlier findings, results of the fourth research question found that donors 

evaluated all 10 of the relationship cultivation strategies positively, and the third hypothesis was 

correct in predicting that major gift donors would evaluate them more favorably then annual 

giving donors.  The fifth research question found that a variety of the theory-derived 

interpersonal communication strategies and professionally derived stewardship strategies 

impacted donors’ evaluation of the relationship dimensions.  Meanwhile, results of the sixth 

research question revealed that major gift and annual gift donors are impacted by the relationship 

cultivation strategies differently. 

Finally, turning to the views of donors and the fundraising team members, the 

coorientation methodology revealed that the 2 sides of the nonprofit-donor relationship are in 

consensus in how they view the relationship.  Overall, the 2 sides are in agreement with their 

views on the 4 relationship dimensions and 10 cultivation strategies.  The 2 sides perceive 

agreement with one another, and they are generally accurate in their estimations of the other side.  

The results of the seventh, eighth, and ninth research questions indicate that although they share 

positive evaluations of the dimensions and strategies, there are significant differences in how 

favorably they evaluate them. 

The Nonprofit-Donor Relationship 

When Hon and J. Grunig (1999) discussed relationship measurement in the monograph 

that introduced the topic to professional and academic circles, they concluded by reviewing how 

the general public viewed relationships with different organizations, including the American Red 

Cross, Microsoft, and the National Rifle Association, regardless of whether those surveyed 

interacted with the organizations.  Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) study was “generic,” similar to the 
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generic studies of donors without regard to affiliation with specific organizations.  This multiple-

organization approach, however, was soon abandoned by scholarly pursuits.  Instead, scholars 

began studying the relationships that 1 organization had with 1 stakeholder group.   

While this single-organization approach was important to further test the relationship 

dimension scales, the scales now have been validated and found reliable in many different 

settings.  This applied case-study type of approach may not be the most appropriate for the 

public relations field now that scholarly pursuits seek to refine the relationship management 

theory.  For theoretical development to occur, relationship management studies need to move 

beyond a case study approach.   

For example, Waters (2006) and O’Neil (2007) have both studied the nonprofit-donor 

relationship using single organizations to assess the levels of trust, satisfaction, commitment, and 

control mutuality.  These 2 studies examined the relationship with a healthcare and human 

services organization, respectively.  The studies found that the donors of the 2 organizations 

evaluated the 4 dimensions positively.  But, one has to ask how these results truly represent the 

nonprofit-donor relationship?  What if these organizations practiced “excellent” public relations?  

Is it fair to then make claims that their programming and relationship cultivation represented the 

entire spectrum of nonprofit-donor relationships? 

Scholars have long studied the impact that the implementation of different public relations 

programming has on stakeholders.  Examining the nature of public relations in different 

organizations led to the Excellence Theory and the push for symmetrical communication in 

diverse organization settings.  This theory was able to withstand scrutiny only because it was 

created after an extensive global study looking at more than 300 organizations in 3 different 

countries.  Relationship management has yet to be tested so rigorously. 
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However, it is necessary to start testing the relationship management paradigm in settings 

of more than 1 organization to truly understand how public relations practitioners cultivate and 

manage relationships with key stakeholders.  If studies remain within the confines of 1 

organization, scholars will never be able to compare the impact of public relations programs on 

relationships.  To truly understand relationship management, good and bad relationships, or well-

developed and poorly-developed ones, must be examined.  These comparisons are necessary if 

the field truly is interested in theoretical development.   

Given the numerous studies that have examined the relationship between an organization 

and public using the Hon and J. Grunig (1999) scales, it is time to move beyond single-

organization applied research scenarios.  Scholars now need to start trying to make sense of the 

relationship paradigm and pull different components together into 1 overarching theoretical 

perspective.  For this reason, this study examined the nonprofit-donor relationship across 3 

fundraising organizations in the nonprofit healthcare subsector.  Although this only represents 1 

aspect of the nonprofit sector, it is an encouraging first step in moving the relationship 

management paradigm forward, especially given the similarities of the results across 

organizations. 

Relationship Quality and Dimensions 

Paralleling public relations’ scholarly inquiry into relationship management, this study first 

explored relationship quality by evaluating the views of the donors and the fundraising teams 

based on 4 key dimensions:  trust, commitment, satisfaction, and control mutuality.  Although it 

was first discussed at the beginning of the results chapter, it is necessary to quickly recap the 

similarities and differences across the 3 organizations before examining either side of the 

nonprofit-donor relationship. 
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Given this study’s encouragement for examination of the organization-public relationship 

across multiple organization, it is important to see the trends that emerged from the evaluation 

across all 3 organizations.  All of the groups evaluated the relationship positively.  So, in 

essence, they are all in agreement according to the coorientation methodology.  Differences, 

however, do exist and would naturally be expected when comparing independent organizations.  

San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH) is the youngest organization in terms of its fundraising 

experience; thus, it may not have the experience and well-shaped fundraising programs as the 

other 2 hospitals.  Overall, the SFGH donors evaluated the relationship less favorably than the 

donors of Marin General Hospital (MGH) and Children’s Hospital & Research Center of 

Oakland (CHRCO).  Additionally, the organization with the most fundraising experience and the 

largest endowment, CHRCO, had its donors and fundraising team evaluate the relationship more 

positively than the other organizations. 

As discussed in the methodology chapter, these 3 hospitals all have fundraising programs 

that are similar to most large nonprofit organizations:  annual giving, major gift, and planned 

giving efforts.  These 3 organizations all also have varying levels of implementation of e-

Philanthropy programs to tap into the digital communities of Northern California.  However, 

nonprofit organizations raise funds differently.  Communication may not be as frequent from 

certain organizations when talking about elements of reporting (e.g., newsletters, annual reports, 

or their Web-based counterparts).  The personal touches, such as face-to-face meetings or 

handwritten thank-you notes on acknowledgement letters, may be more common in 

organizations with larger resources allocated to the fundraising department.  So the differences in 

how the organizations evaluate the relationship are only natural. 
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The other main trend that emerged across the 3 organizations is the difference in evaluation 

of the relationship between the 2 groups.  The fundraising team evaluated the relationship more 

strongly than donors in all 3 organizations.  This difference is important to examine in relation to 

the management implications of the nonprofit organizations’ dominant coalition, and it will be 

addressed in the coorientation methodology discussion in this chapter.  However, for now, it is 

interesting to note that this trend emerged across all 3 organizations.   

Given these overarching trends, it is possible to discuss the results as they relate to an 

overall nonprofit-donor relationship.  This study examined the relationship dimensions in 

relation to both sides of the nonprofit-donor relationship.  For donors, commitment was the 

dimension that was evaluated most favorably overall (M = 6.66, SD = 1.20), followed by trust 

(M = 6.46, SD = 1.18), satisfaction (M = 6.42, SD = 1.11), and control mutuality (M = 6.30, SD 

= 1.17).  When separating the donors into annual giving and major gift donors, similar results 

emerged.  Commitment received the highest evaluations, and control mutuality was the lowest 

for both groups. 

With few exceptions, previous studies have simply measured the perspectives of the 

external stakeholder group.  While this may provide insight into the publics’ views of the 

relationship, it ignores the members of the organization who make the decisions that ultimately 

impact those relationships.  To bring a symmetrical approach to studying the nonprofit-donor 

relationship, the members of the fundraising team were also asked to complete the survey so 

comparisons could be made to determine similarities and differences in the fundraising team 

members’ and donors’ views. 

When it comes to the evaluations of the fundraising team, trust was viewed most 

favorably.  Satisfaction was the relationship dimension with the lowest mean score.  However, 
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the lowest fundraising team evaluation was still significantly higher than the highest rated 

dimension from the donors’ perspectives.  Similar to the relationship dimensions and each 

hospital’s donors, there were variations among the fundraising team at each institution.   

Although the fundraising team evaluated the relationship higher than the donors, it is 

important to keep in mind that the team members were asked to evaluate the organization’s 

relationship with its donors.  The majority of the fundraising team interact with major gift donors 

and prospects as dictated by Pareto’s principle, which—when applied to the fundraising 

process—explains that 20 percent of the donors will provide 80 percent of the gifts to charitable 

nonprofit organizations.  So even though they are the minority in terms of percentages of the 

overall donor database, major gift donors receive a significant proportion of the fundraising 

team’s attention.  This may inflate the overall evaluation of the fundraising team, especially as 

there are fundraisers who primarily work in carrying out the annual giving and e-Philanthropy 

programs, which produce significantly more donors in terms of sheer numbers but smaller 

amounts of gifts. 

All 3 of the hospitals included in this study have fundraisers working with annual giving 

donors.  Although the survey did not specify which donors the fundraising team members should 

consider when evaluating the relationship, the range of answers seems to hint that the fundraisers 

who worked with annual giving donors did view the relationship less favorably than their major 

gift counterparts.  On all 4 relationship dimensions, there was a wide range when looking at the 

maximum and minimum values for the indices.  For example, the views on the control mutuality 

index ranged from a low of 4.67 to a high of 8.67.  Clearly there are some fundraising team 

members who do not feel the relationship is well-balanced between the 2 parties.  These lower 
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evaluations may very well stem from those individuals who work exclusively with the annual 

giving donors.  

These differing results for the donors and fundraising team members are intriguing given 

the current state of nonprofit America, which has been challenged in recent years due to scandals 

involving respected, nationally known organizations.  Increasingly, donors are holding nonprofit 

organizations to higher standards of accountability and transparency.  With the financial scandals 

of the United Way in the 1990s and the American Red Cross in 2001, donors no longer have a 

blind trust for organizations out to “do good” (Sargeant & Lee, 2002).  Nonprofits now have to 

prove that they worthy of support.  Indeed, a Brookings Institution report found that the public’s 

confidence in the nation’s charitable nonprofit sector fell to an all-time low in 2003:  Only 13 

percent expressed “a great deal” of confidence in nonprofit organization, while 37 percent 

reported that they had “not too much” or no confidence in the sector (Light, 2003). 

Among the chief concerns highlighted by the Brookings Institution report were concerns 

that nonprofit organizations spent donations wisely, that nonprofit leaders made strategic 

decisions that were unbiased and fair, that nonprofit organizations dedicated enough time to 

developing quality programs that truly addressed the cause of social ills, and that nonprofit 

leaders were paid too much (Light, 2003).  Alarmingly, more than 60 percent of respondents felt 

that nonprofit organizations wasted money.   

However, the report found several high notes for nonprofit organizations.  Overall, the 

respondents evaluated nonprofit organizations highly in terms of delivering programs to those in 

need.  Even though 60 percent of respondents believed nonprofit organizations wasted money, 

this was significantly lower than American businesses (81%) and the government (93%).  For 

organizations dedicated to growing relationships with their donors and improving their 
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reputation, proper resource allocation can ensure that practitioners can educate donors about the 

organization’s use of donations during the cultivation process. 

In her description of the fundraising process, Kelly (2000) said that fundraisers should be 

involved in stewardship for 20 percent of the time dedicated to work.  These results support her 

claims that stewardship is second only to research in its importance to effective fundraising.  All 

4 components of stewardship—reciprocity, responsibility, reporting and relationship nurturing—

can be utilized to demonstrate an organization’s accountability and responsibility.  However, 

unless an organization is willing to dedicate resources to carrying out its stewardship, it will not 

be able to take advantage of relationship development. 

Practitioner literature suggests that one of the best ways to gain the support and trust of 

donors is for nonprofits to manage their finances wisely.  Not only does this mean carrying out 

programs and services in a cost effective and efficient manner, but nonprofit organizations have 

an obligation to follow donor’s requests when they specify how they want their donations to be 

used.  As the United Way and Red Cross scandals pointed out, accountability no longer simply 

means keeping a low overhead and not using donations to fund extravagant salaries.  Now, donor 

intent has become increasingly important. 

Kelly (2000) suggested that organizations accurately report how they used donations in a 

timely manner.  This can be reported either through direct mailings of annual reports (Neal, 

2001), the provision of 990 IRS tax forms (Waters, 2005), or even through interpersonal 

communication (Hart, 2001).  The Internet is increasing being used to convey this information in 

digital downloads (Olsen, Keevers, Paul, & Covington, 2001).  Fundraising associations, such as 

the Association for Fundraising Professionals and Association for Healthcare Philanthropy, are 

encouraging their members to digitize their financial information to make it available to the 
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general public.  Additionally, this is becoming significantly easier as beginning in 2006 the IRS 

is mandating that nonprofit organizations use e-file to submit their fiscal information to the 

government; this file could easily be uploaded to the nonprofit’s Web site as well. 

Given the importance of trust in the literature on the nonprofit-donor relationship, it is 

interesting that donors did not evaluate trust as the highest of the 4 dimensions—even major gift 

donors.  Perhaps one reason for this is that 2 of the 3 hospitals in this study are guilty of playing 

the zero-sum filing game.  MGH and CHRCO both reported spending nothing on their 

fundraising expenses on their IRS 990 tax forms despite raising $4.2 and $10.4 million, 

respectively, from individual donors.   These organizations obviously spent money on raising 

such a large amount of charitable gifts; however, their misleading tax forms may cause donors to 

doubt their trustworthiness.  Given the increasing numbers of charity watchdog groups, such as 

CharityNavigator.org and Guidestar.org, many nonprofit organizations are striving to 

demonstrate that they dedicate more money to programs and services rather than to fundraising 

and administrative costs.  Wanting to show a reduced amount of organizational resources 

dedicated to fundraising causes some nonprofit organizations to report that they spent nothing on 

fundraising even though the adage, “You have got to spend money to make money,” applies to 

fundraising programs. 

Even though questions of trustworthiness may be present, 1 trend that was very evident 

from the data is that the donors are committed to the relationship with the organizations and their 

missions.  Though not surprising that individuals who are willing to donate money to an 

organization would have some level of commitment to that organization, it was somewhat 

unexpected that this would be the relationship dimension that donors evaluated most favorably.   
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However, in the past several years, the media have paid increasing attention to the nation’s 

healthcare crises.  California, in particular, is facing a financial crisis in terms of supporting its 

public facilities (e.g., government-sponsored clinics and hospitals) in providing care for the 

uninsured.  Additionally, the increasing numbers of AIDS cases, as well as obesity rates among 

California’s children, have received special attention from the Kaiser Family Foundation and the 

California Endowment, 2 foundations created to address the state’s growing health problems.  

The universal provision of healthcare has also emerged as an early issue being debated by the 

2008 presidential candidates.  This increased attention may help explain why these donors 

evaluated their commitment to the organizations higher than the other dimensions.   

The distribution of power and control is 1 aspect of the fundraising process that is often 

misunderstood.  Many assume that the individual donor holds the power in the relationship 

because the donor has the money to give to the organization.  However, this assumption is 

flawed.  Donors have very different motivations for donating to nonprofits, and by understanding 

donors’ motivations the organization retains a significant amount of power.  For example, Prince 

and File (1994) found that 11 percent of donors do so for social reasons.  They want to see their 

name associated with specific projects or have hospital wings or lounges named after them.  

These naming rights are quite valuable to certain donors, and organizations retain power by 

requiring very large donations for the naming rights.  

Likewise, organizations have the ability to say no to donations, and many do so regularly 

when donors try to place too many restrictions on how the donation can be used.  For example, 

the SFGH Foundation turned down a donation of $25,000 in 2003 because the donor insisted that 

the gift only be used to provide healthcare services to individuals from a specific San Francisco 
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zip code.  For the relatively young foundation, the administrative burden was viewed as too 

cumbersome for such a small staff.   

With the rise of what is termed venture philanthropy, many donors want to play a 

significant role in the planning and delivery of nonprofit programs and services.  The balance of 

power comes into play when nonprofit organizations are discussing these potential ventures with 

such donors.  To be socially accountable to its consumers, nonprofit organizations must not stray 

from their original missions simply because a donor is willing to fund a program that is 

somewhat connected to the organization’s goals.  Unfortunately, many smaller organizations fall 

victim to this mission creep because the availability of funds is too alluring.  Nonprofit 

organizations should be willing to listen to their donors; however, they must also stand strong to 

their missions or risk losing the trust of their other donors. 

Finally, the relationship dimension of satisfaction is important for the relationship, but it 

was one where the views of the fundraising team and the donors were furthest apart.  The 

difference between the 2 groups is particularly striking given that Ki (2006) found that 

satisfaction was the relationship dimension that led to the others.   Fortunately, public relations 

and fundraising literature provides several relationship maintenance and cultivation strategies 

that can be used to enhance donors’ satisfaction with their relationship with the nonprofit 

organizations, such as reporting on how donors’ gifts were used and providing access to 

members of the organization. 

Relationship Cultivation Strategies 

This study broadened the understanding of relationship cultivation strategies in public 

relations by testing 6 derived from interpersonal communication literature as well as creating 

scales for 4 stewardship strategies proposed by Kelly (2000, 2001), which are derived from 

professional practice.  These 10 strategies were all evaluated positively by both the donors and 
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members of the fundraising team, just like the 4 relationship dimensions.  Again, several patterns 

emerged when looking at the evaluations across all 3 organizations.  First, the fundraising team 

evaluated the strategies more positively than the donors.  Also the donors evaluated the 

stewardship strategies more positively than the 6 interpersonally derived ones.  Finally, 

networking was evaluated the lowest by the donors overall. 

Looking at the evaluation of the strategies in terms of the 2 groups of donors, differences 

between the groups start to emerge.  Annual giving donors typically are contacted twice a year 

for solicitations and receive other quarterly communications from the hospitals.  All of the 

hospitals send out newsletters to these donors, and one mails an annual report while the other 2 

make the annual report available on their Web site and reference it in the newsletters.  For these 

donors, reciprocity and reporting were the 2 most favorably rated relationship cultivation 

strategies based on their mean scores.  They appreciate the acknowledgement and the words of 

gratitude, and the newsletters throughout the year allow the donors to understand how their 

donations are being used as well as the situations the hospitals face.   

The results of the structural equation modeling showed that fundraisers really need to 

incorporate a variety of the 10 strategies into their programming if they want to cultivate 

relationships with their annual giving donors.  For example, providing access to contact 

information and offering opportunities to meet the organization’s staff and leadership had a 

significant positive influence in how the donors evaluated their views of satisfaction in the 

relationship as well as the levels of the control and power balance.  Being open about the 

organization’s programs and services, its governance, and the issues it faces directly influenced 

how donors evaluated trust and satisfaction. 
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Access, positivity, sharing of tasks, assurances and networking all received evaluations 

that were only slightly greater than the neutral point on the 9-point scale.  Taking the standard 

deviation into account, a substantial number of the annual giving donors evaluated these 

strategies negatively.  The differences in evaluations of these strategies were powerful in 

showing how the different strategies impact the relationship dimensions.  For example, although 

networking overall received a lower mean score than the other relationship cultivation strategies, 

the donors’ views of that strategy were quite powerful in predicting how the donors felt about the 

levels of trust (β = .10, p < .001), satisfaction (β = .10, p < .001), control mutuality (β = .10, p < 

.001), and commitment (β = .18, p < .001) in the relationship.  Positivity, responsibility, and 

relationship nurturing also had a statistically significant positive influence on all 4 of the 

relationship dimensions. 

Reporting—providing donors with information about what was done with their donations 

and informing them about organizational successes—did not have an influence on trust.  

However, it did significantly influence the remaining 3 dimensions.  In outlining the basic 

principles of reporting, Kelly (2001) details how reporting information can help an organization 

demonstrate its accountability.  Reporting can lead to increased levels of public confidence in an 

organization when it takes time to reinforce its effectiveness (Dressel, 1980).  Seemingly, this 

should lead to increased levels of trust in an organization, but the results from the structural 

equation modeling showed that it had no statistically significant impact on this aspect of the 

relationship.   

Instead, reporting may help the organization demonstrate its social responsibility rather 

than its accountability.  Kelly (2001) notes that the 2 concepts are closely related; however, in 

this case it seems that telling donors about the organization’s performance led to increased levels 
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of satisfaction and commitment to the organization and its cause.  Given the higher evaluations 

for commitment, it seems that fundraisers desiring to build trust should focus on other strategies.  

The results for reporting were not the only unexpected findings that emerged from the 

structural equation modeling.  Sharing of tasks, which focuses on donors and the fundraising 

team working together to resolve problems and trying to find what public relations defines as a 

“win-win” zone had no statistically significant influence on the relationship dimensions other 

than a negative influence on commitment to the organization.  Looking at the 2 types of donors, 

annual giving donors typically are not involved in organizational decision-making.  While the 

fundraising team certainly would keep such donors’ views in mind, they generally would take a 

more personal approach regarding decision making with major gift donors who have the ability 

to make much larger donations. 

Assurances had a negative consequence for all 4 of the relationship dimensions.  This 

strategy was operationally defined as the fundraising team providing personal responses to 

concerns, taking these concerns seriously, and communicating the importance of its donors.  

Although conceptualized as a positive aspect of the relationship, these actions had a negative 

impact on trust (β = -.11, p < .01), satisfaction (β = -.14, p < .001), control mutuality (β = -.11, p 

< .01), and commitment (β = -.15, p < .001).  

In recent years, the American Red Cross, Nature Conservancy, and United Way were all 

found to be using donated funds for projects other than what the donors had intended.  The 

American Red Cross initially directed some donations to the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks 

to an account to be used for future disasters before the media began focusing on the practice.  A 

Washington Post exposé revealed that the Nature Conservancy used donors’ gifts for loans to its 

board members, and the national media focused on William Aramony’s egregious use of 
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donations to support a lavish lifestyle.  Perhaps the regularity with which these scandals occur 

has caused donors who are not invited to participate in those one-on-one meetings with the 

organization’s fundraisers to be skeptical when they are told that they are valued by the 

organization or their concerns are important.   

Despite receiving the highest mean score from annual giving donors, reciprocity did not 

have an impact on commitment, satisfaction, or control mutuality.  Surprisingly, the structural 

equation modeling revealed that the acts of recognition and expressions of gratitude had a 

statistically significant negative influence on the trust dimension (β = -.07, p < .01).  Reciprocity 

did, however, have a powerful impact on the major gift donors as it enhanced their levels of 

commitment (β = .21, p < .001) and satisfaction (β = .11, p < .01).  

As results regarding the sixth research question demonstrated, annual giving and major gift 

donors experience the nonprofit-donor relationship quite differently.  Whereas the structural 

equation modeling tests found that 9 of the 10 strategies impacted annual giving donors’ views 

of the relationship dimensions, only 6 strategies had the same impact for major gift donors.  

Openness, networking, positivity, and assurances did not influence the evaluations of the 4 

dimensions in a significant positive or negative manner.   

Access led to increased views that the power was balanced between the donors and the 

nonprofit organizations (β = .17, p < .001).  Similarly, 2 stewardship strategies had a similar 

impact.  Responsibility (β = .14, p < .001) and relationship nurturing (β = .15, p < .001) both 

influenced how major gift donors evaluated the balance of power between themselves and the 

fundraising team.  Annual giving donors’ evaluation of the distribution of power experienced 

positive influence from networking, positivity, and reporting.   
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The distribution of power was influenced the most by the access that major gift donors 

had.  These donors are the ones who are more likely to receive personalized attention from the 

organization.  Because of major gift donors’ potential for making large financial donations, 

organizations often will give them much greater access to members of the nonprofit’s dominant 

coalition and fundraising team leaders.  Major gift donors may also have acquaintances on the 

board of directors.  Because of their connections to the organization, they are the ones who have 

the ability to ask specific questions and receive prompt attention from the organization.  

Therefore, the impact of providing access to these donors leads to more positive feelings of 

control mutuality. 

Major gift donors often place restrictions on what organizations can do with their gifts.  

For example, a major gift donor could tell the fundraising team that the donation can only be 

used to fund support groups or rehabilitation programs.  When the organization reports back that 

the donation was used for these programs and discusses the impact of the programs, the donor 

also is able to feel that the power is balanced because the organization followed his or her 

wishes.   

For major gift donors, only 2 of the 10 strategies impacted the levels of satisfaction.  Both 

of those strategies were from Kelly’s (2000, 2001) stewardship elements.  However, the 2 

strategies had opposite influence on the dimension.  Satisfaction was positively influenced by 

reciprocity (β = .11, p < .05) while reporting (β = -.13, p < .01) had a negative influence.  In 

other words, major gift donors appreciated being recognized as a donor and thanked for their 

gifts; however, providing them with newsletters and annual reports may not be the most 

appropriate methods to make them feel satisfied with the relationship.  Perhaps because of their 
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heightened levels of access, major gift donors may not feel they need to see printed reports about 

organizational activities because their questions will be addressed personally. 

For major gift donors, 2 stewardship strategies, reciprocity (β = .21, p < .001) and 

responsibility (β = .12, p < .05), influenced the levels of commitment while none of those 

derived from interpersonal communication literature did.  Only 2 of the interpersonal strategies 

influenced the relationship dimensions.  As previously discussed, access influenced the 

evaluations of control mutuality, and trust was influenced by the sharing of tasks (β = .09, p < 

.05).  Trust, however, was more significantly influenced by relationship nurturing (β = .20, p < 

.001) and responsibility (β = .18, p < .01). 

When the 2 donor groups are combined into 1, the only strategy that does not influence the 

dimensions is reciprocity.  Goulder (as cited in Kelly, 2001) said that reciprocity was “a 

universal component of all moral codes” (p. 284).  However, it did not have a strong influence 

when donors as a whole evaluated the relationship.  It is important to note, however, that 

reciprocity was impactful on major gift donors but not the annual giving donors.  This may be 

due to the sample sizes of the 2, major gift (n = 358) and annual giving (n = 1348) donors.  

Again, perhaps influenced by the sample size of the annual giving sample, organizational 

assurances had a negative influence on the 4 dimensions in the overall nonprofit-donor 

relationship even though there was no statistical significance for the major gift donors. 

The remaining 8 strategies varied in their impact across the 4 dimensions.  Four of these 

strategies had statistically significant positive influences on all 4 dimensions.  Access, 

networking, responsibility, and relationship nurturing all directly influenced how donors 

evaluated their levels of trust, satisfaction, commitment, and control mutuality.  Based on the 

standardized coefficients, relationship nurturing and responsibility were the 2 most important 
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strategies; however, access was also very important in the evaluation.  But what does this mean 

for fundraising practitioners? 

Implications for the Practice 

Though structural equation modeling was not used to evaluate the impact that the 

relationship cultivation strategies had on the fundraising team members’ views of the 

relationship, their perspectives of the strategies have important consequences for how 

relationship cultivation is executed.  Fortunately, the results of the coorientation portion of the 

study found that the fundraising team generally was in agreement with the donors on how they 

viewed the importance of the 10 relationship cultivation strategies.   

Even though they were in agreement, the 2 groups viewed the strategies very differently.  

Because of the sample size, the evaluations for the strategies were all statistically significant—

even though some strategies had relatively small D-scores (e.g., responsibility).  The greatest 

differences existed for the networking strategy.  The fundraising team (M = 7.11, SD = 1.03) and 

donors (M = 5.89, SD = 1.40) had viewpoints that were vastly different; however, the 

coorientation methodology shows that they are in agreement because their views are both on the 

positive side of the 9-point Likert scale.   

These differences have an impact on how the relationship between a donor and nonprofit 

organization unfolds.  If the fundraising team views certain strategies as being more important 

than others, then there can be consequences to the relationship if the donors do not share those 

views.  This scenario seems to be present for the sharing of tasks strategy.  There was nearly a 1-

point differential in how the 2 groups evaluated this strategy.  In other words, the fundraisers felt 

that the hospitals worked with donors to reach mutually beneficial solutions to problems that the 

donors cared about.  Donors, however, did not perceive that the organization was as willing to 

work with the donors as much as the fundraisers did.  Investing resources in the sharing of tasks 



 

221 

strategy would be costly for the organizations as the strategy ultimately had little impact on the 

relationship dimensions as shown by the structural equation modeling. 

Most organizations would not have access to structural equation modeling results on which 

to base programming decisions, but the coorientation methodology does provide significant 

insights into how the fundraising team can improve the relationship status with the 

organization’s donors.  By examining the perceived agreement and the accuracy of the 

viewpoints of donors, the organization can make appropriate decisions to have programming that 

appeals to donors.  In this study, the fundraising team felt that donors would have very similar 

evaluations of the relationship cultivation strategies.  Only 1 of the fundraising teams’ 

evaluations and the fundraising teams’ estimates of the donors’ views were statistically different, 

that being the trust relationship dimension.     

For several of the relationship cultivation strategies, the fundraising team thought that the 

donors would value the strategies even more than the fundraising team.  Although the differences 

weren’t statistically significant, the fundraising team reported that they believed donors would 

evaluate all 4 stewardship strategies, positivity, sharing of tasks, and networking higher than the 

team members did.  The difference was greatest for the networking strategy (D-score = .06).  

Based on the accuracy results, the fundraising team misread the donors.  The fundraising team 

overestimated the donors’ views on all 10 relationship strategies.  The fundraising teams’ 

estimate (M = 7.12, SD = 1.08) of the donors actual views (M = 6.78, SD = 1.07) on 

responsibility was as close as the teams’ estimates came for any of the 10 strategies.  But, even 

this was substantially greater than the donors’ actual views.  This overestimation on the part of 

the fundraising team could create problems for the relationship. 
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Measuring both sides of the nonprofit-donor relationship offers insight into the 

management of relationships.  Organizations that measure both the views of internal and external 

publics are able to find out areas where the relationship can be improved.  Using the nonprofit-

donor relationship as an example, this study found that the 2 sides evaluated networking very 

differently.   The fundraising team felt that donors would evaluate the networking strategy quite 

favorably (M = 7.17); however, the donors had only a slightly positive view of the organizations’ 

external connections (M = 5.89).   

Given the nonprofit organizations’ overestimation of this strategy, the dominant coalitions 

face an important decision:  How do they resolve the difference and bring the 2 sides into closer 

agreement?  The fundraising team could simply abandon the pursuit of coalitions with other 

groups focusing on healthcare issues.  However, they could also engage the donors in 

conversations about the importance of networking for the organization.  By concentrating 

communication efforts on those issues where the 2 sides have the greatest discrepancies can help 

lead to an increased understanding about the importance of the issues.  For example, the 

fundraising team can educate donors about why the organizations pursue different partners in the 

community.  Through feature articles in newsletters, Web pages, or sections in the annual report, 

the organization can stress the importance of coalitions in helping the organization reach its 

mission.  The donors can also share their feelings with the fundraising team by providing 

feedback or having conversations with key members of the organization if they are major gift 

donors. 

This study sought to offer insight into how nonprofit organizations can improve their 

relationships with their donors.  Overall, evidence from this study shows that the relationship is 

healthy, but more focused communication can lead to improved evaluations of the relationship 
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and cultivation strategies.  Structural equation modeling revealed that certain strategies have 

more impact on the relationship dimensions than others.  This analysis is not meant to create a 

formula that organizations can use to manipulate donors into giving to an organization.  Instead, 

the analysis shows how nonprofit organizations can improve their relationships with their 

donors. 

As the study shows, fundraising is built on relationships.  Organizations cannot build 

lasting relationships with donors when initial donations are given based on deception or guilt.  

Nonprofit organizations that use emotionally-manipulative messages will not cultivate long-

lasting relationships with donors.  Through open communication and a willingness to work with 

donors, nonprofit organizations can produce mutually beneficial relationships with their donors 

while working to achieve their missions. 

Impact on Public Relations Theory 

While this study provided a greater understanding of the nonprofit-donor relationship, it 

also expanded the boundaries of the relationship management paradigm.  The study provided 

further validation of the 4 relationship dimensions proposed by Hon and J. Grunig (1999), and it 

is only the second study that tested the impact of relationship cultivation strategies on the 

evaluation of the relationship dimensions.  It provided new scales to measure the levels of 

stewardship in the organization-public relationship, and it also introduced the measurement of 

both sides of the relationship to further understand the importance of degrees of agreement and 

disagreement about elements of the relationship.  All 4 of these innovations of the organization-

public relationship introduce new thoughts on how public relations scholarship has approached 

these concepts in the past and raise questions about how they will be treated in the future. 
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Measuring the Organization-Public Relationship 

Public relations scholarship has examined the 4 dimensions proposed by Hon and J. 

Grunig (1999) in many different settings.  Trust, commitment, satisfaction, and control mutuality 

have been found to be reliable and valid concepts to describe the relationship that exists in public 

affairs, community relations, consumer relations, and now fundraising.  But, can the 

organization-public relationship be summed up by 4 concepts? 

To answer this question, the study returns to the third research question, which asked how 

well the 4 dimensions represent the overall relationship.  This question used multiple regression 

to determine the suitability of the 4 dimensions to describe the overall relationship rather than 

using structural equation modeling as Ki (2006) did.  Despite using a different statistical test, 

similar results emerged.  Ki found that commitment was the most important concept influencing 

how Florida Farm Bureau members felt about their overall relationship with the organization.  

Satisfaction and trust were also important, but control mutuality had little impact on the overall 

evaluation. 

In the current study, 2 separate regression tests were conducted to evaluate the impact of 

the 4 dimensions on the overall relationship the donors experienced.  When all 4 concepts were 

entered, trust (β = .28, t = 13.78, p < .001) had the most impact though control mutuality (β = 

.26, t = 12.37, p < .001) and commitment (β = .25, 11.53, p < .001) were not far behind.  Unlike 

Ki’s results, all 4 dimensions were found to be statistically significant in predicting the overall 

relationship evaluation as satisfaction (β = .19, t = 8.94, p < .001) was also helpful in the 4-

variable model in addition to a constant.  With all 4 variables in the model, it should explain a 

majority of variance in the overall relationship question, and it did.  However, this model only 

explained 60 percent of the variance. 
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A stepwise regression was also conducted to see if a more simplified model might be more 

appropriate.  However, the results for the 3 non-inclusive models did not improve the variance 

explanation.  In the first model, control mutuality emerged as the strongest indicator of the 

overall relationship (β = .65, t = 32.22, p < .001) though it only explained 42 percent of the 

variance.  Commitment (β = .40, t = 21.35, p < .001) joined control mutuality (β = .45, t = 23.81, 

p < .001) and a constant in the model, but it still only explained 54 percent of the variance.  

When trust (β = .26, t = 12.83, p < .001) was entered into the model along with commitment (β = 

.35, t = 18.68, p < .001), control mutuality (β = .32, t = 15.27, p < .001), and a constant, the 

model still only accounted for 58 percent of the variance.  So the model with all 4 dimensions 

entered does explain the greatest amount of variance (60%). 

However, the question remains:  What variable(s) account for the remaining 40 percent?  

Though not its original intent, this study draws from its results to proposes 2 additional 

relationship dimensions that may help explain the overall relationship.  The first dimension is 

admiration.  Admiration is defined as “being attracted to another whom one wants to be like” (de 

Rivera & Grinkis, 1986, p. 358).  Though not introduced by public relations scholars into the 

discussion of the organization-public relationship, it has been studied in the interpersonal 

communication literature (e.g., Furman & Buhrmester, 1992).  Lopes, Salovey, and Straus 

(2003) found that admiration helped enhance the quality of relationships in a social setting.   

Admiration could also build those relationships between publics and organizations.  At 

first glance, this concept seems close to satisfaction; however, there are several key distinctions 

that are best explained by examining them in different public relations environments.  In the 

nonprofit-donor relationship, donors may be pleased with how the organization interacts with 
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them and feel that the organization meets their needs.  But, this concept does not really tap into a 

deeper respect for the organization’s work and mission.   

Commitment was found to be strongly evaluated by the donors and also seems to be 

closely related to the admiration concept.  However, it seems that the underlying idea behind the 

concept is very different.  Donors may admire certain nonprofit organizations because they 

address issues that the government or for-profit sector simply will not, such as working with the 

terminally ill or bringing controversial political issues to society’s attention.   

Anecdotally, admiration also seems to be present in other public relations settings.  There 

is a segment of the general public who has a problem with the global capitalistic push by 

companies like Wal-Mart, Best Buy, and other big-box retailers.  When these organizations 

move into new areas, they frequently face heated discussions with activist publics.  However, 

there are other chain stores, such as Trader Joes and Peet’s Coffee, that are often welcomed into 

neighborhoods.  Trader Joes is a national grocery store chain dedicated to unconventional 

groceries from smaller independent producers and top-quality organic and non-genetically 

modified foods, while Peet’s Coffee, a West Coast coffeehouse rivaling Starbucks, generously 

donates money and volunteer hours to community organizations.  Consumers may admire these 

organizations’ dedication to smaller companies and their local communities, respectively.   

Consumers may be satisfied with the personal relationship they have with their local 

Trader Joes or Peet’s Coffee, and they may be committed to those retail outlets because they 

perceive the organizations are trying to build that long-term relationship.  But what helps these 

organizations stand out from their competition may not have much to with their actual products 

or services; it may be that these organizations have built a competitive advantage for certain 

publics by investing in aspects of corporate social responsibility. Apéria, Brønn, and Schultz 
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(2004) found that Scandinavian citizens had more positive evaluations of companies that they 

trusted and admired.  After studying different for-profit companies’ business strategies and their 

success and failure rates, Miles and Snow (2001) found that companies that invested in socially 

responsible behavior that produced feelings of admiration were more likely to have long-term 

support from the general public.  Fortune magazine even recognizes the value of admiration as it 

annually produces lists of the nation’s most admired companies in 19 different industry 

categories.  Public relations scholarship needs to introduce this relationship dimension into the 

discussion on organization-public relationships to provide a better understanding of how 

relationships can be managed. 

The second relationship dimension that is proposed based on the study’s findings is 

appreciation.  Reciprocity was found to be the relationship cultivation strategy that was evaluated 

most favorably by both sides of the nonprofit-donor relationship.  Yet, the structural equation 

modeling revealed that it had little impact in the overall nonprofit-donor relationship in terms of 

influencing the relationship dimensions.  Appreciation has been defined in several different 

academic disciplines.  A psychological definition of appreciation involves “making all choices 

valuable and leading to positive consequences in the end” (Ojanen, 1996, p. 79).  Adler and 

Fagley (2005) defined appreciation as “acknowledging the value and meaning of something—an 

event, a person, a behavior, an object—and feeling a positive emotional connection to it” (p. 81).   

The Adler and Fagley definition parallels Kelly’s (2001) conceptualization of reciprocity.  

The acknowledgement of the relationship is similar to the recognition component of reciprocity, 

while the positive emotional connection reflects the gratitude component.  This linkage warrants 

further exploration by public relations scholars, especially as business and management studies 



 

228 

have found that customer appreciation leads to brand loyalty and increased positive behavior, 

such as sales (Ragins & Greco, 2003; Dychi, 2001).   

Increasingly, for-profit companies are collecting personal demographic information from 

their customers and instituting programs whereby they acknowledge their customers through 

different incentives.  For example, customers who have signed up to receive the Ghirardelli 

Chocolate’s e-newsletter receive coupons for a free sundae on their birthday, and many stores, 

such as New York and Company and the grocer Safeway, offer discounts or gift certificates 

when customers purchase a specified amount of products from the store.  By acknowledging the 

customer in this manner, the stores are able to produce favorable evaluations of the company.  

Studies have even found that stores, such as Best Buy or Wal-Mart, that employ individuals to 

greet customers as they enter the store benefit from greater feelings of appreciation in their 

customer base (Beatty, Mayer, Coleman, Reynolds, & Lee, 1996). 

Although these examples are small tokens of acknowledgement and gratitude, research has 

shown they contribute to producing the desired effects the organizations want, such as increased 

sales and brand loyalty.  The potential impact of appreciation extends beyond consumer and 

donor publics.  Perhaps activists appreciate those organizations who acknowledge their concerns 

and are willing to meet with them more than those organizations that continue their operations 

regardless of the activists’ concerns.  On-going media relations activities often involve public 

relations practitioners thanking journalists for stories that were written about the organization 

(Howard & Matthews, 1995). 

Although the addition of these 2 relationship dimensions does not make the existing 

relationship management theory more parsimonious, it may add to the field’s understanding of 

how important relationships are to the longevity of organizational success.  The results of the 
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discriminant analysis found that the dimensions did a fair job of predicting those donors who 

contributed to the organizations’ success (e.g., donating in the most recent fundraising 

campaign).  Where the 4 existing dimensions failed was in predicting those that did not give 

during the campaign or those that were a hindrance to the organization’s success. 

Trust, satisfaction, commitment, and control mutuality are all positive dimensions of the 

relationship as are admiration and appreciation.  Perhaps inclusion of a dimension that measures 

conflict may add value to the predictivity of the theory.  Furman and Buhrmester’s (1985) 

relationship inventory includes measures for conflict and was important in identifying damaged 

interpersonal relationships.  These scholars contend that the identification and recognition of 

conflict can then lead to behavior changes to resolve the conflict.   

Public relations literature is rich with information on negotiation and conflict resolution 

(e.g., Plowman, 1996; Plowman, 1998).  Since conflict can be a product of the interaction 

between an organization and its stakeholders, this dimension needs to be measured and included 

in the organization-public relationship model.  Perhaps then, the predictive nature of the theory 

can be enhanced even more than now offered by the 4 existing dimensions offer.  Further 

evidence to support the inclusion of conflict measures into the model results from the inclusion 

of conflict resolution strategies into Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) relationship management 

discussion.  How can Plowman’s (1996) resolution strategies of contending, avoiding, 

accommodating, or compromising be discussed regarding the organization-public relationship if 

there is no measure of conflict in the model?  This study’s research design did not measure the 

impact of the conflict resolution strategies because of the implied positive nature of the 

relationship between a donor and a nonprofit organization (i.e., donating money to an 

organization without any obligation to do so).  
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Future explorations into conflict resolution and negotiation in public relations will increase 

the legitimacy of the relationship management paradigm by adding a negative dimension of 

relationships to the model.  Although conflict was not measured in this study of 3 nonprofit 

hospitals, perhaps organizations involved in scandals may seek to include such measures in the 

future. 

Relationship Cultivation Strategies 

If admiration, appreciation, and conflict were included in the organization-public 

relationship dimensions, then the model becomes quite complex and difficult to measure.  

Perhaps simplification of the relationship cultivation strategies could help lessen the density of 

the model and make the theory one that the profession could implement.   

Many of the strategies proposed by Bruning and Ledingham (1998), Hon and J. Grunig 

(1999), Huang (1997), Hung (2002), and Kelly (2000, 2001) seem to overlap.  For example, 

Hung’s “keeping promises” strategy is a core element of Kelly’s “responsibility” strategy.  

Similarly, access and openness focus on sharing information with a stakeholder group.  Positivity 

and assurances, although defined differently conceptually, touch on similar issues.  Positivity 

involves making the interactions with publics pleasant, while assurances stresses letting publics 

know they are important.  Networking with different external groups to help discuss and resolve 

problems is similar to the goals of the “sharing of tasks” strategy, which seeks to reach mutually 

beneficial decisions with the stakeholders.  The strategies derived from the interpersonal 

communication literature are linked.   

The interconnectivity of the strategies raises an interesting question for the organization-

public relationship model:  Should public relations scholarship continue to concentrate its 

research on relationship cultivation strategies on those derived from interpersonal 

communication theory?    The theory-based strategies tested in this study were originally created 
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for the interpersonal relationship, while Kelly’s (2000, 2001) stewardship strategies were derived 

from professional practice.  Public relations scholarship has demonstrated that there are 

similarities between an interpersonal relationship and the organization-public relationship, but is 

it realistic to think that the cultivation strategies for both types of relationships should also be 

based on interpersonal strategies?   

Other disciplines have aggressively been studying relationships as well.  Organizational 

communication, business management, and sociology are rich with studies on how relationships 

develop, prosper, and fail in different realms.  Given the unique perspectives that the different 

academic fields offer, it is important that public relations scholars open their relationship 

explorations to such fields in an organized manner.  A small number of scholars have been very 

active in exploring concepts introduced in other disciplines, for example, anthropomorphism 

(Bruning, Langenhop, & Green, 2004).  These scholars have challenged public relations’ 

traditional notion of relationship cultivation and have expanded the measurement of 

relationships. 

But new theoretical perspectives will not produce a powerful relationship management 

theory alone.  Public relations scholars often say that the gap between the profession and the 

academy is widening.  Scholars complain that practitioners rarely read research articles from 

either the Journal of Public Relations Research or Public Relations Review.  Practitioners, 

conversely, say they do not read the research because the topics are not those that impact their 

daily duties.  Instead of turning to theoretical concepts in books and journal articles, public 

relations scholars can start building the bridge with the profession by pulling the relationship 

strategies from practitioner literature or even engaging them in discussions about the relationship 
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management paradigm, in particular by asking them how they conceptualize the different 

relationship cultivation strategies. 

Based on the results from this study’s structural equation modeling, a combination of 

theory-derived and practice-derived strategies works best in predicting the relationship 

dimensions.  Access, sharing of tasks, openness and positivity—the strategies derived from 

interpersonal communication theory—all were found to be significant positive indicators of a 

donors’ trust, satisfaction, commitment, and control mutuality.  However, these specific 

strategies were not as powerful as the more broadly defined stewardship strategies of relationship 

nurturing and responsibility.  These stewardship strategies were first conceptualized based on 

Kelly’s (1998) experiences as a fundraiser and through a review of practitioner literature.  

Drawing on these sources, she was able to step back and see a bigger picture of how these 

strategies impacted the nonprofit-donor relationship.  In extending the stewardship strategies to 

the entire public relations profession, Kelly (2001) found support for these practitioner-based 

strategies in scholarly discussions on different elements of reciprocity, responsibility, reporting, 

and relationship nurturing. 

As this study found, both the theory-derived and profession-derived strategies were 

important in predicting the relationship dimensions.  However, too many strategies makes the 

model too complex for the profession to use, so 1 more question has to be addressed:  Is it better 

to have a detailed litany of relationship cultivation strategies that overlap or a condensed list that 

groups strategies into related concepts?  Public relations’ most significant theory to date is the 

Excellence Theory.  Critics of the theory have proposed the Contingency Theory (Cancel, 

Cameron, Sallot, & Mitrook, 1997) of public relations as an alternative perspective; however, its 

87 variables are simply too many to really fit into most measurement schema.  With a growing 
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list of relationship cultivation strategies, relationship management theory also approaches levels 

of being unmanageable and further distancing the profession and the academy from one another. 

To keep the relationship management theory as parsimonious as possible while still 

retaining relevancy, perhaps scholars need to develop a condensed listing of strategies that are 

more broadly defined.  Relationship cultivation strategies were discussed in Hon and J. Grunig’s 

(1999) original monograph.  Yet, it was not until Ki’s (2003) study of Fortune 500 companies’ 

Web sites or Ki’s (2006) study of the Florida Farm Bureau that measurement of the strategies 

was attempted.  Instead, scholars have discussed different strategies and their applicability to 

different settings (e.g., Hung, 2006).  Perhaps the strategies specified by Hon and J. Grunig 

(1999) in the Institute for Public Relations monograph (access, positivity, networking, sharing of 

tasks, assurances, and openness) have yet to be subjected to inquiry by many public relations 

scholars because they are too specific. 

Because of the multitude of different public relations specializations, it is quite difficult to 

create multi-item scales that extend across all of these sub-functions of public relations, 

especially when considering that the specializations often have very different types of 

programming.  Stepping back and taking a broader perspective on relationship cultivation 

strategies may help eliminate this challenge.  Though not the intent of this particular study, the 

researcher does see ways that the relationship cultivation strategies can be reconceptualized for a 

more simplified approach.  Reporting, openness, and access could all be classified as a 

“Communication and Information Provision” strategy, while sharing of tasks and networking 

could be conceptualized as a “Cooperation” strategy.  Assurances, positivity, and reciprocity 

could be reduced to a “Recognition” strategy, or they could all be collapsed under the 

“Relationship Nurturing” strategy.  Kelly’s (2001) responsibility strategy identified an 
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organization’s responsible behavior in the eyes of the stakeholders.  This strategy could be 

combined with those discussed in corporate social responsibility literature for a larger, more 

impactful “Responsibility” construct.  Finally, a “Conflict Resolution” strategy should be in 

place to help identify and repair negative elements of the organization-public relationship; a 

conceptualization of conflict resolution strategies would provide balance to the inclusion of a 

conflict dimension.  Perhaps with a shortened, simplified approach to the conceptualization of 

relationship cultivation strategies, these 6 strategies can help elicit further scholarly inquiry into 

the presence and impact of these strategies on the organization-public relationship. 

Symmetrical Measurement of the Organization-Public Relationship 

The final contribution this study makes to public relations scholarship is the introduction of 

symmetrical measurement of the organization-public relationship.  Previous studies have simply 

measured the external stakeholders in the relationship even though several scholars have called 

for the symmetrical approach (Ferguson, 1984; Seltzer, 2005).   Ironically, the discipline that 

advocates two-way communication between an organization and its publics still conducts 

research on relationships in an asymmetric manner.   

Previous studies did not take the views of those inside the organization into account.  For 

example, Waters (2006) and O’Neil (2007) only measured the views of donors to describe the 

nonprofit-donor relationship.  Although this provided insight into the views of the donors, they 

are not the group making the decisions that impact how the fundraising department functions.  

The views of the dominant coalition—in the current study defined as members of the fundraising 

team—must be considered.  

As Seltzer (2005) points out, “Study after study tiptoes around the coorientational 

approach without utilizing the perceptions of both the organization and its publics in measuring 

the relationship between them” (p. 14).  Had the measurement of the fundraisers’ views and their 
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estimations of donors’ views not occurred, the fundraisers might not have known that they had 

underestimated donors’ positivity of the organization’s responsible use of charitable gifts.   

By using the coorientation methodology, the research highlights the significant differences 

between the perceptions of the participants from several different perspectives.  Though the 

differences between the 2 sides on many variables are small, the organization can include 

proactive symmetrical programming to engage its donors in conversations so they can resolve 

differences in understanding the dynamics of the relationship.  This conversation will allow them 

to move closer to being in exact agreement. 

The findings suggest that the nonprofit hospitals need to improve their cultivation efforts.  

The fundraising teams overestimated the donors’ views on all of the variables.  The differences 

between the relationship dimensions were not as great as the differences between views of the 

relationship cultivation strategies.  This misperception could have been costly had the 

fundraising teams implemented programming based on their estimates of what the donors 

thought.   

Perhaps in addition to more symmetrical methods of communicating with donors, these 

findings suggest that the organizations should implement more non-fundraising directed 

communications, such as newsletters or e-mail updates of successful program and service 

delivery, to educate donors why they engage in some strategies, such as networking.   

Had this study simply measured the relationship from the donors’ perspective, significant 

insights into the overall relationship would not have been revealed.  The members of the 

fundraising teams had misread the perceptions of the donors even though they had worked 

closely with the donors.  While some of the differences were minimal, they reveal important 

information about the coorientation methodology.   Comparing the 2 sides of the nonprofit-donor 
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relationship is not as simple as agreement/disagreement.  Based on these results, the 2 sides are 

in states of consensus on all of the variables.  But, there are differences.   

Statistically, the difference between the donors’ views (M = 6.78, SD = 1.07) and the 

fundraising team members’ views (M = 7.10, SD = 1.05) on responsibility is the same as the 

difference between the donors’ views (M = 5.89, Sd = 1.40) and the organizations’ views (M = 

7.11, Sd = 1.02) on networking.  The latter variable’s D-score (1.22) is nearly 1 point greater 

than that of the responsibility (0.32) variable.  Is it accurate to say that the 2 groups’ views on 

these concepts should be viewed similarly since they technically are both in agreement?  There 

are degrees of agreement for situations like this one where the 2 sides generally are in agreement.  

Through symmetrical conversations, it is possible to bring the 2 sides even closer in their views 

by increasing the levels of understanding between each group.  For this situation, donors might 

view the networks that the organizations have created with external groups more favorably if the 

fundraising team explains why they are pursued, or the fundraising team at least could 

understand why this particular relationship cultivation strategy is not effective for donors.  The 

coorientation methodology is an important tool to determine which issues need to be addressed 

in the organization-public relationship. 

Public relations literature prescribes its practitioners to engage in a boundary-spanning 

role—keeping 1 foot inside the organization and 1 foot outside in the community.  While this 

study found agreement on all of the variables, the coorientation methodology can be used by 

practitioners to develop a deeper understanding of the issues their organizations face with 

different publics.  Because the perceptions of the organization’s representatives need to be 

included in the organization-public relationship measurement, the figure demonstrating the 

organization-public relationship in the first chapter needs to be updated.  Figure 5-1 illustrates 
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the update, which now includes the measurement of the organization’s views.  Scholars that fail 

to measure the views of the organizations are withholding valuable information that could clarify 

and further develop the relationship management paradigm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Figure 5-1.  Revised model of the organization-public relationship.
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CHAPTER 6 
CONCLUSION 

The nonprofit organization-donor relationship is vital to the maintenance and longevity of 

the nonprofit sector.  For nonprofit organizations to continue the provision of programs and 

services to society, it is vital that they dedicate resources into relationship cultivation with 

donors.  The results of this study show that these organizations need to spend more time and 

effort developing relationships with their donors.  Although they evaluate the relationship 

positively, the donors fell short of the fundraisers’ expectations of how the donors viewed the 

relationship with the organization.  Fortunately, public relations literature provides several 

relationship maintenance strategies that deal with symmetrical communication.  Engaging donors 

in more conversations to let them know they are appreciated will help encourage more loyalty in 

the relationship, but the nonprofit organization must also demonstrate that it is committed to 

being both socially and financially accountable.   

Reaching out to the greater public relations profession, it is vital to understand how 

different perspectives of the sides of the organization-public relationship can impact 

organizations.  As Dozier and Ehling (1992) warn, there can be disastrous consequences when 

programming decisions are made without measuring both sides of the relationship. Fortunately, 

this study found that both sides view the nonprofit-donor relationship positively.  The minor 

differences that emerged in the study, though statistically significant, are easy to overcome by 

engaging donors in more conversations to resolve differneces.  Given the results of the structural 

equation modeling, the study provides information on how nonprofit organizations can best 

develop relationships with donors. 
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Limitations of the Study 

When this study was started, 2 goals were created:  (1) to provide a better understanding of 

the nonprofit-donor relationship by exploring the proposed relationship maintenance strategies 

that exists in public relations literature (Hon and Grunig, 1999; Kelly, 2001; Hung, 2002) and (2) 

to challenge the traditional organization-public measurement method based on suggestions by 

Ferguson (1984), Broom and Dozier (1990), and Ledingham (2001), among others.  Thanks to 

the cooperation of 3 San Francisco Bay Area hospitals, data were collected and analyzed from 

the fundraising teams at these healthcare organizations and their major gift and annual giving 

donors.  Though the results provided valuable insight into the fundraising process, the study had 

several limitations that need to be acknowledged. 

The first limitation concerns generalizeability. Though this is the first organization-public 

relationship study that looks at the dynamics of a relationship across multiple organizations of 

the same public relations specialization, it is difficult to say that the results are generalizeable 

beyond nonprofit hospitals in Northern California.  All 3 organizations are geographically 

located within a 60-mile radius of one another.  The Boston College Center on Wealth and 

Philanthropy published a study in 2005 that found that giving varies significantly by region 

(Havens & Schervish, 2005).  Therefore, it is possible that the findings of the current study are 

the result of region.  However, healthcare is 1 of the subsectors of the charitable nonprofit sector 

that is well-funded throughout the nation, not just in California. 

However, it is important to acknowledge that the participating organizations were also very 

similar in that they were all nonprofit hospitals.  As Salamon (2002) points out, the healthcare 

subsector is very diverse, ranging from large nonprofit hospitals and large medical research 

facilities to small community healthcare clinics.  All 3 nonprofit hospitals have a mission that is 

dedicated to serving those in need of serious medical treatment in their specified geographic 
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boundaries.  The study did not look at other types of healthcare organizations, such as nonprofit 

substance abuse programs, community healthcare clinics, or research centers.  Although these 

organizations are still focused on healthcare issues, their missions are significantly different from 

nonprofit hospitals.  The difference in organizational purposes and missions may produce 

different findings if this study were to be replicated. 

It is important to note, however, that the incorporation of the coorientation methodology 

into the research design does require some similarities between the participating organizations.  

The coorientation methodology typically has been used to measure 2 sides of an issue within the 

scope of 1 particular scenario, for example, measuring an organization’s and 1 stakeholder 

group’s views on a topic for 1 organization.  However, this study applied the methodology across 

3 organizations to be able to learn more about the overall nonprofit-donor relationship.  In order 

to apply this design, the context had to be somewhat similar to warrant collapsing both sides of 

the relationship at 3 institutions into the overall nonprofit-donor relationship. 

Looking at the study from a different perspective, another limitation is that this study only 

looked at nonprofits with missions in healthcare.  Although many sources acknowledge that 

healthcare, along with higher education, employs more fundraisers than the other nonprofit 

subsectors outlined in chapter 2 (Kelly, 1998; Association of Fundraising Professionals, 2004), 

these subsectors face the same challenges in cultivating relationships with donors.  Healthcare is 

one of the more often studied fundraising sectors because of its use of advanced strategies and 

tactics; others in fundraising often look up to healthcare fundraisers, particularly those in 

nonprofit hospitals, as they aspire to emulate their sophistication.  However, other types of 

nonprofit organizations, such as the United Way and the American Red Cross, are also leaders in 

the nonprofit sector and excel at fundraising.   
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Another way to expand the reach of the study—even if it remains within the healthcare 

sector—is to look at organizations of different sizes.  The smallest nonprofit hospital in this 

study in terms of its assets was San Francisco General Hospital, which had assets of $7.4 million 

at the end of 2004, according to its IRS 990 Tax Form.  Although these assets pale in comparison 

to larger nationally-known charitable nonprofits, it is quite large given that many nonprofits 

operate on significantly smaller budgets.  Salamon (2002) notes that one of the greatest 

difficulties in describing the sector is that the size of nonprofits varies considerably.  To truly 

capture the essence of the nonprofit-donor relationship, it is necessary to also include the 

experiences of those donors who give to smaller organizations, which are more likely not to have 

staff fundraisers.  Without a doubt, the relationship cultivation process would be different for 

these donors. 

Although there would be differences in looking at the nonprofit-donor relationship 

between large and small charitable nonprofits, studying the subsector that hires the most 

fundraisers might also have yielded different results.  Paralleling the healthcare subsector, 

education fundraisers are also highly regarded within the fundraising community for their 

expertise.  The education sector may be even more diverse in its scope than healthcare, and it 

includes organizations ranging from universities and colleges to private elementary and 

secondary schools.  An analysis of this sector may have produced different findings due to 

broader diversity than looking simply at nonprofit hospitals.  Just as healthcare has the 

Association for Healthcare Philanthropy (AHP), education fundraisers have established their 

own organization, the Council for Advancement and Support of Education (CASE).   

Although this study examined 3 organizations of varying size and financial stature, 

comparing and contrasting 2 organizations (e.g., of different sizes or of different nonprofit 
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subsectors) may serve as an important step in understanding which strategies are more successful 

than others; however, the researcher would need to be much more active in this research design 

as to eliminate any influence of other variables and to ensure that strategies are being carried out 

in a similar manner. 

In addition to questions about the population being studied, another limitation of the study 

is the type of donors being studied.  This study compared the views of annual giving and major 

gift donors, which was categorized based on yearly giving totals of less than $10,000 for annual 

giving and $10,000 or more for major gift donors.  As indicated in chapter 1, there are other 

vehicles for charitable giving, most notably planned giving and e-Philanthropy.  Planned giving, 

unlike the other forms of fundraising, is most often initiated by the donor rather than a 

fundraising team member.  Donors seek out planned giving opportunities to create charitable gift 

annuities, charitable remainder trusts, and estate planning options, whereas fundraising team 

members actively solicit for annual giving and major gift donations.  Given the inherent 

differences in the nature of the gift, an individual establishing a planned gift with an organization 

may experience the nonprofit-donor relationship differently than either annual or major gift 

donors. 

Similarly, the rapid growth of e-Philanthropy is pushing nonprofit organizations to rethink 

their annual giving programs.  e-Philanthropy is an alternative to nonprofit organizations’ 

traditional direct mail, workplace, and telephone solicitations.  Though public relations scholars 

have discussed the impact of the Internet on developing relationships with key stakeholders 

(Kent & Taylor, 1998; Kelleher & Miller, 2006; Ki, 2003), there has been little discussion about 

the differences that exist when a stakeholder group develops a cyber-relationship with an 

organization versus a relationship built on human contact with that organization.  Baker (2005) 
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highlights that the growth of e-Philanthropy is surging and that nonprofits are increasingly using 

this giving vehicle to reduce expenses related to their annual giving programs.  With e-

Philanthropy becoming more commonplace, it is necessary to explore this aspect of the 

nonprofit-donor relationship.   

By including planned giving and e-Philanthropy donors in the research process, the current 

study would have been able to generalize more about the nonprofit-donor relationship.  

However, as Kelly (1998) highlights, there are 2 other donor publics that also need to be 

examined.  Although they give significantly less in aggregate than individual donors, 

corporations and foundations provide charitable nonprofits with several billion dollars per year.  

Their insights would be valuable to enrich the research, as it would round out the scope of the 

nonprofit-donor relationship. 

One final limitation of the study is based on the study’s data collection procedures.  First, 

the data concerning giving history were reported by the donor participants rather than being 

pulled from their actual giving records housed in the participating organizations’ donor 

databases.  Though the answers were anonymously reported, the donors may have intentionally 

or unintentionally skewed the results by reporting inaccurate information.  The survey asked 

donors to report the number of times they had donated to the 3 hospitals in a given time period.  

Donors typically estimate that they have given more than they actually have.  Whether this is due 

to wanting to provide socially acceptable answers that make the respondent look and feel good or 

simply forgetting how many times and how much money was given, false answers inadvertently 

influences the data analysis.  Had the study been able to link an individual’s survey response 

with his or her donor record without breaking the promise of anonymity, then the findings would 

have been more solid. 
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Finally, because the study used survey research, it is difficult to establish true causality.  

Survey research focuses on the study of attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of people at a given 

moment.  So while statistical analysis shows that the donors’ evaluation of the relationship 

dimensions was able to predict past involvement with the nonprofit organizations’ fundraising 

campaigns, to demonstrate a causal relationship.  An experiment would have been more 

appropriate to draw such conclusions. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

This study has created several new research streams that can benefit both fundraising and 

public relations in terms of professional applications and theory building.  First, the current study 

raises several questions that can be explored about the dynamics of the nonprofit-donor 

relationship.  As highlighted in the limitations section, this study focused exclusively on 

healthcare nonprofits.  Given the sophistication of the fundraising function in this subsector, it 

would be interesting to compare these results to those obtained from other types of charitable 

nonprofits, such as arts and culture or public/society benefit organizations.  Perhaps comparing 

these findings to religious organizations, which receive the most charitable gift dollars in the 

United States from individual donors, or to educational nonprofits, which hire the most staff 

fundraisers, would produce intriguing findings that would provide insights into relationship 

development and management for fundraisers. 

As noted in chapter 2, much of the knowledge on the importance of relationships in 

fundraising is built on anecdotal evidence in practitioner literature.  Though these findings help 

provide a theoretical perspective on relationships, more work needs to be done to fully 

understand the nonprofit-donor relationship.  Hon and J. Grunig (1999) originally discussed 2 

types of relationships in their original monograph, communal and exchange.  Waters (2006) 
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found that donors view the nonprofit-donor relationship as a communal one rather than an 

exchange relationship.   

Hung (2006) introduced a continuum of relationship types that has yet to be tested through 

social scientific research methods.  These 5 types of the organization-public relationship 

(exploitive, contractual, exchange, covenantal, and communal) should be explored in the 

nonprofit-donor relationship.  Perhaps, different donors view the relationship differently based 

on their levels of involvement with a nonprofit organization.  For example, a volunteer, who also 

happens to be a donor, may perceive the relationship to be more contractual, while a former 

client or customer of the nonprofit may become a donor and view the relationship as being 

exchange-oriented.  Scales need to be developed so public relations scholars can pursue 

understanding the different types of relationships and their impact on public relations and 

fundraising management. 

The conflict resolution strategies proposed by Plowman (1995, 1996, 1998) were omitted 

from this study because of the assumed lack of conflict between nonprofit organizations and 

donors.  In retrospect, these strategies may be applicable beyond situations involving scandals or 

controversies in the nonprofit setting.  The conflict resolution diagram proposed by Plowman 

(1995) and illustrated by Figure 6-1 might be appropriate for a scholarly understanding of major 

gift negotiations.  By examining nonprofit organizations’ and donors’ willingness or intent to 

participate in a major gift negotiation, it would be possible to learn more about the power 

balance between the 2 parties.  Although this study found that major gift donors viewed the  

power as balanced, a more interesting approach would have been to focus exclusively on major 

gift negotiations to determine the different approaches and thought processes the 2 sides of the 

nonprofit-donor relationship experience when considering the donation.  By focusing on major 
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gift donors and their relationships with nonprofit organizations, it would be possible to determine 

if the 2 sides could resolve conflict through cooperation or compromise to see if they could reach 

the “win-win” zone rather than avoid being involved in the nonprofit-donor relationship. 

Finally, as far as the nonprofit-donor relationship is concerned, it would be interesting to 

study the impact of technology and e-Philanthropy on the relationship.  Ki (2003) has explored 

how Fortune 500 companies develop relationships online with their stakeholders, and Waters 

(2007) has assessed the information provided by charitable nonprofits on the Philanthropy 400 

list concerning their fundraising, accountability, and transparency efforts.  However, now that 

this study, as well as Ki’s (2006) dissertation, provides more solid operationalizations of 

relationship cultivation strategies, reexamining the Web sites of nonprofit organizations using 

access, openness, and reporting, among other relationship cultivation strategies, might offer 

greater insights into how they develop cyber-relationships with donors. 

The results of the current study also raise many questions for future public relations 

scholars to explore in areas other than fundraising.  The newly proposed stewardship scales 

could simply be tested and refined by examining their relevance in other public relations settings: 

however, as this study demonstrated, it may not be suitable to simply test the relationship 

cultivation scales in other settings.  Keeping Littlejohn’s (2002) criteria for judging theory in 

mind, the current organization-public relationship scholarship is becoming cumbersome with the 

large number of cultivation strategies that can be pulled from theory, practice, or a combination 

of both.  Although not the original intent of this study, the newly presented cultivation strategies 

in chapter 5—communication and information provision, cooperation, relationship nurturing, 

responsibility, and conflict resolution—may help simplify the theory.  Perhaps with a shortened, 

simplified approach to the conceptualization of relationship cultivation strategies, these strategies 
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can help elicit further scholarly inquiry into the presence and impact of these strategies on the 

organization-public relationship. 

Concerning the cultivation strategies, one additional approach to better understand the role 

these strategies play in the maintenance and development of organization-public relationships is 

to broaden our current approach to defining the strategies available to practitioners.  While the 

application of interpersonal relationship dimensions, drawn from literature and theory, seems to 

have served the field well in the early stages of defining the organization-public relationship, it 

appears that the application of the interpersonal relationship cultivation strategies may have lost 

some of their original meaning when translated to the organization-public relationship.  As 

highlighted in chapter 5, sociology, anthropology, and business administration all have 

approached relationship cultivation differently.  Perhaps these academic disciplines might offer 

additional insight into the organization-public relationship. 

Another approach to understanding relationship cultivation would be to turn to public 

relations practitioners for suggestions.  Kelly’s (2000, 2001) stewardship scales had a stronger 

impact on the nonprofit-donor relationship than those derived from interpersonal communication 

theory.  The stewardship scales originated from the career experiences of fundraising 

practitioners.  By stopping to rethink the field’s approach to measuring relationship cultivation, 

the relationship management theory may be able to bring the 2 groups of relationship 

management scholars, those using Hon and J. Grunig’s (1999) approach and those exploring 

relationships under the tutelage of Bruning and Ledingham (1999), together to create a stronger 

and more powerful paradigm for public relations scholarship. 

Although the cultivation strategies may need to be simplified, the results of this study 

indicate that there may be reason to add new dimensions to the 4 measured by current 
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organization-public relationship studies.  Trust, commitment, satisfaction, and control mutuality 

were only able to explain 60 percent of the variance in how donors evaluated the overall 

relationship.  Anecdotal evidence and scholarly research from other disciplines indicate that 

additional dimensions may be present in the organization-public relationship.  As discussed in 

chapter 5, admiration, appreciation, and conflict have all been studied in interpersonal 

communication literature (e.g., Furman & Buhrmester, 1992); however, they were left behind by 

public relations scholars.  With scales existing in interpersonal communication literature that 

could be adapted for public relations studies, these 3 relationship dimensions seem to offer 

significant promise for future organization-public relations studies. 

Finally, though the coorientation method has frequently been discussed as a perspective 

that should be used in analyzing the organization-public relationship, this is one of the first 

attempts to study relationship management using Broom and Dozier’s prescribed methodology.  

By bringing the organizational decision makers or dominant coalition into the measurement 

picture, scholars are able to better understand the relationship; thus, they are in a better position 

to develop a higher theory of relationship management for the public relations field.  Also, from 

a practitioner perspective, the comparison of the 2 sides through t-tests that examine agreement, 

accuracy, and perceived agreement enables the public relations department to make better 

decisions in planning programming or to convince the dominant coalition that things may not be 

as positive as they thought. 

The use of the coorientation methodology can help provide a greater understanding of 

relationship dynamics.  Though this study only examined agreement, accuracy and perceived 

agreement between donors and the fundraising team on the relationship dimension measures 

(commitment, satisfaction, trust and control mutuality), a future study that examined the 2 sides’ 
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perspectives on the different relationship cultivation strategies could be equally intriguing.  Do 

both sides value the same types of maintenance and cultivation strategies?  If an organization 

believes it is being very open but donors want more openness and reporting, then work can be 

done to resolve the situation and seek a mutually beneficial “win-win zone” through 

conversations between the 2 sides.   

The application of this methodology should be embraced by all facets of public relations 

research not just fundraising.  Though Sallot and her research team (1998) used coorientation to 

examine the media relations practitioner-journalist relationship, very little scholarship exists 

within the scope of other public relations specializations, such as public affairs or consumer 

relations.  By applying the coorientation methodology to these different sub-functions, different 

results may emerge.  Studying the organization-public relationship in activist settings or 

situations involving employers and labor unions may provide insights into the role conflict and 

disagreement plays in the relationship.  The current study found that the nonprofit-donor 

relationship was positive overall.  However, organization-public relationships are not all positive.  

By studying relationships where conflict may be present, public relations scholars can further 

challenge the current understanding of relationship management. 

This study deepened our understanding of the nonprofit-donor relationship and questioned 

the traditional approach to measuring the organization-public relationship.  While the study’s 

hypotheses were supported, thereby validating the field’s knowledge on relationship 

management, answers to the research questions pose another set of questions for future research 

to explore.  Public relations scholarship of the organization-public relationship has come to a 

crossroad.  To advance our theoretical framework, future studies can no longer solely measure 

the stakeholders’ perspective of the organization-public relationship.  Future research must 
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examine the impact of the views of organizational managers, including the dominant coalition, in 

different public relations settings.  Understanding the views of both sides of the organization-

public relationship in terms of the relationship dimensions and the strategies used to cultivate the 

relationship will advance and expand relationship management theory.  While many public 

relations specializations have yet to be tested using the traditional organization-public 

relationship approach, replication of previous studies in new settings will do little to advance 

theory.  By testing new thoughts and scales proposed by this study in new public relations 

domains, the field’s understanding of organization-public relationships will increase and perhaps 

bring public relations scholars and public relations practitioners closer together in efforts to 

demonstrate the profession’s value to organizations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6-1.  Conflict resolution diagram applied to the fundraising profession. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY FOR HOSPITAL DONORS 

For each of the statements below, please evaluate your relationship with San Francisco General Hospital in the left 
column.  Then, estimate how you think the fundraising team at San Francisco General Hospital would respond to the 
statement in the right column.  Please circle the number that best represents your response from the 9-point scale 
provided, where 1 equals strongly disagree and 9 equals strongly agree. 

Your View as a 
Donor of San 

Francisco General 
Hospital  

Your Estimate of the 
View of San 

Francisco General 
Hospital’s 

Fundraisers 
SD                    SA  SD                       SA 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization respects its donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization and donors are attentive to each other’s needs. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I feel that the organization is trying to maintain a long-term commitment 
with its donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Donors are happy with the organization. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Both the organization and its donors benefit from the relationship. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization does not believe the opinions and concerns of its donors 
are important. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I cannot see that the organization wants to maintain a relationship with its 
donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization can be relied on to keep its promises. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 When the organization makes an important decision, I know it will be 
concerned about its donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 There is a long-lasting bond between the organization and its donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Most donors are happy with their interactions with the organization. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I believe donors have influence on the decision-makers of the 
organization. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I believe that the organization takes the opinions of donors into account 
when making decisions. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization really listens to what its donors have to say. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Generally speaking, I am pleased with the relationship the organization 
has established with me. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Compared to other nonprofit organizations, I value my relationship with 
this organization more. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I feel confident about the organization's ability to accomplish its mission. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I would rather have a relationship with this organization than not. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization fails to satisfy the needs of its donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization does not have the ability to meet its goals and 
objectives. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Most donors enjoy dealing with this organization. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 When donors interact with this organization, they have a sense of control 
over the situation. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization gives donors say in the decision-making process. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
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For each of the statements below, please evaluate how San Francisco General Hospital develops relationships with 
its donors in the left column.  Then, estimate how you think the fundraising team at San Francisco General Hospital 
would respond to the statement in the right column.  Use the same 9-point scale, where 1 equals strongly disagree 
and 9 equals strongly agree, to indicate your response. 
 

Your View as a 
Donor of San 

Francisco General 
Hospital 

 

Your Estimate of the 
View of San 

Francisco General 
Hospital’s 

Fundraisers 
SD                     SA  SD                        SA 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization does not provide donors with adequate contact 
information. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Receiving regular communications from the organization is 
beneficial to donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s annual report is a valuable source of information 
for donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization and donors do not work well together at solving 
problems. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization makes a genuine effort to provide personal 
responses to donors’ concerns. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization effectively builds coalitions with groups that 
address issues that donors care about. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization provides donors with opportunities to meet staff. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s communication with donors is courteous. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization does not provide donors with enough information 
about what it does with donations. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization is involved in managing issues that donors care 
about. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s alliances with other like-minded groups are 
useless to donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization communicates the importance of its donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 When donors have questions or concerns, the organization is 
willing to answer their inquiries. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization attempts to make its interactions with donors 
enjoyable. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization provides donors with enough information to 
understand the issues it faces. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s alliances with government agencies are useful 
for its donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 When donors raise concerns, the organization takes them seriously. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization works with donors to develop solutions that 
benefit donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization provides donors with adequate contact 
information for specific staff on specific issues. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The information the organization provides donors with is of little 
use to them. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

 Continued next page  
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Your View as a 
Donor of San 

Francisco General 
Hospital 

 

Your Estimate of the 
View of San 

Francisco General 
Hospital’s 

Fundraisers 
SD                    SA  SD                      SA 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization shares enough information with donors about the 
organization’s governance. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization is flexible when working with donors to come to 
mutually beneficial solutions to shared concerns.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s alliances with other community groups are 
useful to its donors.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Donors do not believe that the organization really cares about their 
concerns.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization acknowledges fundraising donations in a timely 
manner.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization always sends me a thank you letter for my 
donations.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization is not sincere when it thanks donors for their 
contributions.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Because of my previous donations, the organization recognizes me 
as a friend.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization informs donors about its fundraising successes.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization tells donors how it has used their donations.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s annual report details how much money was 
raised in that year.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization does not provide donors with information about 
how their donations were used. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization considers its donors when deciding how to use 
their donations.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization uses donations for projects that are against the will 
of the donors.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Donors have confidence that the organization will use their 
donations wisely.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization tells donors what projects their donors will fund.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Donors only hear from the organization when it is soliciting 
donations.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization is more concerned with its fiscal health than with 
its relationships with donors.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Donors receive personalized attention from the organization.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization invites donors to participate in special events that 
it holds.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

 
Now thinking overall about your relationship with San Francisco General Hospital, please circle the number that corresponds to how you view 
your relationship on the following scale: 
 

Very positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  Very Negative 
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Please answer the following questions based on your personal demographic information to help us interpret your 
answers to better serve you and your community. 
 
What is your gender?     ___ Male ___ Female 
 
What is your age? _______ Years old 
 
What is your race? ___ African-American/Black ___ Asian ___ Caucasian 

___Hispanic/Latino ___Middle Eastern ___Native American ___Other:_________________ 
 
How long have you lived in your current community? 

___Less than 1 year  ___1 to 2 years   ___2 to 5 years 

___5 to 10 years   ___10 to 20 years   ___ 20 years or longer 
 
What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? (check one) 

___High school ___Four-year college degree  ___Advanced degree (MS, MBA, Ph.D.)   

___Other:_________________________________ 
 
What is your current employment status? 

___Employed full-time  ___Employed part-time ___Unemployed   ____Retired 

___Student   ___Homemaker  ___Other:___________________ 
 
What was your approximate household income last year before taxes?  $________________________ 
 
What was your first contact with San Francisco General Hospital? (check one) 

___Patient   ___Family member was a patient   ___Friend was a patient 

___Employed by hospital   ___Family member employed by hospital   ___Friend employed by hospital  

___Partnership with community organization       ___Partnership with government organization 

___Other:__________________________________________ 
 
Have you been a patient at San Francisco General Hospital?   ____ Yes   ____ No 
 
Please answer the following questions about your charitable giving. 
 
How many years have you been donating to San Francisco General Hospital?   ______  
 
Approximately how much in total did you donate to the hospital last year?   $_______________ 
 
On average, how much have you donated to the hospital per year during the last five years? $__________ 

 
Including the hospital, how many organizations do you donate to each year, on average?  _________ 

 
Approximately how much in total did you donate to all charitable organizations last year? $_____________ 

 
 
That completes the survey.  Please return the survey to the University of Florida research team 

by using the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope.  Thank you for your help. 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY FOR HOSPITAL FUNDRAISING TEAM MEMBERS 

For each of the statements below, please evaluate your relationship with San Francisco General Hospital in the left 
column.  Then, estimate how you think the fundraising team at San Francisco General Hospital would respond to the 
statement in the right column.  Please circle the number that best represents your response from the 9-point scale 
provided, where 1 equals strongly disagree and 9 equals strongly agree. 

Your View as a 
Fundraising Team 

Member  

Your Estimate of the 
View of San 

Francisco General 
Hospital’s Donors 

SD                    SA  SD                       SA 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization respects its donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization and donors are attentive to each other’s needs. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I feel that the organization is trying to maintain a long-term commitment 
with its donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Donors are happy with the organization. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Both the organization and its donors benefit from the relationship. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization does not believe the opinions and concerns of its donors 
are important. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I cannot see that the organization wants to maintain a relationship with its 
donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization can be relied on to keep its promises. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 When the organization makes an important decision, I know it will be 
concerned about its donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 There is a long-lasting bond between the organization and its donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Most donors are happy with their interactions with the organization. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I believe donors have influence on the decision-makers of the 
organization. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I believe that the organization takes the opinions of donors into account 
when making decisions. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization really listens to what its donors have to say. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Generally speaking, I am pleased with the relationship the organization 
has established with me. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Compared to other nonprofit organizations, I value my relationship with 
this organization more. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I feel confident about the organization's ability to accomplish its mission. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 I would rather have a relationship with this organization than not. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization fails to satisfy the needs of its donors. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization does not have the ability to meet its goals and 
objectives. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 Most donors enjoy dealing with this organization. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 When donors interact with this organization, they have a sense of control 
over the situation. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 

1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8 9 The organization gives donors say in the decision-making process. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
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For each of the statements below, please evaluate how San Francisco General Hospital develops relationships with 
its donors in the left column.  Then, estimate how you think the fundraising team at San Francisco General Hospital 
would respond to the statement in the right column.  Use the same 9-point scale, where 1 equals strongly disagree 
and 9 equals strongly agree, to indicate your response. 
 
 

Your View as a 
Fundraising Team 

Member 
 

Your Estimate of the 
View of San 

Francisco General 
Hospital’s Donors 

SD                     SA  SD                        SA 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization does not provide donors with adequate contact 
information. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Receiving regular communications from the organization is 
beneficial to donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s annual report is a valuable source of information 
for donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization and donors do not work well together at solving 
problems. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization makes a genuine effort to provide personal 
responses to donors’ concerns. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization effectively builds coalitions with groups that 
address issues that donors care about. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization provides donors with opportunities to meet staff. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s communication with donors is courteous. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization does not provide donors with enough information 
about what it does with donations. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization is involved in managing issues that donors care 
about. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s alliances with other like-minded groups are 
useless to donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization communicates the importance of its donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 When donors have questions or concerns, the organization is 
willing to answer their inquiries. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization attempts to make its interactions with donors 
enjoyable. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization provides donors with enough information to 
understand the issues it faces. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s alliances with government agencies are useful 
for its donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 When donors raise concerns, the organization takes them seriously. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization works with donors to develop solutions that 
benefit donors. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization provides donors with adequate contact 
information for specific staff on specific issues. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The information the organization provides donors with is of little 
use to them. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

 Continued next page  
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Your View as a 
Fundraising Team 

Member 
 

Your Estimate of the 
View of San 

Francisco General 
Hospital’s Donors 

SD                    SA  SD                      SA 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization shares enough information with donors about the 
organization’s governance. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization is flexible when working with donors to come to 
mutually beneficial solutions to shared concerns.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s alliances with other community groups are 
useful to its donors.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Donors do not believe that the organization really cares about their 
concerns.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization acknowledges fundraising donations in a timely 
manner.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization always sends me a thank you letter for my 
donations.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization is not sincere when it thanks donors for their 
contributions.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Because of my previous donations, the organization recognizes me 
as a friend.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization informs donors about its fundraising successes.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization tells donors how it has used their donations.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization’s annual report details how much money was 
raised in that year.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization does not provide donors with information about 
how their donations were used. 1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization considers its donors when deciding how to use 
their donations.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization uses donations for projects that are against the will 
of the donors.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Donors have confidence that the organization will use their 
donations wisely.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization tells donors what projects their donors will fund.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Donors only hear from the organization when it is soliciting 
donations.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization is more concerned with its fiscal health than with 
its relationships with donors.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 Donors receive personalized attention from the organization.  1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9 The organization invites donors to participate in special events that 
it holds.   1  2  3  4  5 6  7  8  9 

 
Now thinking overall about your relationship with San Francisco General Hospital, please circle the number that corresponds to how you view 
your relationship on the following scale: 
 

Very positive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  Very Negative 
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Please answer the following questions based on your personal demographic information to help us interpret your 
answers to better serve you and your community. 
 
What is your gender?     ___ Male ___ Female 
 
What is your age? _______ Years old 
 
What is your race? ___ African-American/Black ___ Asian ___ Caucasian 

___Hispanic/Latino ___Middle Eastern ___Native American ___Other:_________________ 
 
How long have you lived in your current community? 

___Less than 1 year  ___1 to 2 years   ___2 to 5 years 

___5 to 10 years   ___10 to 20 years   ___ 20 years or longer 
 
What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? (check one) 

___High school ___Four-year college degree  ___Advanced degree (MS, MBA, Ph.D.)   

___Other:_________________________________ 
 
What is your current employment status? 

___Employed full-time  ___Employed part-time ___Unemployed   ____Retired 

___Student   ___Homemaker  ___Other:___________________ 
 
What was your approximate household income last year before taxes?  $________________________ 
 
What was your first contact with San Francisco General Hospital? (check one) 

___Patient   ___Family member was a patient   ___Friend was a patient 

___Employed by hospital   ___Family member employed by hospital   ___Friend employed by hospital  

___Partnership with community organization       ___Partnership with government organization 

___Other:__________________________________________ 
 
Have you been a patient at San Francisco General Hospital?   ____ Yes   ____ No 
 
For these final questions, please answer about your charitable giving. 
 
How many years have you been donating to San Francisco General Hospital?   ______  
 
Approximately how much in total did you donate to the hospital last year?   $_______________ 
 
On average, how much have you donated to the hospital per year during the last five years? $__________ 

 

Including the hospital, how many organizations do you donate to each year, on average?  $_________ 

 

Approximately how much in total did you donate to all charitable organizations last year? $_____________ 

 
 

That completes the survey.  Please return the survey to the University of Florida research team 
by using the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope.  Thank you for your help. 



 

259 

APPENDIX C 
UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD INFORMED CONSENT 

APPROVAL 

Dear (INSERT DONOR NAME), 
 
(INSERT ORGANIZATION NAME) is participating in a research project with the University of 
Florida to better understand the relationship between nonprofit organizations and their donors.  
Participation in the survey is completely voluntary.  (INSERT ORGANIZATION NAME) does 
not give out personal information to anyone, so we are informing you about this project rather 
than the research team.  To participate, please read the following information about the project 
and complete the enclosed survey.  Then, place the completed survey in the self-addressed 
stamped envelope and mail it back to the researchers. 
 
Thank you, 
 
(INSERT FUNDRAISER’S NAME) 
 
Protocol Title:  Relationship Management and Cultivation Strategies in Nonprofit Fundraising 
 
Please read this consent document carefully before deciding to participate in this study. 
 
Purpose of the research study:  The purpose of this study is to evaluate the importance of 
relationship building between nonprofit organizations and their donors. 
 
What you will be asked to do in the study:  Upon reading the description about the project and 
agreeing to participate, you will be asked to complete the enclosed survey.  The survey consists 
of two sets of questions:  (1) questions about your relationship with (INSERT ORGANIZATION 
NAME) and (2) questions about your individual demographics.  Your name and email address 
are not being asked for.  Information will be provided to (INSERT ORGANIZATION NAME) 
about the views of its donors, and they will relay information to donors through the 
organization’s Web site in October, 2007. 
 
Time required:  15-20 minutes 
 
Risks and benefits:  There are no anticipated physical, psychological, or economic risks 
involved with the study.  There are no direct benefits to you for participating in this study; 
however, (INSERT ORGANIZATION NAME) will benefit from your participation by being 
able to streamline its fundraising programs to become more efficient and cost-effective. 
 
Compensation:  There is no financial compensation for participating in this research. 
 
Confidentiality:  Neither your name nor contact information will be collected.  Your completed 
survey will be assigned a code number.  The data will be kept confidential to the extent provided 
by law.  Your demographic profile will not be used in any report. 
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Voluntary participation:  Participation in this study is voluntary.  There is no penalty for not 
participating. 
 
Right to withdraw:  You have the right to withdraw from the study at anytime without 
consequence. 
 
Whom to contact if you have questions about the study: 
Richard D. Waters, Doctoral Candidate, Dept. of Public Relations, College of Journalism and 
Communications, University of Florida, (352) 359-6837, rwaters@jou.ufl.edu 
 
Dr. Kathleen, S. Kelly, Professor, Dept. of Public Relations, College of Journalism and 
Communications, University of Florida, (352) 392-9359, kskelly@jou.ufl.edu 
 
Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study: 
 
University of Florida Institutional Review Board Office, Box 112250, University of Florida, 
Gainesville, FL  32611-2250, (352) 392-0433, irb2@ufl.edu 
 
Agreement:  By signing on the following line and completing the following survey, I 
acknowledge that I have read the procedure described above.  I voluntarily agree to participate in 
the procedure, and I have received a copy of this description. 
 
 
Signature of Participant        Date 
 
 
 

 

 

Approved by 
University of Florida 

Institutional Review Board 02 
Protocol #    2006-U-1151 

For Use Through  01/07/2008 
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APPENDIX D 
LETTER MAILED TO DONORS BY THE NONPROFIT HOSPITALS 

The following letter was printed on organizational letterhead and mailed by the fundraising 

directors at the three nonprofit hospitals to the donors included in the random sample.  The 

content of the letter was kept very general so that it would be approved by all three participating 

organizations.  Components of the letter that were tailored by the organizations, such as hospital 

name and the donors’ contact information, have been replaced by fields that were updated using 

the mail merge function. 

February 5, 2007 

(FIRST NAME) (LAST NAME) 
(ADDRESS) 
(CITY), (STATE)  (ZIP CODE) 
 

Dear (DONOR NAME), 

 (HOSPITAL NAME) needs your help!  No, we’re not asking for money.  We need your 

input to help make our fundraising efforts more efficient.  We are working with a research team 

at the University of Florida that specializes in fundraising to better understand and improve the 

relationship we have with our donors.   

 This survey focuses on the different strategies that (HOSPITAL NAME) uses to develop 

relationships with donors.  Your answers will be combined with other donors to help us 

understand the views of our community.  Your participation will help us streamline and improve 

our fundraising programs.  Reevaluating our fundraising efforts will allow us to focus our efforts 

on ways that we can pursue the mission of (HOSPITAL NAME) more efficiently. 

 You were randomly selected from our donor database to participate in the survey.  The 

survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete.  Your response is extremely important 

and valuable for the results because a limited number of surveys were distributed.  Your answers 
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will be used for statistical purposes and will remain strictly confidential to the extent provided by 

law.  Your responses are confidential, and we will not share any personal information with the 

research team. 

 If you decide to participate in our efforts, please read and sign the enclosed informed 

consent document, which details the purpose of the survey.  Please return the signed document as 

well as the completed survey to the research team at the University of Florida by using the self-

addressed, stamped return envelope.  If you have any questions about the project, please feel free 

to contact me at (PHONE NUMBER) or e-mail me at (EMAIL ADDRESS).  Thank you for your 

continued support of (HOSPITAL NAME). 

Sincerely, 

(NAME) 
(TITLE) 
(NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION) 
 

 
 



 

263 

APPENDIX E 
POSTCARD REMINDER MAILED TO DONORS BY NONPROFIT HOSPITALS 

Postcards were mailed three days after the surveys were mailed, following the process 

recommended by Kaplowitz, Hadlock, and Levine (2004).  The following text appeared on a 

postcard reminder that was mailed to donors included in each hospitals’ random sample: 

Recently, you received a letter encouraging your completion of a survey designed to help 

us improve our fundraising efforts.  If you have already completed the survey, thank you!  

If you have not had the time to finish the survey yet, we hope you will take a few moments 

to complete it and use the self-address stamped return envelope to return the survey to the 

research team.  The results of the survey will help us design a fundraising plan that will 

help us more effectively and efficiently pursue the mission of (Name of Hospital).  Thank 

you in advance for your participation! 
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