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Abstract

An online survey using a classical music organaras list of donors, subscribers, and
other affiliates was conducted to compare diffeesna how each stratum made decisions
about gift-giving to nonprofit organizations. Ugia model of cognitive consumer
decision-making to devise their questionnaire résearchers asked respondents about
preferred media for accessing information, thevaahee of information available on Web
sites, the types of information most critical f@cdion-making, and actual non-profit
giving preferences. The analysis found that cdrexgsscribers and donors differed from
more loosely affiliated respondents in the typemfifrmation sources they consulted and
the types of information they accessed on Web.sitesvever, there was almost no
difference between donors, subscribers, singlestibkiyers, and online store purchasers
in the types of information used to make decisi@nsut gift-giving to nonprofit
organizations. The sample was further divided grtups likely and unlikely to give
online in the future. In this second analysisréheere even fewer differences in
information preferences between groups, suggestetghonprofit fund-raising campaigns
can be designed with similar content regardlesghafther donors are inclined to make
gifts by traditional methods or online. This stutys important implications for e-

development strategies.



Introduction

The extraordinary fit between the Internet userstes of operation and NPOs’
need for widespread exposure to ensure public supps long been extolled (Burt and
Taylor, 2000; Elliott, Katsioloudes, and Weldon989Lee, Chen, and Zhang, 2001).
The mission of many NPOs is to disseminate usafarmation and services to its clients
at minimal cost. That its Web site information a®avices might be easily linked to its
support operations has given rise to the concegtpifilanthropy and e-relationship
development strategies (Olsen, Keevers, Paul, avthGton 2001). Te’eni and Young
(2003) state that donors can more easily maketelbégicontribution decisions due to the
Internet and charitable organization websitesfatt, Te’eni and Kendall (2004) cited
the online giving response to September 11, 2001fert@n 10 percent of $676-million
in donations were made through Web sites—as a demabion of “the enormous
potential of online services” (p. 168). Four yekter in response to Hurricane Katrina,
large scale relief organizations, such as the Red<Cand the Salvation Army, were
reporting that 50 percent of their contributiong@vbeing received online (Gardner, 23
Sept. 2005; Wallace, Sept. 7, 2005). It is rembtieat while traditional giving grows by
one to two percent each year, online donations gmenearly 60 percent from 2003 to
2004 (Kintera/Luth Nonprofit Trend Report 2005)m8arly, The Pew Internet and
American Life Project surveys conducted in Septamabe October, 2005, reported that
online giving, sparked by public response to the Gulf coast hurricanes, had jumped to
18 percent of all Internet users as compared tetGept at the end of 2004 (Horrigan

and Morris, 2005; Perry, 2005).



As evidenced by the above statistics, the Intaengtowing in popularity as a
means for providing support to nonprofit organiaas. Holt and Horn (2005) suggest
five reasons why nonprofit organizations are insiggly accepting online donations.
These include the following possibilities: (a) trdine donation creates another giving
option and with more options comes more suppojtagdinternet usage continues to
increase, a nonprofit may be seen in a negative lligt does not provide this customer
service; (c) the Internet provides a means fonviddials outside the organization’s place-
oriented market to give; (d) this technology alldassmore regular or consistent giving
by providing donation opportunities as part of eoypke wage deductions for
organizations that have e-business relationshigs twe nonprofit; and (e) online gift
processing is more cost-effective than handlingepdpnations.

While it is well documented that donation behaviamsl development strategies
have changed due to the Internet, what is stéitnetly unknown ishow donors use the
Internet to transact donations. In other wordsatig a potential donor searching for at
the nonprofit’s site, and what type of informatidoes a donor deem as important in
order to make an online contribution? Furthermooelld we expect there to be
differences in contributors’ online search and dmmabehaviors as their level of
involvement or identification with the organizatiorcreases or decreases? The current
study addresses these questions. The informatamded here is important for

development strategies and especially for thoselwed in e-development.



Literature Review

Te’eni and Kendall (2004) describe four typeswline support services that
may be centered at a nonprofit's Web site. Theluohe (a) communication with its
constituency through newsletters, email, bulletiards, and chat groups, (b) online
events and fundraising, (c) online donations, ahdl¢nor analysis. While as a general
proposition this description is entirely accuraten-profits might be separated into two
distinct types, which has a bearing on how theppaitiive services are managed (see
Salamon and Anheier, 1996, for international cfasgion systems). Organizations,
such as social service and emergency and religicegge provide services to one
community and draw support from another—necessardye affluent donor base,
perhaps much smaller in numbers. However, manpmudits, culture and recreation
organizations in particular, offer services to rige the vast majority of whom are also
potential contributors.

Brady, Noble, Utter, and Smith (2002) have descrithese nonprofits as
charitable hybrids because they can supplement traditional revemaarss with
charitable contributions. For such organizati@vwry visitor to their Web site can be
potentially solicited for a donation. Thus, it msthe interest of any charitable hybrid with
an Internet presence to examine all its constitiesrett varying levels of involvement,
not just its list of loyal donors. Online interiets not only provide the basis for defining
a non-profit’s service-using constituencies, babdhe basis for constructing a hierarchy
of potential donors. The study reported here giterto exploit exactly such a situation.
We hypothesized that differences in the regulaitg depth of interaction individuals

have with nonprofit organizations reflect theirééwof involvement with the organization



and potential level of support. Accordingly, everglividual who makes contact with a
cultural or recreational organization’s Web siteenfrcasual user to loyal contributor—
is worth querying.

In this study, we stratified the database of astta$ music organization into four
tiers to investigate group differences. They ideldi (a) subscriber-donors, who bought
both a season’s subscription and made an additeasél donation to the organization, (b)
subscribers-only, who purchased only the seasaitvscsiption, (c) single ticket buyers,
who purchased one or more concert tickets onliné (d) online gift buyers, who
purchased an item from the organization’s onlilmeest We surveyed a sample of nearly
equal size from each stratum to investigate how tiaritable giving decisions might be
influenced by differing priorities when searchingdeevaluating online information. In
particular, we wanted to explore how levels of sgrexperienced within a hybrid
charitable organization might offer a path towandgher levels of financial support
(Bradyet al., 2002).

The study relies on a model of consumer decisiokimgavhich is widely
accepted in consumer behavior and has been appldehation behavior studies. While
there are different models of consumer decisionintpisee Belk, 1975; Bem and
Funder, 1978; Kassarjian, 1978; Leigh and Martd81) many have adopted and
advanced the cognitive approach (Bettman, 1979eEKgllat, and Blackwell, 1968;
Howard, 1977; Howard and Sheth, 1969; Nicosia, 198& the most well accepted
model of consumer decision-making, this approaggssts that consumers are rational
decision-makers that process information and usartformation to make consumer

decisions. The consumer moves through a seris®ep$ including: (1) problem/need



recognition, (2) information search, (3) evaluataralternatives, (4) choice/decision,
and (5) post purchase evaluation. This approachpsrtant to donation behaviors as it
distinguishes between different types of decisitiased on varying levels of information
processing necessary to make the decision. Them@mobinformation processing that
occurs in the search stage is dependent upon mwelsof involvement with the person,
object, or thing. Specifically, relative to domatibehavior, if the donation is for an
organization with which the prospective donor ighty involved, the amount of
information processing and problem solving willfdiffrom an individual with a lower
level of involvement with the nonprofit organizatioSituations of high involvement
lead most often to increased information procesamjthus extended problem solving
(EPS) as defined by Howard and Sheth (1969). Gsele in situations characterized
by low levels of involvement with a nonprofit, tpeospective donor will most likely
engage in very little information search and thostéd problem solving (LPS). Hibbert
and Horne (1996) provide the example of makingasiten to sponsor a child in a
foreign country to represent EPS, while droppingsiochange in a charity box on the
street as an example of LPS. This hierarchicatagqi to identifying donors based on
cognitive effort has been validated more recemtls Qualitative evaluation of consumer
responses to a direct mail request. For SupphatidnNelson (2001), three distinct
donor categories emerged from their qualitativdysmaof response from an initial
sample of 90 consumers: Analysts who exhibitett imgolvement by delving into
information about the organization and its goaksiaRvists who were motivated by

loyalty to the organization alone; and Internalist® acted on recognition of the



organization alone. The latter two were apt to endécisions without the information
processed by Analysts.

Asking for a donation via the Internet, howeverymat be as immediately
compelling as a face-to-face or highly targeteédaimail appeal. Nevertheless the
Internet does provide a vehicle for potential dertorengage a Web site at various levels
of involvement from simple recognition of the orgaation to extended information-
seeking and analysis before determining whethendmgprofit organization is worthy of
a contribution. It is not surprising, thereforeat prominent nonprofit organizations have
presumed the necessity of providing a high levehfarmation at their Web sites.
Waters’ (2007) content analysis of the Web sitethef400 top fundraising organizations
has documented that the highest tier of philanticropgyanizations has responded to
consumers’ cognitive needs by providing more frediyehan others among the 400
annual reports, organizational goals, and misdiat@ments on their Web sites.

While Web sites themselves, because of the unigpertunities for fund-raising
they afford, have been investigated in order tp leetlevelopment strategists in
designing Web sites that encourage donation behf&Bmatman and Lewis, 2006;
Sargeant et al., 2007; Wenham, Stephens, and H2008¢), what is equally relevant but
generally lacking are corresponding studies ingasitig how potential donors process
online information. Relying on the venerable caigriconsumer decision-making
approach (Engel, Kollat, and Blackwell (1968); Hov§l977); Howard and Sheth
(1969); and Nicosia (1966)), the current study erasithe online search, evaluation,

and decision-making preferences of current andnpialedonors. Specifically:



1. What sources and types of information do individualy upon in their search
for information to make a decision about giving dons to a nonprofit
organization?

2. How do individuals evaluate various types of infatman when making a
decision about giving?

3. How might current contributors to a cultural norfrdiffer from others in

their disposition to give to a broad range of noafipagencies?

Our initial analysis compared the differences betwihe four stratified groups
associated with a classical music organizationh elenoting a different degree of
relational development. A second analysis was goted by dividing the sample into
likely and unlikely online givers and comparingithresponses. In the latter case, the
sample was enlarged to also include members ofsum consortium, thereby
increasing the diversity of the sample and expanthie generalizability of the results.

Methodology

The online survey sample was constructed from #taldises of two nonprofit
organizations. The classical music organizati@mvisled approximately 95 randomly
selected entries from each of four strata in italoiase, distinctively representing various
levels of affiliation. The sample included (a) ®5343 concert subscriber donors, (b) 94
of 719 concert subscriber nondonors, (c) 98 of 1€dgle concert ticket purchasers, and
(d) 95 of 3163 online purchasers of merchandise fitee organization’s retail store. For
purposes of comparison, the museum consortium geovan additional set of 94
randomly selected entries from its total databdsesarly 7500 individuals. These
additional entries were cross-checked for overléjp entries from the classical music

organization. Two cases were deleted.



Individuals from all five groups were sent emargmid-November 2002
announcing that they had been selected to redegvsurvey and that as an incentive two
concert subscriptions with a value of $244 woulddreomly awarded to participants.
The respondents were also told that they mighbapof the survey if they wished. Only
13 did. However, of the 474 emails sent, an aoll#i 61 bounced back or were
otherwise deemed undeliverable. A week later timeey was administered by email
using the application Convio. Throughout the failog month (December),
nonrespondents were contacted to urge their paation. The final tally included 164
completed surveys for a response rate of 34.6 pebased on the initial sample,
including undeliverables, of 474. Concert subsashwere told that if they won the two
free subscriptions they could credit their valuaiagt their usual subscriptions. They
responded at a rate of 38.6 percent. The respateefor the remaining three groups
were nearly as high, averaging 31.9 percent.

Components of the Online Questionnaire

The online questionnaire of 50 questions was desigm continuous scroll down
form of approximately 12 pages when printed. Agrden conventional demographic
data (gender, age, education, income, educati@h¢latdren in the household), the
guestionnaire was designed to gather data on fiag@jor topics: (a) respondents’ search
for information prior to making a decision to gi\{b) respondents’ evaluation of
retrievable information, (c) respondents’ non-grgfving priorities, and (d) respondents’
estimates of online usage, including previous avs$ible future online giving. The
Convio program permitted questions with yes-no,tiple choice (categorical), and five-

point scale responses.
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As previously mentioned, consumer decision-makmglves information
search, evaluation of information/alternatives, ehdice. The information search items
on the questionnaire concentrated on general seofaaformation (e.g., news media,
government agencies, friends and family, etc.) el as specific types of information
that might be made available at an organizationeb\ite (e.g. mission/vision
statements, testimonials, descriptions of perfogaanetc.). Respondents were asked to
rate these items on how likely they were to seéocithe sources or types of information
in deciding whether to give. The scale was conegrisf five points: (1yery likely, (2)
somewhat likely, (3) undecided, (4) not too likely, and (5)not likely at all.

With regard to the choice criteria (Howard and §h&869) used in their decision
to give online, respondents were asked to evathatenportance of various types of
information similar to, but not exactly the sameths types previously listed as
appearing on an organization’s Web site (e.g. mmsstatement, board of directors,
testimonials, and methods of giving appeared ih sets of questions, but administrative
costs, advertising, and annual report had beerpgbtogether as financial information
and performance descriptions among the informateaking questions). The response
set for the evaluative items ranged from\)y important, (2) somewhat important, (3)
undecided, (4) not too important, to (5)not important at all. An additional categorical
guestion asked respondents whether they most d&eided according to “thorough
research,” “looking for some information,” “gutefieng,” or simply “never make any
contributions.” Nine indicated they never gave amle treated as missing cases. Only
14 cited “thorough research,” so the first threegaries were recoded into two—

designatingnformational (“thorough” and “some”) andmotional (“gut-feeling”) givers.
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Finally, respondents demonstrated the general més®f their search and
evaluation, (i.e., choice) by rating various orgations in terms of their likelihood of
giving to them. Eight types of organizations wspecified: health, international relief,
social services, animal welfare, educational, relig, police and firefighter and veterans.
Respondents rated them on a 5-point scale froral{@dy support such organizations
to (5)not likely [to give] at all.

Fundamental questions about Internet use—yearspafience online, frequency
of use from work or home, and home connection speeere based on formats
developed by the Pew (2001) Internet and Ameriagémttacking polls. Questions
germane to this study included having previousliegionline (yes-no), likelihood of
giving online in the future (5-point scale), freqag of going online to gather
information about giving to a nonprofit (5-poiniade), and readiness to the share various
types of contact information—name, email, postarads, and phone— with other
nonprofits (yes-no). For analytical purposes,ghestion about possible giving online in
the future was recoded into two groups—Ilikelgryy or somewhat likely) and unlikely

(not too or at all likely). Undecided respondents were treated as misasgsc
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Results

A total of 164 individuals responded to the Novembecember 2002 online
survey. The data analysis was conducted in twts pdihe first was a comparison of
group differences in decision-making prioritiesdxasn the respondents’ degree of
affiliation with the classical music organizatiom this first analysis, 29 respondents
who were members of the museum consortium wereaidgdl The second major
analysis was a comparison of group differencesnisibn-making priorities based on
the respondents’ stated likelihood of making a gifine. In this latter analysis, 27
respondents who indicated that they were unde@ledt giving online in the future
were excluded.

Differences between Respondents in the ClassicaidMDrganization Sample

13



The classical music organization sample includedubscriber-donors, 36
subscribers-only, 30 single-ticket purchasers,2hdnline-buyers. All were highly
educated with 72 percent of subscriber-donors abdcsibers-only reporting post-
graduate training, and approximately 57 percemtefingle-ticket and online buyers
reporting the same high level of educational attent. Thus, the vast majority of
participants were equipped with the skills to eregagextended problem solving.
Statistically significant differences did occur wever, in income, age, and gender.
Median income category for subscriber-donors atdaibers-only was $100,000 or
more while for single ticket and online buyers thedian was between $50,000 and
$75,000 (X(df=9)=28.3,p = .001). Higher ages were also reported by silieedonors
and subscribers-only with approximately 80 peraémach group falling within the 50-
to-64 and 65-and-over categories while the medignfar single-ticket buyers was
between 40 and 49 and for online buyers betweean8@B9 (X(df=9)=59.6,p < .001.)
The sample was evenly divided between males (51&bfemales (48.5%). However,
while the distribution of males and females wadyadven for the subscriber-donor and
single-ticket buyer groups, 72.2 percent of thesstiber-only respondents were males
while 77.4 percent of the online buyers were fem&é(df=3)=16.7,p = .001).

Beyond these demographic characteristics, thegpyiriocus of this analysis—
differences in decision-making priorities of théser groups—is reported by contrasting
mean scores in Table 1, The items for each aetisiaking model component are
grouped and listed in rank order by sample mearescwhich ranged from (1ry
important to (5)not at all important. Among the sources of information rated most

highly, obtaining information directly from the @ngization other than from its Web site
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was the most highly valued source. The organinai@/eb site was ranked next highest,
followed closely by mass media outlets, and theniéts or family, research
organizations, government sources, and finallyrfona advisors. The last three fall well
below the middle value of the scale. When compgtie priorities of the four groups,
there is a consistent pairing of the single-ticked online buyers in contrast to the
subscriber-donors and subscribers-only groupst e¥ery possible source except the
organization itself, the single-ticket and onlineyérs valued them greater than the
subscriber-donors and subscribers-only did. Thegesignificant differences in mean
scores between groups for the value of the orgaaiza Web site, friends or family,
research organizations, and financial advisor2(8 < .001) as sources of information.
[Insert Table 1 About Here]

Ratings of types of information available at tmgamization’s Web site show a
similar pattern (see Table 1). While there araigaificant differences between group
means for two of the top three items—financial infation and tax deductibility—for
performance descriptions, mission statement, bofditectors, and testimonials, there
are differences in valuation between the two subscand the two buyer groups that are
statistically significant or approach statisticiginsficance (.087 ¢ < .001).

Mean valuations for decision-making priorities grete different in terms of
responses. The total means show that adminisgragsts figure most importantly in the
respondents’ determination about whether to giventorganization, followed in turn by
advertising costs, the organization’s mission state and its annual report. The last
three on this list were the names of the boardrettbrs, methods of giving, and

interestingly, personal testimonials with its tate¢an rating it below the middle of the
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scale. However, of these seven possible componeatdecision-making model, only
the fairly low-ranked methods of giving was evaadadifferently by the subscriber and
buyer groupsf = .043).

Many significant differences occurred, howeverthea groups’ likely priorities in
giving to nonprofit organizations (see Table 1heTolder and wealthier subscriber-
donors and subscribers-only indicated higher liadids of contributing to the most
highly ranked nonprofits—educational and sociaVvises, followed by religious, police
and fire, health and international organizationsantthe single-ticket and online buyers
did (.074 < p <.005). The only type of giving fehich the single-ticket and online
buyers appeared to report a higher likelihood wingj was for animal welfare
organizations, but the difference in means wasstatistically significant.

Enhancing the Sample for Analyzing Likelihood oflida Giving

The survey responses from 27 museum consortiunoneents were included to
enhance the representativeness of the sampleety Bikd unlikely online givers in the
ensuing analysis. The museum consortium resposigaTe younger, reducing the
median age of the sample to below 50, with moreeddent children at home, raising the
overall sample percentage from 23.5% to 29.8.% éi@n beyond these demographic
differences, the museum consortium members ratldome source of information—
research organizations—more highly than the claksitisic organization members and
indicated less likelihood of making contributiosanly one type of organization—
religious ones. Otherwise their donor decision-imglpriorities were not significantly
different in any other realm, including the likeditd to give online in the future.

Accordingly, the combined survey sample included de&spondents, 70 of whom were
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very or somewhat likely to give online, 67 of whom wesamewnhat or very unlikely to do
so, and an additional 27, who were undecided, laeicttore, excluded from the ensuing
analysis.

Differences between Likely and Unlikely Online Gise

In demographic traits, the likely and unlikely i@ givers were similar in terms
of education (more than 60% of each subsample heslipd post-graduate education),
gender ratios (almost evenly split), and proportbhouseholds with children under the
age of 18 (33.8% versus 25.8%). However, age reahme were significantly different.
About two-thirds of the likely online givers werelbw the age of 50 while two-thirds of
those unlikely to give online were 50 or oldef(@=1)=11.8,p = .001). In addition, the
majority of future online givers (53.8%) earnedsléisan $75,000 a year while 58.1% of
the unlikely online givers earned $100,000 or nayear (X(df=3)=10.6,p = .01). A
revealing detail of this crosstabular analysis txas$ only 45 of the 67 individuals who
had indicated they were unlikely to give onlinecalssponded to the survey income
guestion. By contrast, 65 of the 70 respondekétylito give online did. When it came
to Internet use, the two groups varied on justroeasure. There was no difference in
frequency of Internet use at work nor the typendéinet connection (phone modem, dsl,
or cable) at home. However, the frequency of heeusage from home was marginally
higher for likely online givers (¥df=4)=10.36p = .04).

The comparison of means for the decision-makingeha@omponent by
component, is presented in Table 2. Except fordhiags of the values of organizational
Web site information types, there are few statdiycsignificant differences in means.

Likely online givers rate the organization Web $k€1,132) = 9.77p = .002) and
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research organizations({L,132) = 3.59p = .050) more important as sources of
information than unlikely online givers. By corgtathe unlikely online givers rate the
organization’s conventional modes of communicatifigrmation as most important
(F(1, 133) = 3.21p = .075). Consistent with these evaluations, thelyilonline givers
value all types of information on the organizat®ieb site more highly than the
unlikely online givers. The differences in meaosffve of them—agift tax deductibility,
financial information, methods of giving, missidglatement, and testimonial—are all
statistically significant (.000 g < .029).
[Insert Table 2 About Here]

When it comes to the decision-point componenhefrhodel, only the least two
valued items—methods of giving(1,134) = 5.41p = .021) and testimonialsF(1,132)
= 2.97,p = .087)—exhibit differences in means that are qrapch statistical
significance. Similarly, there are only a couplelifferences exhibited among the
nonprofit giving preferences component. The liketjyine givers are more prone to
contribute to animal welfare grouds(g,134) = 5.83p = .017) while those unlikely to
give online marginally favored religious organipais (1,135) = 3.07p = .082).
Attitudes of Previous Online Givers

Although future intentions to give online providadbetter distribution of variance
for analytical purposes, the survey questionndse asked respondents whether they had
previously given a gift to an organization onlirafty-four (32.9%) of the 164
respondents indicated that they had, providingsssifar analyzing the effect of previous
behavior on future decisions. The crosstabulalyaizarevealed a highly significant

relationship between previous online giving andlikaihood of future online gifts

18



(X?(df=4) = 69.42p = .000). The most notable result was that oryiiscule
percentage (3.8%) of respondents who had previonabje gifts online wenaot too
likely or not at all likely to do so in the future.

[Insert Table 3 About Here]

Past practice also turned out to be significardlsited to responses to an open-
ended survey question that asked participantsawige the single most important reason
for not giving a gift online (see Table 4). Althglu30% of both groups expressed
privacy concerns, almost another 55% of the nomergivers identified the most
important issue to them as belonging to one oktleadegories. They were either (a)
resistant to changing their ways of giving, (b) cemed about using their credit cards, or
(c) reluctant to make financial transactions onlik@r the respondents who had already
given a gift online, it was noticeably more difficto categorize their responses. For
more than 40% of them, their responses were taed/&m compile in any single category
except the traditional catchall “otheiX{(df=4) = 15.14p = .004).

[Insert Table 4 About Here]
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Discussion

The two major analyses conducted on these sura@yvdere premised on the
notion that, classical music organizations in gaftér and cultural organizations in
general could exploit differences in decision-malomiorities in order to more
effectively motivate individuals to make gifts ami. However, the resulting priorities of
the four classical music organization affiliatesl éine broader analysis of likely and
unlikely cultural organization online gift giverevealed a different but more logical set
of circumstances than initially anticipated.

Summary of Classical Music Organization Findings

Between the classical music organization subsif@®nors and non-donors)
and buyers (single-ticket and online), the diffeesiwere more superficial than

expected. Summarizing the results in Table 1, weatound, first of all, was that the
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mean scores indicating the decision-making pro@slaf the subscriber-donors and
subscribers-only were uniformly comparable. Sartgiket and online buyers exhibit
comparable means as well. Comparing the meansbatthese two combined groups,
one can point at many statistically significanfeliénces; however, the survey data
revealed no overall pattern that suggested hownwert single ticket and online buyers
into subscribers. While this may be a disappoimtiae results did confirm that owing
to the growth in the Internet use, this specifassical music organization faces an
important new environment for communication withigadial supporters. For single
ticket and online buyers, the music organizatifWab site was a preferred source of
information about the organization itself and amtrgyseveral types of information it
might communicate performance descriptions wasrtbst highly valued category and
methods of giving was of distinct interest to therBy contrast, subscriber-donors and
subscribers-only showed a preference for the orgéion’s traditional (non-Web site)
modes of communication. Further, they rated masdianoutlets, accessible without
computers, higher than the organization’s Webasttheir second most preferred source
of information.

From the perspective of developing a motivatiaproach to gift-giving, one of
the most interesting results in Table 1 was thatehvas little difference between the
subscribers and buyers groups when it came to dleeision-making processes. Among
the most highly rated choice criteria, administrattosts, advertising costs, mission
statement, and annual report, the four affiliatigres exhibited virtually no difference in
their ratings of each of them. This suggestsdleatsion-making rationales are similar

for all four groups. A highly significant patteaf differences does occur, though,

21



between subscribers and buyers in regard to nahgraing preferences. Here the
subscriber-donors and subscribers-only indicatatisstally significant higher
dispositions towards giving to educational, sos&lice, religious, police and fire, and
health organizations. For all categories the siibscgroups were more prone to make
gifts than the single ticket and online buyer resfsmnts.

Adding the available demographic data into thig,mane is struck by the possible
influence of age, income, and education. Higheoine levels can account for the higher
giving preference values while greater age may faetar in the specific preferences for
non-Web information sources and the generally loveduations of types of information
available at the organization’s Web site. By casiirthe similarities in educational status
(more than 60% of all respondents reported posttgte training) may be reflected in
the similarities in how all four groups weigh infioation in their decision-making
processes. The most promising aspect of thispregation is that in regard to these
highly educated respondents, time is on the sidkisftclassical music organization. If it
maintains its relationship with its younger affi@a, as their income and age increases so
might their disposition to make gifts, assuming@ased organizational identification
(Brady et al., 2002) and involvement (Hsu, Liangg dien, 2005) takes place over time.

Summary of Likelihood of Online Giving Findings

The prima facie case for reanalyzing the surveg ttadetermine the decision-
making priorities of likely and unlikely online gvs is not self-evident, given that adding
the museum consortium members to the sample oatgases it by a maximum of 29
respondents, and that is before the undecideddedeted. Nevertheless, the second

analysis provides additional perspective while echay the generalizability of the
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results to other types of cultural organizatioMost notably the overall rankings of
sources of information, types of Web site inforraatichoice criteria, and non-profit
giving preferences remained unchanged from TalbdeThble 2 despite a 17.5% turnover
of respondents (24 of 137) in the sample.

The second analysis confirmed two other importiaings from classical music
organization analysis. Among likely online givettse organization’s Web site was the
preferred source of information while for thoseikelly to make an online gift,
conventional organizational sources of informatieere preferred. This result was
further supported by the choice criteria in evahgiVeb site information. The mean
scores for the likely online givers exhibited gtatially significant higher evaluations for
five of the seven types of information. In fattotigh performance descriptions (Total
M=2.45) was the most highly rated of the seven tgb@sformation, for likely online
givers the mean scores for performance descrip{idr2.30), gift tax deductibility
(M=2.30) financial informationM=2.43), methods of giving{=2.51), and mission
statementN1=2.53) distinguished all of them as equally impottypes.

Looking at the bottom half of Table 2, the mosikatg feature is the lack of
statistically significant differences in means betw likely and unlikely online givers.
The choice criteria results reflected the same lganeity in decision-making processes
in the probability of online giving sample as thegmal classical music organization
sample. But more surprising was the lack of aatigtcally significant differences,
except for animal welfare organizations, in regardonprofit giving preferences. Such
findings have important implications for culturabanizations, because one might infer

from them—or at least conclude that there is lgtlé@dence to contradict the assertion—
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that the determinants of online giving are essbytiadependent of both one’s methods
of decision-making and one’s overall dispositiomive to nonprofit organizations.
Conclusions

In retrospect, we must admit that this reseangtystvas initiated with misplaced
optimism that, given the accessibility of the Imtet; donations might be more accessible
to nonprofit organizations if the right strategyrev¢o evolve from an investigation
focused on decision-making processes. In bothyses) however, a similar pattern has
emerged. The environment for providing informatioisome potential donors (young
and highly educated regardless of gender) hasfoedamentally altered, but the
potential gift-giver's methods of decision-makingvie not. This suggests that to the
extent that the decision to give and the decisiagive online are distinct issues, then
future studies of online giving need to focus oacdfic impediments to the diffusion of
this innovation.

The issues we noted in Table 4—resistance to chgmgethods, reticence in
revealing personal financial information on theehniet, and fear of using credit cards on
the Web—represent a start. If these attitudeslissected into their component parts and
studied intensively (Olson and Olson, 2000; Scherann, 2000), then these new
insights mixed with traditional concepts about matiing support for nonprofits (Brady,
et al., 2002; Drucker, 1990) could form the basrsaf more effective online strategy.
Recently Polonsky and Sargeant (2007) have addegvalimension to this mix by
highlighting the complexity of the customer relastip for nonprofit organizations when
other primary transactions occur. In the cash@ftwo organizations sampled in this

study, such activities as the purchase of tickbseuptions (Hume, Mort, and Winzar,
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2006) and the payment of museum fees (Rentschéete Hand White, 2007) may be
integrated into a future user study to see howelsesvices contribute to attitudes about
the organization.

In the meantime, as this research study indicatesgjority of a cultural
organization’s potential donor base—52% highlylijkand another 30% likely in this
sample—is already disposed to making an online §ifte evidence suggests they can be
induced by traditional arguments to make a gift #esh submit it online. This suggests
that future research may also focus on whetheotfanization’s Web site is being used
appropriately as a new medium such that it is ecihgrthe organization’s other
marketing practices (Brodie, Winklhofer, Covielamd Johnson, 2007). An important
caveat, however, is that cultural organizationsnaost often in the business of providing
unmediated educational and aesthetic experienés.must presume, therefore, that
there are limits to the extent that mediated compation via the Internet can substitute
for direct personal experiences with the organraéind its leaders. In a worst case
scenario, mass media aspects of the Internet mghtba perceptions of a nonprofit
organization’s industrialization (Farruggia, 20@nd diminish perceptions of its

dedication to consumer welfare (Peltier, Schibrowsid Schultz, 2002).
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Table 1. Oneway ANOVA: Mean Differences in DeaisiMaking Preferences

Associated with Levels of Classical Music OrganmatAffiliation

Variables Means

Ranked by Lowest | Total | Donor | Sub- | Single | Online F- d.f Prob

Total Means scriber | Ticket | Buyer ratio

Sources of Information

Organization 228 | 2.19 2.31 2.37 2.26 0.166 3,129 n.s.
excluding Web site

Organization 2.6¢ | 3.00 3.14 2.40 2.06 5.696 3,128 .001
Web site

Mass Media 272 | 2.78 2.78 2.60 2.68 0.182 3, 130.s.
Friends or Family 296 | 3.43 3.06 2.83 2.42 3.694138 | .014
Research 3.43 | 3.81 3.58 3.17 3.03 3.022 3,129 .032
Organization

Government 3.89 | 3.97 4.14 3.73 3.65 1.324 3, 130.s.

Advisor 4,02 | 4.19 4.34 3.90 3.58 3.179 3,128 6.02

Web Site Information Types

Performance 2.42 2.73 2.75 1.90 2.19 3.185 3,131 .027
descriptions

Financial 2.59 2.92 2.69 2.27 2.38 1.727 3,131 n.s.
information

Gift tax deductions | 2.70| 2.89 2.58 2.53 2.75 0.441 131 n.s.
Mission statement 2.89] 3.14 3.11 2.83 2.41 2.237133 | .087
Methods of giving 3.07| 3.81 3.25 2.63 2.41 8.228 1&. | .000
Board of directors 3.28| 3.38 3.14 3.45 3.19 0.437 130 n.s.

Testimonials 3.57| 3.84 3.83 3.23 3.28 2.856 3, 13M40

Choice Criteria

Administrative costs 1.82 1.72 1.75 1.93 1.91 0.392 3,180 n.s.

Advertising 247 | 2.30 2.47 2.57 2.56 0.482 3, 131In.s.
Mission statement 2.62| 2.68 2.81 2.63 2.34 0.Y62133 n.s.

Annual report 2.63| 2.62 2.69 2.70 2.48 0.218 B8, 13 n.s.
Board of directors 2.89| 2.70 2.60 3.23 3.09 1.7834130 n.s.
Methods of giving 293 | 3.14 3.17 2.97 2.35 2.790 13 | .043
Testimonials 3.33| 3.32 3.58 3.17 3.33 .0763 3, 12%.s.

NonProfit Giving Preferences
Education 1.75| 1.46 1.54 1.97 2.13 3.397 3, 1320
Social Service 1.89| 1.78 1.50 2.45 1.94 3.863138, | .011
Religion 210 | 1.73 1.69 2.67 2.47 3.641 3, 131015.
Police and Fire 239 184 2.28 2.67 2.90 3.884138, | .011
Health 261 | 2.22 2.22 2.97 3.16 4.367 3,131 5.00
International 272 | 2.30 2.69 2.77 3.19 2.362 3B/ 1 .074
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Veteran 280 | 2.68 2.71 2.87 2.97 0.292 3,130.s.
Animal Welfare 3.17 | 3.19 3.47 2.87 3.10 0.806 13&) n.s.

Table 2.

Oneway ANOVA: Mean Differences in Decision-MakiRgeferences for Likely and

Unlikely Internet Givers

Decision Model Variables Means F-ratio df Prob.

(Ranked by Lowest Total) Total | Likely | Not

Likely

Sources of Information
Organization non-Web sourge 2.34 2.50 2.17 3.213, 133 .075
Organization Web site 2.6¢ | 2.33 3.02 9.772 1,132 .002
Mass Media 2.77 2.74 2.80 0.086 1,134 JS.
Friends or Family 3.01 3.07 2.95 0.276 1,134 s.n
Research Organization 3.37 3.17 3.59 3.909 1, 132050
Government 3.89 3.93 3.85 0.158 1,134 /S.
Advisor 4.09 4,12 4.06 0.079 1,131 Nn.S

Web Site Types of Information
Performance descriptions 2.45 2.30 2.61 1.726 13§, n.s.
Financial information 2.66 2.43 2.91 4.8685 1, 135.029
Gift tax deductions 2.70 2.30 3.12 11.946 1, 135.001
Mission statement 2.91 2.53 3.31 12.088 1, 185001 .
Methods of giving 3.06 2.51 3.63 25.867 1, 135 000.
Board of directors 3.36 3.32 3.40 0.153 1,134n.s.
Testimonials 3.60 3.30 3.90 9.426 1,134 )3

Choice Criteria
Administrative costs 1.90 1.89 1.90 0.001 1,134 n.s.
Advertising 2.46 2.36 2.57 1.210 1,135 n.s.
Mission statement 2.65 2.56 2.75 0.725 1,185 .s. n
Annual report 2.75 2.74 2.76 0.005 1,134 .S.
Board of directors 2.93 2.94 2.91 0.02¢ 1,134n.s.
Methods of giving 2.97 2.71 3.24 5.417 1,134 21.0
Testimonials 3.39 3.20 3.58 2.967 1,132 .087

NonProfit Giving Preferences
Education 1.81 1.80 1.82 0.009 1,134 5.
Social Service 1.90 1.97 1.82 0.60¢ 1,132 S.
Religion 2.23 2.47 1.99 3.067 1,135 .082
Police and Fire 241 2.52 2.29 1.845 1,133 . n|s
Health 2.58 2.67 2.49 0.528 1,135 n.s.
International 2.69 2.51 2.88 2.339 1,134 .B.
Veteran 2.82 2.79 2.85 0.062 1,134 5.
Animal Welfare 3.17 2.86 3.49 5.834 1,134 .017
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Table 3.

Chi-Square: Relationship between Previous Onlinen@iand Future Likelihood

Likelihood of Making Online Gift

Previously Made Online Gift

Yes No Total
Very Likely 51.9% 4.5% 20.1%
Somewhat Likely 29.6% 19.1% 22.6%
Undecided 14.8% 17.3% 16.5%
Not Too Likely 1.9% 20.9% 14.6%
Not Likely At All 1.9% 38.2% 26.2%

Total 100% 100% 100%
(n=54) (n=110) (N=164)
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Table 4.

Chi-Square: Previous Online Giving and ReasonlfuirGiving Online

Reasons Not to Make a Gift Online Previously Made Online Gift
Yes No Total
| have privacy concerns. 30.4% 30.8% 30.6%
| just don’t want to change the way 14.0% 24.0% 21.1%
I've been giving.
An online contribution means | 9.3% 17.3% 15.0%
must use a credit card.
| don’t like making financial 4.7% 13.5% 10.9%
transactions online.
Some other reason. 41.9% 14.4% 22.4%
Total 100% 100% 100%
(n=43) (n=104) (N=147)
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