University of South Carolina

Scholar Commons

Theses and Dissertations

1-1-2013

Making Stewardship Meaningful For Nonprofits: Stakeholder
Motivations, Attitudes, Loyalty and Behaviors

Geah N. Pressgrove
University of South Carolina - Columbia

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/etd

6‘ Part of the Journalism Studies Commons

Recommended Citation

Pressgrove, G. N.(2013). Making Stewardship Meaningful For Nonprofits: Stakeholder Motivations,
Attitudes, Loyalty and Behaviors. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/
etd/2437

This Open Access Dissertation is brought to you by Scholar Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Scholar Commons. For more information, please
contact digres@mailbox.sc.edu.


https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/
https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/etd
https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/etd?utm_source=scholarcommons.sc.edu%2Fetd%2F2437&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/333?utm_source=scholarcommons.sc.edu%2Fetd%2F2437&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/etd/2437?utm_source=scholarcommons.sc.edu%2Fetd%2F2437&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/etd/2437?utm_source=scholarcommons.sc.edu%2Fetd%2F2437&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:digres@mailbox.sc.edu

MAKING STEWARDSHIPMEANINGFUL FOR NONPROFITS
STAKEHOLDER MOTIVATIONS, ATTITUDES, LOYALTY AND BEHAVIORS

by
Geah Pressgrove

Bachelor of Arts
Western Kentucky University, 1999

Master of Mass Communications
University of South Carolina, 2001

Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirement
For the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy in
Mass Communications
College of Mass Communications and Information &sid
University of South Carolina

2013
Accepted by:
Brooke McKeever, Major Professor
Carol J. Pardun, Committee Member
Erik L. Collins, Committee Member
Subhash Sharma, Committee Member

Lacy Ford, Vice Provost and Dean of Graduate Studie



© Copyright by Geah Pressgrove, 2013
All Rights Reserved.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Completing this dissertation would not have beessble without the support
and encouragement of my committee, doctoral cofartily and friends. A very special
note of gratitude, however, is owed to my committé® worked within a very tight
timeline to help me accomplish my goal. First,duld like to thank Dr. Brooke
McKeever, who introduced me to the concept of stdalap in nonprofit public relations
and never let me lose focus. | cannot imagine tibfi@rently this process would have
gone without Dr. Carol J. Pardun who was a soundoayd on more topics than | can
even begin to remember. |thank Dr. Erik L. Cdlfior helping to shape my research
and public relations interests in the academysd awe special appreciation to Dr.
Subhash Sharma and Dr. John Besley for their goaaand introducing me to the

statistical tools, which my research career willoubtedly be built on.

To the people of my support system, whose naneetarnumerous to mention,
thank you. While my family has always been supperdof my dreams and aspirations,
they have been particularly helpful these pasttlyears (even if | did work through
every “vacation”). | would also like to thank myefinds, church family, doctoral cohort
and clients for their constant encouragement. ivatonly helped me find enjoyment in
these past three years, but you made them memolatlemiss you all dearly, but am

eternally grateful for your friendship and support.



ABSTRACT

This dissertation explores the ways in which stelafaip motivates nonprofit
stakeholder attitudes, behaviors and loyalty. Usingnline survey of stakeholders from
eight local United Ways in one southern st&eq60), this research has three major
focuses. First, it seeks to validate a scale tasme perceptions of the relationship
cultivation strategies of stewardship. Seconohuéstigates group differences between
nonprofit stakeholder types (donor only versus latmthor and volunteer). Third, the
study explores opportunities to extend existingtrehship management models beyond

assessments of perceived relationship qualitydinde desirable behavioral outcomes.

Findings offer a new conceptualization of stewhipl€omprised of five factors:
relationship nurturing, responsibility, reportinggiprocity appreciation and reciprocity
recognition. Multiple analyses show how thesedectifferently influence relationship
evaluations of trust commitment and satisfactibarther, analyses of group differences
by stakeholder type indicate that the effectivertdstewardship strategies varies by
audience. A new theoretical model was advancedttnd the organization-public
relationship model beyond measures of trust, comamt and satisfaction, to measures
of loyalty and behavioral intentions. Implicatidias nonprofit public relations theory

and practice are discussed and avenues for fueggearch are proposed.
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CHAPTER1
INTRODUCTION

For decades, 501(c)3 nonprofit organizations halleatively represented one of the
fastest-growing segments of our society. Thesenizgtions rely on relationship
management to cultivate partnerships with donahinteers, advocates and other
important publics to achieve their goals of levéamggmprovements in their communities
and making positive contributions to solving pregssocial issues at home and abroad.
Central to the success of these relationship manageendeavors is public relations,
which has been defined by the Public Relationsepaf America (2012) as “a strategic
communication process that builds mutually benaffi@lationships between
organizations and their publics.”

In the nonprofit sector, loyalty is one of the mimsportant attitudinal variables in
relationship maintenance (Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2OGurther, despite Ledingham and
Bruning’s (1998) assertion that, “organizationalalvement in, and support of the
community in which it operates, can engender lgy@aitvard an organization among key
publics when that involvement/support is known By ublics,” (p. 63) public relations
scholars have yet to embrace this important vagiabla relational outcome. For
charitable organizations, increasing donor loybityas little as ten percent has been
shown to improve return on investment by betweehdrid 150 percent, depending on

the nature of the development strategies emplogadgeéant & Jay, 2010). Further,



consumer literature tells us that it is six timesrencostly to obtain a new customer than
to retain a relationship with an existing stakekolBarlow & Moller, 1996); and the
benefits of reducing attrition can dramatically noye efficiency, service delivery and
financial gain (Reichheld & Sasser Jr, 1990). I tlonprofit sector, loyal donors and
volunteers, in particular, contribute to the susaility, efficient operating and viability
of an organization.

Despite the significance of loyalty to the nonpreéctor, research in recent years has
shown that there is decreasing confidence in tlaeitelole sector because of highly
publicized scandals, ineffective governance anceased media attention to social issues
(Light, 2008; Salmon, 2002). Concurrent with thescease in confidence has been an
increase in the number of nonprofit organizationthe sector. From 2000 to 2010 alone,
the nonprofit sector in the United States expeedre tremendous 24% growth, and as of
2012, there were more than 2.3 million nonprofgasizations operating in the United
States (Blackwood, Roeger, & Pettijohn, 2012). Ticseased competition and
decreased trust can lead to stakeholder switclehg\wors and increases the
instrumentality of loyalty as an essential measdnelational outcomes in nonprofit
public relations research.

One way to enhance stakeholder loyalty to a nortpraty be through improving
perceptions of stewardship. For more than two desatbnprofit public relations
scholarship has asserted that demonstration ageponsible management of resources —
stewardship - is a key factor in effective relasbip management (e.g., Greenfield, 1991,
Hon & Grunig, 1999; Jeavons, 1994; Kelly, 2001)ptactice, a vast array of how-to

books, blogs, conference themes, webinars, guipiagtices documents and stewardship



awards provide evidence that the concept of stestigds a valued aspect of nonprofit
effectiveness (e.g., Brinckerhoff, 2004, 2012; Gouon Foundations, 2004; N. C.
Center for Nonprofits, 2012). Despite this ubiquagsupport for effective demonstration
of stewardship, few scholars have yet to systemlatiovestigate the effect of
stewardship.

In their oft-cited “Guidelines for Measuring Retatships in Public Relations,” Hon
and Grunig (1999) proposed that stewardship stegeagffered a way to maintain
relationships with stakeholder publics. In thetradation of measurement for the
organization-public relationship, the authors ptsit effectiveness of this relationship
maintenance strategy is best estimated by positgsessment of outcome variables
including trust, commitment and satisfaction. Whiley did validate a scale for the
relationship outcome measures, no such scale wdemaard for stewardship. In recent
years, a handful of scholars have worked to advancenderstanding of the relationship
between stewardship and positive relationship on&cevaluations. One study found
evidence that positive perceptions of stewardsbgsdin fact, lead to positive
relationship evaluation in a donor-public relatioipsmodel (Waters, 2011a). Building on
this work, this study will not only consider oth@nganizational stakeholders (e.qg.
volunteers), but also validate a measurement nfodéhe construct of stewardship. This
new latent construct will be included as the fatstge in a model of organization-public
relationships that extends from trust, commitmera satisfaction, to loyalty to the
organization and behavioral intentions to supgdeetdrganization.

Using a survey, the purpose of this study is tolgpotheses associated with the

theoretical proposition that stakeholder percegtioihcommunication strategies



(stewardship) intended to cultivate relationshgesdl to improved organization-public
relationship evaluations (trust, commitment, satigbn), which in turn lead to loyalty to
the organization (cognitive, affective, behavioid behavioral intentions to support the
organization. Survey respondents will be drawn feopopulation of stakeholders of a
nonprofit organization (e.g. volunteers and dondfg)ile drawing respondents from a
single organization limits the generalizabilityfofdings, it is anticipated that this
research will lay the groundwork for future testwighe proposed model in other
organizational contexts.
1.1 THE STATE OF NONPROFIT AMERICA

In recent years, nonprofits accounted for neartypercent of all wages and
salaries paid in the United States and represént®d of the gross domestic product
(Blackwood et al., 2012), demonstrating the sestonportance to the national economy.
Defined as the association of a group of individueadluntarily bound together in pursuit
of a shared objective (Lohmann, 1992), the missioented work of nonprofit
organizations generates social capital, or theudtiand willingness of people to engage
in collective action to address issues on the lHsbared values and beliefs (Hall,
2005). These organizations work to positively intghe gamut of social issues ranging
from health, human services, arts and culture, &ttut, research and advocacy (National
Center for Charitable Statistics, 2012). In factcs the late 1980s and early 1990s, many
services previously provided by government entitigge been provided by nonprofit
organizations (Boris & Steuerle, 2006; Clemens,63200

To fulfill their vital role in society, nonprofiteely on contributions from the

private sector. According to Giving USA Foundat({@012), recent estimates of



individual contributions to nonprofit organizatiotmtal $217.79 billion, which comprised
73 percent of all financial gifts given to the seah 2011(Foundation, 2012). Therefore,
it is no wonder that recent scholarly researchgnesarily focused on the donor-
organization relationship. However, it is not ompney that Americans contribute to the
sustainability of the sector. The Federal AgenayJervice and Volunteering (2012)
reports that Americans volunteered a total of atr8dsllion hours, at an estimated
economic value of roughly $171 billion in 2011. pis these impressive figures,
according to the United States Department of L&B013), volunteer rates are on the
decline, with barely more than a quarter of Amergaolunteering through or for an
organization during 2012.
1.2 NONPROFITS AND RELATIONSHIP MANAGEMENT
In the nonprofit sector, public relations playsriéical role in raising money,

attracting new members, energizing supportersivetiihg relationships with
stakeholders and fulfilling an organization’s mssiln fact, the viability of these
organizations often hinges on successfully usifgipuelations strategies to engage a
wide array of constituencies (Feinglass, 2005, ltherefore, not surprising that
Communications Consortium Media Center (2004) regabthat nonprofits have
exponentially increased their investments in comigation strategies in an attempt to
create awareness, influence behavioral changenanebise active engagement in social
issues.

One of the most important components of the relatip management process
for nonprofit public relations communicators isvededship (Kelly, 1998). In an

organizational context, stewardship relates tatgprofit’'s attentiveness to its actions,



and how these actions affect supportive publicsahdr organization stakeholders
(Jeavons, 1994). In 2001, Kelly first proposed stelship as a function of public
relations models comprised of four strategies:pm@aity, or the demonstration of its
gratitude for support; responsibility, defined loyians of a socially responsible manner
to those who have supported the organization; tegpin terms of meeting legal and
ethical requirements of accountability; and relasioip nurturing, where the organization
accepts the importance of supportive publics amgpp&ehem central to the organization’s
consciousness (Kelly, 2001). For each of theseesfies, providing information and
involving publics are imperative to the organizat®owork (Hon & Grunig, 1999).

While it is has been posited that the purposeewatdship is to “establish the
means for continued communication that will helpteserve their [stakeholders]
interest and attention to the organization” (Gresdf 1991, p. 148), recent studies
investigating nonprofit's communication of stewdrigsstrategies have focused narrowly
on donor publics and the fundraising function (sgg, Waters, 2008; Waters, 2009b;
Worley & Little, 2002) rather than the myriad sthkéders integral to a nonprofit’s
success. In an era when nonprofit organizations lkkame under attack for
mismanagement of funds, ineffective governancethiced acts, and failing to comply
with reporting responsibilities, the strategiestwardship are becoming increasingly
important to assure public trust and support.

To summarize, this research seeks to understantiahways stewardship
motivates nonprofit stakeholder attitudes and bemaBuilding on previous work, this
study uses survey methods to investigate how stshgr strategies might lead to

positive relationship evaluations associated withdrganization-public relationship



(OPR). The specific relationship evaluations thaitlve measured are trust, commitment
and satisfaction. These measures were selected bagbeir prominence as relational
outcome measures in public relations (see e.g.,&Gnunig, 1999; Huang, 2001a;
Ledingham & Bruning, 2001; Waters, 2011a), as aslthe work of marketing and
nonprofit scholars who have shown these factordikely antecedents to loyalty (see
e.g., Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Sargeant & Lee, 2004g8&ant & Woodliffe, 2007). OPR
variables will be discussed in detail in later dieap.

1.3 THE UNITED WAY

The sample population for the survey is drawn frepresentative community-
based local United Way organizations from one senatistate. The United Way was
selected because of the diversity of stakeholdéieaaes, as well as the scope of their
mission.

The first United Way organization was founded i8Z2®y a group of religious
leaders in Denver. Over the 125 year span singeaéption, strategic planning;
partnerships with groups such as the Atlanta Cotemior the Olympic Games,
National Football League and CNN; as well as natioacognition for not-for-profit
ethics and accountability, has resulted in the éthivay Worldwide achieving the status
of the world’s largest privately-funded nonprofibday, the United Way Worldwide
serves as the leadership and support organizatranrietwork of nearly 1,800
community-based United Ways in 40 countries anatt¢eies (United Way Worldwide,
2013).

Community-based United Way agencies are formeaal#tions of charitable

organizations with the aim of pooling efforts imflraising and support. In each



community, strengths and assets are assesse@tmtigiduals and groups with specific
community interests find ways to contribute themd and talents, support direct service
programs and community-change efforts, and advqmaiic policy changes. While
specific programs and advocacy initiatives arerdateed at the community level, the
overarching mission of the organization is to aedahg-lasting changes in communities
by addressing key quality of life indicators indlugl education, income and health.
Success in this mission is measured by leveragisgurces for community programs,
galvanizing all sectors of society and mobilizingividuals to give, advocate and
volunteer to improve their community (United Way kdavide, 2013).
1.4 STUDY SCOPE AND SIGNIFICANCE

Through a survey of stakeholders, this study wifilere perceptions of the
relationship cultivation strategies of stewardshipyw those perceptions might lead to
positive relationship evaluations associated with®PR model (trust, commitment,
satisfaction), and more importantly, how thesedectmight result in stakeholder loyalty
and behavioral intentions to support the orgarorafi his work is intended to provide a
foundation and guidance for improving communicatowl relationship cultivation with
nonprofit stakeholders through the use of the $jgestrategies associated with
stewardship. Further, it is the aim of this reskadoccexplore and test a new model of
communications that integrates the OPR model atehds it to include dimensions of
loyalty.

The following chapter will address the theoreticaindation for the study by

drawing on literature from public relations, markgtand nonprofit research.



CHAPTER?Z2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Nonprofits with limited resources often rely on palvelations strategies for
relationship cultivation, development and maintexabecause these strategies tend to be
less costly than traditional advertising campaidfikile many public relations efforts on
the part of nonprofit organizations may be focusedjaining new stakeholders, a shared
focus on relationship maintenance and cultivateenss an equally important aim and,
therefore, is the focus of this study. Maintenasitategies include attempts to manage
the relationship through strategic communicatidoréd. Ki and Hon (2008) referred to
these strategies as cultivation strategies anae@them as “any organizational
behavioral efforts that attempt to establish, gale, and sustain relationships with
strategic publics” (p. 5).

2.1 RELATIONSHIP CULTIVATION PERCEPTIONS

Since Ferguson (1984) proposed that the relatipr&tiould be a key focal area
for theory development in public relations, reshars have evolved from testing specific
processes and effects to focusing on relationsageth outcome measures. Recent
research has touted relationship management asp@rative standard for public
relations scholarship and practice (Heath, 200Brdu2001b; Ledingham & Bruning,
2000). Ledingham (2003a) explicated relationshimaggment as a general theory of
public relations focused on initiatives and stregedhat are mutually beneficial for

organizations and their many publics (Bruning, 208funig, 1993; Ledingham &



Bruning, 1998). This theoretical definition of retanship management formed the basis
for the concept of stewardship.
Stewardship and Nonprofits

Scholars have long recognized stewardship as ad&®mponent to relationship
management for nonprofit organizations. Jeavon84)8escribed the concept of
stewardship as having ancient (even biblical) roantsl noted that nonprofit
organizations, in particular, have an obligatiotnéogood stewards of their resources
because they are entrusted with those resourdengdit the public good. Highlighting
the religious roots of the stewardship concept,dRioBayton noted, “The church’s role as
the mediating structure between almsgiver and toe provides a model for the
organization of charity as an institution” (1987).

Perhaps as important as practicing good stewardsldiemonstrating that
practice to an organization’s stakeholders. In,fastpublic relations theory, research and
practice continue to embrace organization-publiati@ship models, nonprofit public
relations practitioners and scholars can only befrefn including stewardship as part of
practical and ethical approaches to building reteghips and quantifying their
effectiveness.

As Kelly (2001) proposed, stewardship is one ofrttest important steps in the
relationship management process employed by nabprganizations. In Kelly’'s
conceptualization, the addition of stewardship &ftlastep in traditional public relations
models, comprised of research, objectives, progragand evaluation (ROPES), moves
communication away from episodic campaign-centrazesses and into continual on-

going relationship cultivation. As outlined abotigg importance of relationship

10



cultivation and maintenance is even more imporiathe current competitive landscape.
Further, Ledingham (2003b) expanded his populacgs® model of relationship
management, with steps of scan, map, action, udlltcack (SMART PR), to include
stewardship as a means for assuring continuityetimdality in public relations
processes. This vital addition of stewardship imposed of four distinct strategies or
dimensions intended to promote ethical behavigordagtitioners and their organizations.
The strategies associated with the concept of stshig are responsibility, reporting,
reciprocity and relationship-nurturing (Kelly, 199801).

Building on Kelly’'s work, subsequent studies haveulsed primarily on
stewardship in terms of the management of relahigssbetween nonprofit organizations
and their donor publics. Findings from these staidiger further evidence supporting the
utility of all four stewardship strategies as pafrhonprofit practitioners’ efforts to
develop successful donor relationships and funiigisampaigns (e.g., Worley & Little,
2002). For example, studies investigating the oblgpecific stewardship strategies have
found that reciprocity is imperative for sustainmaationships with major donors
(Waters, 2009b); that donor expectations and pi@eér perspectives vary with respect
to the magnitude and importance of stewardshipegjies (Waters, 2009ab); and that the
four strategies of stewardship can work with of@pular concepts in the public
relations literature such as the organization-gutaiationship (OPR) framework to
predict major donations versus annual gifts (Wat20d1a).

Parallel with the rise in online communicationsaasmperative portal for
sustaining and enhancing relationships with orggional publics, stewardship-focused

research has also begun to investigate the rdl@so€onstruct in an online context.
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However, these studies primarily focus on a sitgpe of nonprofit organization. One
such study found reciprocity and relationship-nunigi to be more prevalent than
dimensions of responsibility and reporting on nafiphealth organization websites
(Patel & Weberling, 2011). Another qualitative camitanalysis of email messages from
the nonprofit organizations, Susan G. Komen forGhee and the Komen Advocacy
Alliance, reported evidence of all four strategiestewardship, although the use of the
strategies varied, depending on whether the mesgagk an emotional, informational or
political/economic approach (Weberling, 2011). Tieisearch stressed the need to
continue exploring the concept of stewardship.

More recently, Waters (2011b) has taken stewardshigide the nonprofit realm
and applied the concept to a content analysis dtiRe 100 companies’ websites. He
found that, generally, for-profit corporations wenest likely to display elements of
reporting, followed by reciprocity and responstilyiliEvidence of relationship-nurturing,
in particular, seemed to be lacking on the FortLO@ websites.

Defining Stewardship

Importantly, these studies aid in clarifying théinigons of each of the
stewardship strategies and offer indicators to mreathe dimensions of the construct. As
Chaffee (1991) reminds us, explication links theotyservations and research.
Therefore, an important step in understanding hewardship can be employed in
theory testing and development is defining the ftiorensions of stewardship.

The literature focused on nonprofit stewardshipdetsedresponsibilityas
acting in a socially responsible way, keeping ps®gito important publics and

statements related to using funding to supporbtganization’s mission (Hon & Grunig,
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1999; Kelly, 2001; Waters, 2009b). Treporting strategy has been defined as conveying
information that demonstrates accountability, meglegal and ethical requirements,
providing updates on goal achievement and infornpuglics about fundraising success
(e.g., Hon & Grunig, 1999; Kelly, 2001, Waters, 200 An annual report and other
financial information are common examples of eveaf this definition of reporting.
Reciprocityincludes visible signs of listening to differentijfcs demonstrated by
acknowledgements and appreciation of supportiviefsednd behaviors, such as
personalized thank you messages and highlightingrdgifts in mass distributed
correspondence(e.g., Hon & Grunig, 1999; Kelly, ROaters, 2009b). Finally,
relationship-nurturinghas been defined as initiating and/or particigpimdialogues
with various publics (including the use of sociadra) and expanding current
involvement of individuals or publics into long-terelationships with the organization
through solicitations for donations, volunteer tgitnent and/or other opportunities to
take action to support the organization’s effoetg( Hon & Grunig, 1999; Kelly, 2001,
Waters, 2009b). .
Stewardship Beyond the Donor Relationship

Despite the broad initial conceptualization, a camrthread throughout the
existing body of nonprofit-related stewardshiprbteire has been a focus on donor
communications. However, as Feinglass (2005) pouatsin the nonprofit sector,
organizational credibility and engagement with mplgt publics are cornerstones for
success, dependent on a foundation of a wide afreffective public relations strategies.
Further, as Tapscott (2010) has noted, the futiaality of an organization will, in part,

be determined by its transparency, interactivity aollaborative communication. As it
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relates to stewardship, Leddingham (2003) has tess#rat while stewardship is an
essential element of relationship management nithestry must disassociate stewardship
from being exclusively a fundraising concept. Asndastrated by Waters (2011a),
stewardship has the potential to be an importasdiptor in models investigating the
organization-donor relationship. Extending hisiatifindings in the donor context, this
study will also consider group differences betwbeth donors and volunteers. These
stakeholder types are central to a nonprofit's Nitgtand, thus, should be considered
equally in research examining the nonprofit orgatian-public relationship.
2.2 RELATIONSHIP EVALUATIONS

Increasingly, public relations practitioners arbezhon to demonstrate the
relative effectiveness and the value of their paogg. Effective relational evaluations
help to provide accountability for public relatiomgrams and provide a means for
measuring return on investment. Further, relati@evaluations provide a more
sophisticated and long-term answer to questiomaiblic relations effectiveness than
short-term outcome measures such as coverage,weposcall or comprehension. The
penultimate objective of public relations strategigctics and activities is the
enhancement of the organization-public relation$@PBR).
Defining the Organization-Public Relationship

The OPR has been explicated and studied by matihedéading scholars in the
field of public relations. One popular definitioestribes the relationship as the pattern
of interactions, exchanges and transactions thdtte desirable relational outcomes
(Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 1997). Other scholarcdbs the OPR as actions of the

organization or individual that affects one anotbegially, politically, economically or
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culturally (Ledingham & Bruning, 1998). Yet anotldten-cited definition focuses on
mutual trust, commitment, satisfaction and balasfqgower between the organization
and its publics (Huang, 2001a).

Hon and Grunig (1999) first proposed a set of iadithat measured dimensions
of relational evaluations an individual may expece within an OPR. Grounded in a
1991 (Stafford & Canary) interpersonal communigastudy that analyzed antecedents
and outcomes of intimate relationships, they predaglational outcomes focused on
trust, commitment, satisfaction and balance of powe determine the level of trust
between an organization and its stakeholders, atalis measure confidence in, and
willingness to be open to, the other party andudelconcepts such as integrity,
dependability, and competence. The relationalfsatisn dimension refers to the degree
to which both the organization and its publicsrargually satisfied with their
relationship, and it is measured as the degreéntohweach party perceives that the
expected benefits of being in the relationship edable costs. The commitment
dimension focuses on lasting compliance and indudeasures related to the belief that
the relationship is worth maintaining. The contraltuality dimension represents the
extent to which parties in the relationship agre¢oavho is authorized to exercise power
and control and how well power is distributed ie tklationship.

Over the last 14 years, these measures have bedmealsbly in many studies
(Hon & Brunner, 2002; Huang, 2001a; Jo, Hon, & Bren 2005; Ki & Hon, 2007a), and
additional efforts have been undertaken to refimidentify the further dimensions that
comprise OPRs and to develop scales for measuresgtdimensions (see e.g., Bruning

& Galloway, 2003; Bruning & Ledingham, 1999; Lediragn & Bruning, 2001).
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However, to this researcher’s knowledge, while ntgug antecedents have been tested,
to date, no other researchers have empiricallgdestewardship dimensions in the OPR
model at the level of Waters (2011a). Despite tintuision of stewardship as a
relationship cultivation strategy in the originabtdand Grunig (1999) white paper, most
research investigating OPRs has relied on theegiiest adapted from interpersonal
communication (access, positivity, openness, assag hetworking, sharing of tasks,
keeping promises). Perhaps this is due to a lackabéarly defined measurement model
for stewardship or the construct’s particular ralese to the nonprofit sector. This study
seeks to fill that gap.
2.3 EXTENSION OF OPR TO BEHAVIORAL OUTCOMES

While numerous studies outlined above have vastieased our understanding
of public and stakeholder perceptions, attentiameisded to better understand the
behavioral consequences of the OPR. For this re#isisrstudy seeks to further examine
how the variables of trust, commitment and sattgfaanight lead to loyalty to an
organization, as well as behavioral intentionsaotimue to be involved with the
organization.
Loyalty

Loyalty is a complex multidimensional variable wiiftle consensus concerning
the specific dimensions and how they interact tem@ne a behavioral outcome.
However, as Worth (2011) suggests, focusing onastship may be a way to improve
the loyalty of donors. Research is needed to utaleighe path from this relationship
cultivation strategy to the important outcome ofdlby. Conceptually, our understanding

of the relationships between these variables igeasingly crucial in a nonprofit public
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relations context due to the increasing competiéind highly publicized scandals within
the sector that lead to stakeholder switching beihavThus, one aim of this study is to
ascertain which components of loyalty are theocadtiaelevant, and to empirically test
how relationship cultivation strategies of stewardengender trust, commitment and
satisfaction, and might be related to the diffedintensions of loyalty.

In the business literature, loyalty has been deedras “a deeply held
commitment to re-buy or re-patronize a preferremtipct/service consistently in the
future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand oreshrand-set purchasing, despite
situational influences and marketing efforts hawimg potential to cause switching
behavior” (Oliver, 1999, p. 34). In this contexs,\&ell as in the nonprofit sector, trust
and commitment have been recognized as key faictdogalty’s formation (Sargeant &
Lee, 2004). For the past 40 years, researchedverising and marketing have
construed, analyzed and defined loyalty in varyways. The key themes in the loyalty
literature fall primarily into three camps. Thesfirelates to attitudinal loyalty, or the
underlying evaluative and cognitive processes ugezh interpreting purchase decisions
(e.q., Fournier & Yao, 1997, Patterson, Johnsopg&eng, 1997). The second is the
behavioral approach, which focuses on repeat paecimientions and observed purchase
behavior (e.g., Colombo & Morrison, 1989; DekimBéenkamp, Mellens, & Vanden
Abeele, 1997; M. Wright, Sharp, & Sharp, 1998). Tihal iteration of loyalty is a
composite of both behavioral loyalty in terms ottohsistent purchase behaviors of
consumers, which is rooted in positive attitudegata the brand or attitudinal loyalty

(e.g., Day, 1969; Dick & Basu, 1994; Jacoby, 1¥dtrick, 2004).
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To contrast these approaches, Fournier and Yad'ji8@estigated attitudinal
loyalty by conducting in-depth interviews amongfeefconsuming adults and found that
the bond between consumer and product is deternbiypea array of emotion-based
relationship factors and attitude strengths. Orother hand, Dekimpe, et al. (1997)
studied the behavioral brand loyalty for 21 consupaekaged goods and found that
repeat purchase is more stable for market-shageidsdhan for other brands. Finally, in
an experiment with 80 children aged six to ninepbg and Kyner (1973) found that
there is more to brand loyalty than simple repeatipase intentions of a candy bar, and
that numerous emotional and attitudinal dynamicsofainto the decision making
process.

Further, many scholars exploring loyalty have usedntinuum approach to
loyalty, influenced by the early work of Oliver @B, 1999). In his conceptualization,
loyalty’s formation is a temporal sequence thatibegvith a cognitive belief, followed
by affective loyalty (“I buy because | like it")e&ding to conative loyalty (“I'm
committed to buying it”) and finally action loyalth number of researchers have
adopted this approach (e.g., Harris & Goode, 2602Mullan & Gilmore, 2003).

The temporal sequence of loyalty has been chaltebgenore recent research
that further modified our understanding of loyadtyormation. For example, in a
consumer-based study, Jones and Taylor (2007) fthatdoyalty was a function of two-
dimensions, a behavioral element (repurchase intes)t and a combined
attitudinal/cognitive element (strength of preferenadvocacy, altruism, willingness to
pay more and identification with the service pr@rid In an analysis of loyalty in the

cruise industry, Li and Petrick (2008) examinedtiplid models and posed a second

18



order structure with behavioral loyalty as the otitpletermined directly by attitudinal
loyalty and indirectly by cognitive, affective andnative loyalty. In social psychology,
Fiske (2009) proposed that loyalty can be definekegally as an attitude (positive or
negative evaluation of an object) and identifiegéhdifferent components in the
structure: affective, cognitive and behavioral.

Informed by the evolution of the study of loyaltlgis research will measure the
construct with three factors of cognitive, affeetand behavioral loyalty. Marketing
literature supports commitment as an anteceddoi#ity and popular definitions of the
constructs of commitment and conative loyalty aghly interrelated; therefore this
dimension (conative loyalty) has not been incluchethis particular study. Additionally,
given that loyalty studies from other fields hahewn behavioral loyalty as an output,
with antecedents of cognitive and affective loydBack & Parks, 2003; Harris &
Goode, 2004, Yuksel, Yuksel, & Bilim, 2010), itpssited here that cognitive and
affective loyalty dimensions are correlated antec¢sipreceded by trust, commitment
and satisfaction.

Behavioral Intentions

According to the theory of reasoned action (AjzeRi&hbein, 1980; Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975) and the theory of planned behaviozéfj 1985, 1991, 2005), behavioral
intentions are an intermediate variable betweetudés and behaviors. Perloff describes
behavioral intentions as, “the intentions to perfa particular behavior, a plan to put
behavior into effect” (Perloff, 2003, p. 92). Me&ssiof behavioral intentions are
frequently used in the social sciences as prediaibbehaviors given that intentions and

behavior tend to be identical because most soetahior is under the individual’s
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control (Perloff, 2003). Meta-analysis has showat the theory of planned behavior
variables accounted for 39% of variance in intergj@and 27% of the variance in
behavior (Armitage & Conner, 2001).

In a study of the relationships students have wildrge university, Ki and Hon
(2007b) attempted to add to our understanding of pasitive relationship evaluations
from the OPR model might lead to attitudes and Wehal intentions. Their findings
indicate that positive perceptions of OPR measdigsn fact, predict favorable attitudes
and, in turn, an intentions to engage in behaw@upport the organization. Drawing
from this framework, intentions measures have eended in the instrument as a
correlate to behavioral loyalty.

2.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES

Using the literature as a guide, this study seeksdt hypotheses and answer
research questions related to the relationshipvetibn strategies of stewardship, and the
utility of stewardship in predicting relationshipaguations from the OPR framework. It
also proposes a new working model that extends OR#lude behavioral
consequences of loyalty over time. The overarcbinjgctive is to better understand and
explain how perceptions of relationship cultivatgirategies may ultimately result in
increased loyalty to a nonprofit organization amgmtions to support the organization.
The research questions and hypotheses are outleied; an illustration of the proposed
model can be found as Figure 2.1 at the end ottiapter.

First, based on the need to better understandta®f the relationship cultivation

strategies of stewardship among different orgamnat stakeholder types and begin to
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move stewardship away from the exclusive domaiiuefiraising, this study proposes
the following two research questions:

RQ1:To what extent do nonprofit stakeholders givertbeprofit organization a

favorable rating on the relationship cultivatioragtgies of stewardship?

RQ2:What are the group differences between organizatistakeholders with

relation to their perceptions of the relationshiftigation strategies of

stewardship?

Previous research on donors has demonstrated tavpasiationship between
relationship cultivation strategies of stewardsdmgl relationship evaluations in the OPR
framework (Waters, 2011b). It is not clear, howevérat the relationship is between
trust, commitment and satisfaction. This is, intpdwe to the fact that these relationship
evaluations were considered outcome variables gusly. Additionally, marketing
literature considers trust and commitment as tlogenous variable in models leading to
loyalty (Sargeant & Woodliffe, 2007). This studyeke to add clarity to our
understanding of relationship evaluations, as aglleplicate and extend findings from
previous work in a new nonprofit context through tbllowing research questions and
hypotheses:

RQ3:To what extent do nonprofit stakeholders givediganization favorable

ratings on relationship evaluations of trust, cotnment and satisfaction?

RQ4:How are the relationship evaluations of trust, ootment and satisfaction

related?

H1la. The relationship cultivation strategies of stevgaid will have a positive

relationship to trust among nonprofit stakeholders.
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H1b. The relationship cultivation strategies of stevgaid will have a positive

relationship to commitment among nonprofit stakdkadd.

H1c. The relationship cultivation strategies of stevsird will have a positive

relationship to satisfaction among nonprofit stakdérs.

RQ5: Of the perceptions of relationship cultivatiorastigies of stewardship,

which are most influential in predicting relationslevaluations of trust,

commitment and satisfaction?

Given the donor-centric nature of most nonprofd gablic relations research,
this study will also build on our understandingoefceptions of communication
effectiveness by including volunteers as an impurséakeholder type, and thus the
following research question is proposed:

RQ6:How are volunteers and donors different in thercgptions of the

strategies of stewardship as it relates to influentheir evaluation of trust,

commitment and satisfaction with the nonprofit engation?

In order to extend our understanding of the OPRd¢ude behavioral
consequences of loyalty and intentions, literaftom other fields has been reviewed and
thus a multi-dimension construct for loyalty inched The new model predicts that
relationship evaluation measures from the OPR mwdEllead to a correlated attitudinal
loyalty factor comprised of affective and cognitiegalty. Further, it is predicted that
positive relationship evaluations of trust, comnatrhand satisfaction will predict
attitudinal loyalty, although it is not known whae group difference by organizational
stakeholder type might be. Thus, the following hyyeses and research question are

proposed:
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H2: Affective and cognitive loyalty will be positivelyorrelated.

H3a: Positive relationship evaluations of trust will giet attitudinal loyalty.

H3b: Positive relationship evaluations of commitment prkedict attitudinal

loyalty.

H3c: Positive relationship evaluations of satisfactiah predict attitudinal

loyalty.

RQ7:What are the group differences between organizaltistakeholders with

relation to attitudinal loyalty to the nonprofitganization?

Next, considering the literature from marketingnsemer relations and social
psychology, it is anticipated that these varialdspredict behavioral loyalty and
intentions. It is unclear, however, whether différstakeholder types will indicate
varying levels of intentions or loyalty, or if tligfferent measures of attitudinal loyalty
will have better predictive power for the outconagiables of behavioral loyalty and
intentions to support the organization. Providezldimilarities in construct domain and
definition for behavioral loyalty and behavioratentions, it is anticipated these variables
will be positively correlated. For these reasohs,following hypotheses and research
guestions are posed:

RQ8: What are the group differences between organizatistakeholders with

relation to behavioral loyalty to the nonprofit argzation?

RQ9: What are the group differences between organizatistakeholders with

relation to intentions to support the nonprofitamgation?

H4: Attitudinal loyalty will predict behavioral loyaftand intentions to support

the organization.
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H5: Loyalty and behavioral intentions will be posiliyeorrelated.

In order to explore these questions and hypothasesw working model is
proposed (see Figure 1). This model tests prewaaigblored relationships between
stewardship variables (using a newly validatedegcaind relationship evaluations
associated with OPR. Further, it extends OPR bynéxag, which variables might be
most relevant in predicting loyalty and behavionéntions. As a primary aim, this
working model is intended to explore and help useb@inderstand in what ways
stewardship motivates nonprofit stakeholder atetudnd behavior, and thus a final
research question is posed:

RQ10:To what extent do positive perceptions of relaglop cultivation

strategies impact relationship evaluations, loyattg behavioral intention?

The next chapter describes the survey instrunmeetfiods and data analysis

procedures in detail.
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Figure 2.1.Proposed structural model with research hypotheses
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CHAPTERS3
METHOD

This chapter provides details related to the suresearch instrument, data
collection and data analysis procedures, as weheastudy sample. In brief, the aim of
this study is first to advance a measurement miogde¢he construct of stewardship, and
second to provide a deeper understanding of haswdhationship cultivation strategy
may lead to positive relationship evaluations, ltyyand behavioral intentions to support
a nonprofit organization.

Though a growing recent body of scholarship hasibég investigate the role of
stewardship strategies in relationship managenteege studies primarily focus on a
single organization or narrowly consider the fumglng function within the nonprofit
sector. Thus, the population for this study is drdmm an intermediary nonprofit
organization, the United Way, which provides suppar myriad nonprofit types.
Additionally, respondents represent the range apnafit stakeholder types to include
volunteers and donors. Further, while stewardshgpldeen theoretically defined and
tested in a limited number of empirical studiedidaded scales of this relationship
cultivation strategy have not yet been developedldiBg on this previous literature, the
current study follows the steps associated wittnascale development in an attempt to

advance a validated measurement model.
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Relating to the second goal of this study, théd@utests a structural model that
extends beyond relationship evaluations to loyaityile concurrently considering how
these evaluations might predict behavioral intergidsiven the tumultuous landscape
that nonprofits are currently working within, itirmportant not only to assess how
stakeholders might evaluate a nonprofit’s strategimmunications, but also to consider
how these evaluations may lead to intentions t@sumnd demonstrate loyalty to the
organization.

This study is strongly guided by theories from pub¢lations, nonprofit and
marketing literature. With the exception of stevgni@, for which a measurement model
will be validated, all other measures are drawmfpreviously validated scales. The
guestions and hypotheses posed in the study vdlesd each area of the model in turn,
while determining if there are group differencessbgkeholder type, new media use and
connection to the organization. Research questelated to the ways in which
stakeholders are motivated by stewardship withaesio attitude and behavior will be
addressed by testing the proposed model.

3.1 ONLINE SURVEYS

Because this study seeks to explain attitudes aehdwvors, as well as predict the
strength of relationships among variables, a dedeicuantitative approach is taken.
This methodology is appropriate for assessing aathéing the relationships among
variables as a means for testing a predicated ntbdeidentifies expected relationships
(Fink, 1995). Advantages to survey research inchatg-effective ease of administration
to a large geographically dispersed populationtteur the researcher can distribute an

instrument that asks many standardized questiargeting groups that are relevant to
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the study aims. Under ideal circumstances, theareBer draws a random sample of the
population of interest and, therefore, can genszdindings to the larger population. In
the case of this study, neither a random samptleeofotal population of interest, nor of
United Way stakeholders, was feasible. This linotawill be addressed in greater detail
in the following sections of this chapter.

Survey research is not without disadvantages. Stdimhtion of questions forces
measurement indicators to be constructed in swehyahat all respondents might be
able to answer them. Such standardization may pteane distinction between
variables or segments of the population to emédgfeer sources of error may include
survey non-response bias, respondent fatigue agglepresentation from select
segments of the population. Additionally, responidenay have difficulty recalling their
own behavior or assessing their motivations antuidés. Later sections of this chapter
address steps taken to minimize these concerns.

This study employed an online questionnaire toecblfesponses from
stakeholders of select local United Ways in ondlsaa state. A web-based email
distribution plan is supported by research in tastglecade that indicates this type of
distribution is appropriate for tech-savvy popuas (Beck, Yan, & Wang, 2009); is less
expensive, faster, has a response rate nearly that®f mail (Cobanoglu, Warde, &
Moreo, 2001); and the quality of responses isgssgood as other means of
dissemination (Chang & Krosnick, 2009; Denscomi@®@&2 Sills & Song, 2002). It is
important to note, however, that online surveyfidee disadvantages including limited
access to some populations, inability to generabsealts and potential problems with

software (K. B. Wright, 2005). Despite these disatages, it was determined that this
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mode of data collection was preferable to reaclptipilation of interest, with relative
ease on the part of the partnering organizatidrigtla to no cost (particularly compared
to other data collection options) and the needfatewide reach (K. B. Wright, 2005).
3.2 DESIGN AND ADMINISTRATION

The design of the study is informed Quantitative Research Methods in
Communicatior{Wrench, Thomas-Maddox, Richmond, & McCroskey, 20and further
guided by The Tailored Design Method (Dillman, 2D0the study uses a cross-sectional
design with fixed responses. Because the modebgempin this study has never been
tested, it was deemed appropriate to choose a-sexs®nal design over longitudinal
study. Once the model has been tested, futureytltmwelopment work could include
longitudinal studies.

The visual presentation and layout format was célye€onsidered to assure
respondents were able to easily read, review aamxt te items in the study. Because of
the survey length, a decision was made to clusteceptually similar items in order to
decrease the potential for respondent confusidarval-level data was collected using a
Likert-type response format with five levels. Thassmat was chosen following research
that indicates the response format allows for maxmvariation without overtaxing the
respondent (Toepoel, Das, & van Soest, 2009). ftbduincrease the ease for
respondents, all items were presented in linedezdotal format with fully labeled points
and a limited number of items per screen. Wheniplessnatrices were used to improve
the scannability of the instrument for respondents.

The online questionnaire was designed using Quaslturvey software. When

guestionnaires are developed in the secure Quafiyistem, respondents are able to
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participate via a hyperlink to an online platforrheve they might respond. Responses are
not associated with the respondent’s email addnesther identifying information,
assuring respondent anonymity. Responses are siotieel system and can be
downloaded by the researcher for analysis. In #se of this study, the link to the online
guestionnaire was provided to partnering local &shiVays, which then distributed it
with a short message outlining the purpose of theys incentive for participation and a
plea for participation (see Appendix A). Respondemto clicked on the link were taken
to a screen providing an introduction to the stadg information related to their rights
as research subjects (see Appendix B). Respondenésadvised that their participation
was voluntary, and that if at any point they deiasd they did not want to continue,
their responses to that point would be deletecerAftading this statement, respondents
were asked to consent to participation prior tacpedling to the first page of questions.
The questionnaire was distributed by participatowal United Ways in three
waves as a means to increase response rates. Baelcarried a similar introductory
email message and directed respondents to the@ame questionnaire. To encourage
participation, $1 was donated to each respond@dd United Way for completing the
guestionnaire. Funding for this small incentive wesvided by members of a
membership-based trade association for foundaadghilanthropists working in the
state where the study was conducted. This incefuifided the dual aims of rewarding
local United Ways that participated, as well asay vo encourage their stakeholder
participants to complete the entire questionn&reall incentives such as these are
becoming increasingly popular in web-based datiectodn due to the prominence of

Web-based crowdsourcing tools, such as Amazon’srk|That recruit and pay subjects
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to perform tasks and participate in studies. Rebearthis context related to small
incentives (between $0.50 and $2.00) in web-bastal abllection found there was,
indeed, an increase in responses compared to antine (Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz,
2012; Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Mason#iS2012)
3.3 SURVEY MEASURES

The questionnaire used in this study combinesipusiy validated scales from
public relations, marketing and nonprofit literawrith the creation of a new
measurement model for assessing perceptions oasdship strategies. The indicators
adopted from previous studies, in some cases,dedislight modifications to more
closely represent the nonprofit-stakeholder refesiop. As noted above, all scale options
were measured on five-point Likert-type scalesisAtypical with most surveys, the
instrument also collected demographic informatimeiuding gender, race, age, highest
level of education completed, employment statupeeted household income for the
current year and connection to the United Way. Give technology-based context of
the study, and the United Way’s significant reli@amo online communication channels
for connecting with stakeholders, questions rel&be@spondents’ preferences for online
communication channel and personal online habite akso included. Prior to launching
the study, approval was received from the univgssinternal Review Board (see
Appendix C).
Perceptions of Relationship Cultivation Strategies

While stewardship has been theoretically definaditasted in a limited number
of empirical studies, a measurement model of gletionship cultivation strategy has not

yet been formally validated. Developing a theoadlycand practically sound scale for
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the latent construct of stewardship is necessaaglt@ance our understanding of how it
functions in the relationship management proceaterit constructs are not directly
observable and require reflective indicators foamegfully measurement. Stakeholder
perceptions associated with relationship cultivastrategies are no more comprised of
single “doubly concrete” measures than the evalnatof these strategies. Therefore, just
as the other constructs used in this study reauiréiple reflective indicators to assess,

so do the four stewardship strategies require pialtndicators (Churchill Jr, 1979;

Peter, 1979).

Using the procedure first outlined by Churchill 729 and later refined by
Netemeyer et al. (2003), scales were developecdetsare latent construct of
stewardship. These steps are outlined in greatail thelow. The scale refinement
process led to the inclusion of 30 items in thalfinstrument that measure perceptions
of relationship cultivation strategies (reciprodityd responsibility measured with eight
indicators each; reporting and relationship nunimeasured with seven items each).
Stewardship perceptions were measured on five-jhdiett-type scales ranging from
“Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (5). 8les included reverse worded items to
decrease extreme response and acquiescence braslf@th, 1950). The process for
finalizing the measurement model is discussed eatgr detail below.

Relationship Evaluation

This study assesses the organization-stakehatiionship evaluation using
measures of trust, commitment and satisfaction.seEhection of these relationship
evaluation measures is based on their prominemtemy in public relations literature,

but also in key related fields. For example, foanhetwo decades, business literature has
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explored the role of these latent variables inti@ship marketing (see e.g., Doney &
Cannon, 1997; Garbarino & Johnson, 1999; Morganu&tiH1994; N. Sharma &
Patterson, 1999) and e-commerce (see e.g., Cédaldan, & Guinaliu, 2007; Koufaris

& Hampton-Sosa, 2004; Martin & Camarero, 2008; When, & Chung, 2010).
Additionally, nonprofit research focused on dorglations has investigated how these
constructs might lead to behavior and loyalty @eg, Sargeant & Lee, 2004; Sargeant &
Woodliffe, 2007). These areas of scholarship supperassertion that relationship
evaluations of trust, commitment and satisfacti@appropriate, and the most important
selections in the context of this study.

Two previously validated scales are included. €hszsles are draw from
published research on trust, commitment and satisfain public relations and nonprofit
scholarly journals. Each of the following indiceasnmeasured on a five-point Likert-
type scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1) &trongly Agree” (5). Each scale
included negatively worded items.

First, Hon and Grunig’s (1999) validated measwfasust, commitment and
satisfaction were included. Because the curreitysteeks to test a new structural model,
it seemed fitting to use the full set of measuramenth 35 indicators (three dimensions
of trust measured with 11 indicators; satisfacaod commitment measured with eight
indicators each), rather than the shortened vemsithn21 items. Each of these measures
consistently reproduce alpha levels at .85 or higieceeding the generally accepted .70
standard for internal consistency for survey messuxote that while other nonprofit
public relations studies examining predictors i @PR model have included “balance

of power” (e.qg., Waters, 2011a), this construct lbesn eliminated from this study as it
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does not fit the diversity of population of interd3revious studies only considered donor
publics. The inclusion of volunteers as stakehotgees in this study limits the
usefulness of the construct, because this stakehtlgde is unlikely to be motivated by
gaining or sharing control in the organization.

As an additional measure of trust and commitmiet author included a more
contemporary scale, validated by Sargeant andr.2804 with research related to donor
relations in the U.K. charity sector. The variabledude a multidimensional
measurement of trust comprised of relationshipstment, mutual influence,
forbearance from opportunism and communication@ecee, as well as measures for
relational commitment. It was thought that the usabn of a scale developed solely for
evaluation of relationships in the nonprofit sectoght offer additional insight and
enhance our understanding of the nomological ndtfasrstewardship, or where
perceptions of stewardship might lawfully fit irethelationship management paradigm.
This measurement model includes 17 indicators tasm@ the two constructs (three
dimensions of trust measured with 14 indicatorsiti@ship commitment measured with
three indicators). As an additional measure ok&attion, the author also included a
single question asking respondents to rate thasgfaetion with the organization.

Loyalty

Whereas previous research has measured the orgam@gublic relationship in
terms of relationship evaluations outlined abokes study seeks to advance the model to
assess loyalty to a nonprofit organization. Muclhefliterature and scholarly inquiry in
related fields has drawn on the early work of Qli{@&97), who posited that loyalty was

a four-part temporal sequence. In the last dedameever, an increasing number of
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scholars have refined our understanding of loydlhe work of these scholars influence
the conceptualization put forward here, with bebealiloyalty measured as an output,
preceded by cognitive and affective loyalty (Ha&i§&oode, 2004; Jones & Taylor,
2007; Li & Petrick, 2008).

Indicators to measure the loyalty dimensions weaevd from recent literature
incorporating these dimensions into the evaluabioloyalty (Harris & Goode, 2004;
Jones & Taylor, 2007; Li & Petrick, 2008). For fmerpose of this study, cognitive
loyalty is defined as “the existence of beliefst tfigpically) a brand
(company/organization) is preferable to otherstéetive loyalty is related to “the
customers (stakeholders) favorable attitude ongjkbward the service/provider based on
satisfied usage;” and finally, behavioral loyakyrelated to “the frequency of repeat or
relative volume of same brand-purchase (organizatisupport),” including the
willingness to maintain the same preference owee fiLi & Petrick, 2008, p. 72).
Measurement of loyalty includes 12 indicators (abgs, affective and behavioral
loyalty dimensions measured with four indicatorshga
Behavioral Intentions

Intentions to participate in United Way activitiwsre measured with a series of
guestions that asked about respondents’ planstigipate in United Way activities.
Responses were measured on a five-point Likert-$gaée ranging from, “Very
Unlikely” (1) to “Very Likely” (5). In this serie®f questions, respondents were initially
asked two questions inquiring generally if theyemded to participate in any United Way
activities. Next, respondents were asked to inditdair likelihood of participating in ten

specific United Way activities in the next six miosit This list of possible participation
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options was developed in conjunction with the stetadquarters of the United Way, and
reviewed by a small group of local United Way leade assure items were
representative of participation opportunities. Tihal list included nine items associated
with common ways to donate, volunteer and advdcatdhe organization.

A copy of the full research instrument can be bunAppendix D.

3.4 SCALE DEVELOPMENT

Before the perceptions of relationship cultivatstrategies were measured,
careful consideration was taken to advance a meamsnt model for assessing
stewardship strategies. The steps taken refledatbet variable estimate procedures
outlined by Netemeyer, et al. (2008).this process, step one was to define the cartstru
and its content domain. Theoretically and pradiycsdund definitions assure the
psychometric properties of the construct are appatgly representative. At this point in
the process, it is also important to identify tloenological network for the construct, or
what is predicted by the construct and what prediq¢Chronbach & Meehl, 1955;
Loevinger, 1957). Careful attention at this steprdases the possibility of construct
over-identification and construct invariance.

To this end, the first step in defining the constraf stewardship and its content
domain was a careful review of extant literaturs.déscussed in the literature review, the
factors associated with the construct are respuitgilbeporting, reciprocity and
relationship nurturing. The public relations liteene defines these dimensions as
strategies, or behaviors of a nonprofit that leahproved relationships between the
nonprofit organization and its stakeholders (ddgn & Grunig, 1999; Kelly, 1998,

2001). In the last decade, scholars working inatfe&a of nonprofit public relations have
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attempted to define and measure each of thesegatusing both quantitative and
gualitative methods (e.g., Patel & Weberling, 200/Eters, 2009b; Waters, 2011a,
2011b; Worley & Little, 2002). The definitions amdlicators used in these studies
inform the definitions of each of the dimensionstd#wardship included herein.

Further, given the nuanced and circumstance-depédeéénitions of each of the
dimensions in the literature, steps were takerssoi@ clarity of the construct and its
dimensions both for lay stakeholder audiences,akas for the practice of nonprofit
public relations. To accomplish these ends, piangtr resources such as handbooks,
blogs, conference themes, awards and organizatieetadites were consulted to assure
the organizational understanding of the conceptsawasistent with the construct and
dimension definitions.

Based on these professional resources and exdgiingtions from extant
literature (e.g., Hon & Grunig, 1999; Kelly, 2004/aters, 2009b), the dimensions of the
construct are defined as follows.

Responsibilityacting in a socially responsible way; keeping pe&a® to

important publics; conveying how resources are wgexipport the organization’s

mission; meeting legal and ethical requirementsjething organizations do to
fulfill their mission and then demonstrate to thalic to prove they are good
stewards.

Reporting:an organization explaining how organizational esae¢ used; precise

descriptions or quantifiable statements concermigsion fulfillment and

demonstrating accountability; providing updategjoal achievement.

Reciprocity:demonstrating evidence of gratitude; acts of apatien;
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acknowledgement of public support or displays o€srity and friendship

between an organization and its publics.

Relationship nurturingmaintaining regular contact between an organinadiad

its publics by providing personalized attentiontiating and/or participating in

dialogues with various publics; providing stakelewilan opportunity to engage
in mission fulfillment; expanding current involvemeof individuals or publics
into long-term relationships.

In relationship management and development, factoirsist, commitment,
satisfaction and loyalty are among the most imporeaaluations of relationship
cultivation strategies. For this reason, theseofagbrovide the nomological network that
stewardship fits into. More specifically, it is pased that the relationship cultivation
strategies of stewardship lead to enhanced le¥étssi, commitment and satisfaction,
which then lead to increased organizational loyattg behavioral intentions to support
the organization.

Step two in the scale development procedure igéneration of items that tap the
domain of the construct and judging the indicafordranslational validity. Nearly four
decades ago, Selltiz et al. (1976) proposed thattan productively generate items
through searches of the literature, experienceeysrand examples that stimulate insight.
To this end, the author included indicators usepravious stewardship studies, queried
nonprofit professionals and consulted scholars ladnge experience working with the
construct.

More specifically, in order to compile the initiedm pool for scale development,

the author consulted experts working in the nonpsefctor. A list of 17 nonprofit
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practitioners, working in various job positionst\v&sl as the initial pool of experts.
Eleven experts agreed to participate. These exparisd in job title (e.g. executive
director, program officer, communications directalunteer liaison, trustee, donor
specialist), as well as type of nonprofit organathey represent (e.g. public benefit,
community development, foundation/grantmaking oizgtion, historic preservation,
environmental activism).

Data collection from these eleven professionalsioed in two waves. First, each
was asked to review the refined definitions of eaictine dimensions of stewardship and
provide three general examples of how this dimemsigght manifest itself in their work.
Next, item judging took place in order to determ@aeh indicator’s content validity and,
thus, viability to be retained as an indicatorhad factor. Responses from item generation
were then reworded to reduce situational spegffieihd indicators used in previous
studies published in the extant literature weresdddhe full list of indicators and the
factor definitions were then distributed to the sagnoup of professionals. At this stage,
they were asked to review each of the items anatifgeo which relationship cultivation
dimension they are most closely aligned. In orddyd over-inclusive at this stage, an a
priori decision rule was set to retain items thdeast eight experts (73%) properly
assigned (Haynes, Richard, & Kubany, 1995). Beceasgonses primarily focused on
key tactics for fulfilling each strategy, the resdeer drew on insights from relevant
literature to collapse, reword and delete redundeteéments to assure indicators’
generalizability.

Prior to pilot testing, the face validity of the aseires was then assessed again.

For this portion of item judging, face validity wdstermined by a post hoc analysis of
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the indicators associated with each dimension.jdtiges for this stage included five
researchers who have published studies using tstroat of stewardship. These
scholars provided feedback on item clarity, readiavgl and response formats. This step
assured that nothing happened in the translatiomdo¢ators from item pool generation
to judging and refinement. See Appendix E for goesiaires used in item generation
and judging.

Step three requires that once a list of indicatepsesentative of the domain of
the construct is compiled, studies to purify theaswges must be developed and
conducted. At this stage, the list included eighlicators each for reciprocity and
responsibility, and seven indicators each for r@hsthip nurturing and reporting. Next, a
sample for pilot testing the instrument was ideadif The sample used for pilot testing
was comprised of stakeholders associated withasa United Way (n=1,150) in the
state where the study was being conducted. The [aitgt sample was selected following
literature that recommends judging by a relevampiutettion should include 100-200
respondents (Clark & Watson, 1995; Haynes, Nel&dslaine, 1999). Once the
collected data was cleaned, statistical tests perf@rmed to test psychometric
properties of the scales. These statistical testgell as the analysis related to step four,
finalizing the scale, are discussed in greaterildetéater sections of this chapter.

3.5 SURVEY SAMPLE

In order to address the research questions amuthgges associated with this
study, it was important to identify a populatioathvas able to provide meaningful
responses associated with the effectiveness dfmeship cultivation strategies, and how

these strategies influence relationship evaluatilmyslty and behavioral intentions.
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Therefore, the population of interest in this stwdis identified as nonprofit
stakeholders. Further, in order to expand our wstdeding of how these relationship
cultivation strategies might function across staltéér and nonprofit type, the selection
of the respondent pool was given great considaratio

Whereas many nonprofits work within a single naadiocus (e.g., healthcare,
education, arts), the United Way serves as anm@éiary organization, supporting
myriad nonprofit types. The organization functi@ssa charitable coalition builder
within communities to address the most pressindjtyua life issues facing a given area.
For this reason, their work leads them to partnén groups as disparate as
neighborhood associations, the faith communitypstsh community development
corporations and health focused nonprofits, to narfev. In their work, these local
United Ways connect individuals with varying comntyinterests to ways to contribute
funds, time and talent in support of community-a@efforts. For these reasons, the
United Way was thought an ideal population forghedy of stakeholder attitudes and
motivations as it relates to relationship managémen

While local agencies operate under the bannemakd Way World Wide, each
organization stands as its own nonprofit entitytAivi any given state, United Way
headquarters of varying levels of sophisticatioistexowever, they do not per se
manage the local agencies operating within thatest.ocal United Ways also vary
greatly by staff size, assets and structure. Gikendiversity, it was the aim of the
researcher to identify a representative group cdlié/nited Way organizations within
one state for participation in the study. This amas accomplished by working with the

state headquarters to identify potential partnEng. statewide president then organized a
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teleconference to explain the project and followpdvith local United Ways that were
unable to participate. The researcher then cordazeh group individually to determine
their interest in participating.

Nine organizations were identified as the inigedup of potential partners. If an
organization indicated it would not be able to gvate, the organization was replaced
in the list with a similar organization to assuepnesentativeness. In the end, three
organizations declined participation because theady had research instruments in the
field or scheduled for release concurrent withttheeng of this study. Ultimately, eight
organizations with a total of 12,952 stakeholdertaots were confirmed to participate in
the full study. One additional organization, witi30 stakeholder contacts, was
identified for the pilot. While it would have beéateal to random sample from this
population, the leadership of the organizationssetl/that it would not be feasible for
their staff to accommodate such a request. Givemdhust population size and careful
selection of partner organizations, however, it ialgeved that limited generalizations
are tenable.

3.6 PRE-TEST AND PILOT TEST

Prior to pilot testing the instrument, the fullegtionnaire was pre-tested with a
small group of United Way staff members and staldgre, as well as graduate students
working in the area of communications. More speaify, the survey link was sent to a
list of 35 local United Way executives and commatian staff, as well as five doctoral
students, on April 30, 2013. Twenty-four individsiaésponded, completed the full
guestionnaire and offered input. Feedback fronptieetest led to minor modifications of

the instrument in terms of response options, itesriing associated with demographic
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guestions and ordering of questions. At this paintas determined the instrument was
ready for pilot testing.

In light of the researcher’s desire to developescéor the measurement of
stewardship perceptions, a sufficiently large sansjte was needed. On May 3, 2013,
the initial pilot test was distributed to the memsbef one local United Way.
Correspondence asking stakeholders to participatesent in three waves over a period
of 14 days. After a sufficient sample size had angiated (n=250), the researcher
downloaded the data and began the cleaning pro&e#ss point, the researcher realized
there was an inadvertent omission of one block @sarement items. Given the
significance of each block of indicators to scaee&lopment and structural model
testing, it was deemed necessary to repeat thetesbwith the inclusion of the missing
block of indicators.

At this point the researcher identified an addiéiiblocal United Way for
participation and launched the second pilot ted¥lay 21, 2013. Again, correspondence
was sent to a list of stakeholder contacts in thwaees over a span of 10 days. After
achieving an acceptable number of responses (n=R@9j)esearcher downloaded the
new data set for cleaning and analysis. The primangern of the pilot test data analysis
was related to how the indicators associated wighconstruct of stewardship performed.
Principal component exploratory factor analysiseaded that indicators associated with
each of the dimensions of the construct were re#rd} clustering into the a priori
theoretical dimensions. In particular, significandss-loading concerns were noted with
the dimensions of relationship nurturing and repgrtReliability analysis revealed that

each of the theoretically predetermined factorseasu alpha levels exceeding .85.
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Further, inter-item correlations were consisteathpve .35 for each of the indicators
within a factor, with the exception of negativelpnded items. Additionally, item-to-total
statistics demonstrated that the deletion of itdidshot result in improved reliability. In
light of these results, the researcher determinatretaining all indicators for further
analysis was the prudent course of action providedhascent nature of the measurement
model development.
3.7 DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

As mentioned above, data were collected using @cgbkurvey software via an
online platform that allowed the researcher to doau the data for analysis in SPSS.
The first wave of the survey was distributed toipar United Way stakeholder contacts
on June 4, 2013. Data collection was completeduoe 24. In light of scheduling
conflicts, three local United Ways were able toesifie only two waves of stakeholder
correspondence within the pre-determined dataaaie window. Response rates are
discussed in the following chapter.

The final sample of participants for the study uaEd 918 respondents. However,
258 respondents did not complete all items in thesjonnaire and were thus deleted.
This is likely related to the questionnaire lengthjch took an average of 18 minutes for
respondents to complete. Data for the remainingré§pondents were downloaded and
used as the final study sample.

To test hypotheses and answer research questiom&raus statistical procedures
were employed. The plan for data analysis is naiéipped, but as with all quantitative

empirical work, the first steps were to clean th&agdthen to run descriptive statistics
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(e.g., frequencies, mean, standard deviation) enéw data for skewness, kurtosis,
outliers and assure the data are approximately alormiistributed.

The first step in the substantive data analysisgsse related to development of the
stewardship measurement model. Extensive analymssgperformed to determine item
retention, dimensionality, reliability, criterioraldity and acceptability of the model.
Substantive tests included rerunning principal congmt exploratory factor analysis to
examine item clustering. Inter-item correlationgevagain evaluated to assess reliability
and internal consistency of the factors. To exardingeensionality, item-to-total
correlations were reviewed. Confirmatory factorlgsia was then conducted using the
covariance matrix to assess criterion validity amatlel fit.

At this point, it was necessary to develop indiegelationship evaluation
measures, loyalty and behavioral intentions. Réiiglior each was assessed prior to
moving forward. Correlations between latent corgtrwvere run to determine the
relationships between variables in the model. ANONV&s used to determine group
differences between volunteers and donors. Prediagidhe model were tested using
multiple regression. Finally, SEM was performedest the overall model. A list of
research questions, hypotheses and the assodiatistiGl tests can be found in Table

3.1. The following chapter describes the findingsletail.
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Table 3.1

Research Questions, Hypotheses and Associatedtitltirests

Hypotheses and Resear ch Questions Statistical Test
RQ1: To what extent do nonprofit stakeholders gineenonprofit Descriptive
organization a favorable rating on the relationghiftivation Statistics
strategies of stewardship?

RQ2: What are the group differences between orgéinizal t-test
stakeholders with relation to the perceptions Gtrenship

cultivation strategies of stewardship?

RQ3: To what extent do organizational stakeholders the Descriptive
nonprofit organization favorable ratings on relasibip evaluations | Statistics
of trust, commitment and satisfaction?

RQ4: How are the relationship evaluations of trastnmitment and Pearson’s
satisfaction related?

Hla-c. The relationship cultivation strategiestefmsardship will Multiple
have a positive relationship to trust, commitmaerd aatisfaction in | regression
the nonprofit organization.

RQ5: Of the perceptions of relationship cultivatgirategies of Multiple
stewardship, which are most influential in predigtrelationship regression
evaluations of trust, commitment and satisfaction?

RQ6: Do volunteers and donors perceive the stradegfi Multiple
stewardship differently in terms of influencing ithevaluation of regression
trust, commitment and satisfaction with the nonp@iganization?

H2: Affective and cognitive loyalty will be posiely correlated. Pearsorrs
H3a-c: Positive relationship evaluations of tresimmitment and | Multiple
satisfaction will predict attitudinal loyalty. regression
RQ7: What are the group differences between orgéinizal t-test
stakeholders with relation to attitudinal loyaloythe nonprofit

organization?

RQ8: What are the group differences between orgéinizal t-test
stakeholders with relation to behavioral loyaltythie nonprofit

organization?

RQ9: What are the group differences between orgéinizal t-test
stakeholders with relation to intentions to supploet nonprofit

organization?

H4: Loyalty and behavioral intentions are positwebrrelated. Pearson's
H5: Attitudinal loyalty will predict behavioral l@lty and intentions| Multiple

to support the organization. regression
RQ10: To what extent do positive perceptions dtrehship SEM

cultivation strategies impact relationship evalomas, loyalty and

behavioral intention?

46




CHAPTER4

RESULTS

This chapter focuses on findings related to theemf@ntioned hypotheses and
research questions focusing on how perceptionslafionship cultivation strategies of
stewardship might lead to positive evaluationgadt; commitment and satisfaction.
Extending previous relationship cultivation reséatbis study also assesses the
predictive power of relationship evaluations immsrof loyalty and behavioral intentions
to support a nonprofit organization.

4.1 DEMOGRAPHICS OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS

As mentioned in the previous chapter, there wedotah of 660 study respondents,
of which 70% were female and 30% were male. Appnaxely one-third of respondents
were between the ages of 55 and 64 (33%), folldwedkspondents aged 45-54 (26%).
In terms of race/ethnicity, 85% of respondents-gidhtified as White or Caucasian,
while Black or African American respondents accedrior 10% of respondents. A

complete report of respondents’ gender, race/atliranod age can be found in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1

Descriptive Statistics for Respondent Key Demograyhriables

Key Categorical Variable % N®
Gender: Male 30 199
Female 60 461
Race/Ethnicity: American Indian/Native American 3 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 1.2 8
Black/African American 10.3 68
Hispanic/Latino .6 4
Middle Eastern 2 1
White/Caucasian 85.3 563
Other 2.1 14
Age?® Under 24 1.4 9
25-34 10.8 71
35-44 15.5 102
45-54 26.8 177
55-64 32.6 215
65 and up 11.4 75

Note.? Total N = 660, but not all respondents reported.age

The majority of respondents, 83% maintained fulidiemployment, while 9%
indicated they were retired. Of the 616 respondetits provided information on their
estimated household income for the current yearlya quarter reported household
income of $150,000 or more (24%). Other frequelatintified ranges included 16% at
$50,000 to $74,999, 16% at $75,000 to $99,999 1844 at $100,000 to $124,999. Of
the 660 respondents, 81% reported having compéefedr-year college degree or more.

Table 4.2 provides a full report for these variable
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Table 4.2

Descriptive Statistics for Employment, Income adddation

Key Categorical Variable % N
Employment: Full-Time 83.2 549
Part-Time 4.4 29
Independent Contractor 1.4 9
Unemployed .6 4
Looking for Work 3 2
Stay at Home Parent .6 4
Retired 8.9 59
Other .6 4
Household Incom& Under $25,000 1.5 10
$25,000 - $39,999 4.5 30
$40,000 - $49,999 5.9 39
$50,000 - $74,999 15.5 102
$75,000 - $99,999 16.7 110
$100,000 - $124,999 16.2 107
$125,000 - $149,999 9.7 64
$150,000 and up 23.5 155
Highest Level of Education Completed: ElementaryyOn2 1
High School 1.7 11
Some College 8.5 56
Two Year College Degree 6.4 42
Vocational or Technical School 2.3 15
Four Year College Degree 30.8 203
Some Graduate Work 7.7 51
Masters or Professional Degree 33.8 223
Doctorate or Advanced Graduate Work 8.8 58

Note.? Total N = 660, but not all respondents reportedome.

In order to address questions associated withpgddterences between
volunteers and donors, respondents were also askedicate their connection to the
United Way. As reported in Table 4.3, respondentagrily self-reported as “donors”
(47%) or “both donor and volunteer,” (40%). Givée timited number of respondents

who indicated they were volunteer only (4%), reskauestions and hypotheses
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addressing group differences will compare donoy oespondents, verses individuals
who are both donor and volunteer.
Table 4.3

Connection to the United Way

Connection to the United Way % N
Donor Only 47.1 311
Volunteer Only 3.5 23
Both Donor and Volunteer 40.2 265
Other” 9.2 61

Note.2 Total N = 660.°“Other” category primarily included staff of partmer funded
community organizations, and individuals who ardargyer associated.

4.2 FINALIZING THE STEWARDSHIP SCALE

Psychometric data analysis was performed to déterthe appropriate indicators
to include reliability of these indicators as a swa@a of the factors, as well as convergent
and discriminant validity. The first step in thiopess was to run principal component
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with varimax ricda. Given the inconclusive findings
of the pilot test, it was necessary to first idgntiow the 35 stewardship items clustered
and assess loadings. Based on the eigenvalue ngariteria and the scree plot, the
items clustered into a five-factor solution. Atdlstage, four items with high cross-
loadings were deleted and the procedure was coetpégtain. During the second round,
five additional indicators with cross-loadings gezahan .45, as well as those items that

were incorrectly clustering, were removed.

Initial exploratory analysis led to retaining 2éms for further analysis. Prior to
moving on to confirmatory analysis, principal compat factor analysis with five forced
factors was run. Results are found in Table 4.4WweThe five-factor solution accounts

for 70% of variance. Clustering of items includeden indicators for relationship
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nurturing accounting for half (50%) of the varianfiee indicators for reporting
accounting for 6% of variance; five indicators fesponsibility accounting for 6% of
variance; as well as a two-factor solution for peccity, with four items measuring
recognition accounting for 4% of variance, and fteens measuring appreciation
accounting for 4% of variance. While unexpected,ttho separate factors measuring
reciprocity are theoretically sound. Kelly's (192®01) conceptualization of reciprocity
defined the construct as having both dimensiorappfeciation and recognition. In the
context of this study, however, it seems these dgoas are actually conceptually
distinct separate factors. It is noted that themglue cut-off for responsibility is .99,

which was deemed acceptable given the nascentenatttinis research.

Based on the results of EFA, coefficient alpha iaber-item correlations were
estimated to determine reliability. Coefficientladpfor all factors is above .80 (see Table
4.4) and inter-item correlations are high, indiegtihat the items are appropriate
representations of the domain for each factor awe Iinternal consistency. Next,
dimensionality was assessed by reviewing correitéaatto-total correlations. As
reported in Table 4.4, all such correlations arelenate and cluster around the mean,
indicating dimensionality requirements are metthA$ point in the scale development
process, it is prudent to retain as many itemsoasiple, therefore all items were retained
for confirmatory factor analysis. This over-inchusiapproach decreases the likelihood of

a situation-specific scale.
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Table 4.4

Stewardship Item Means with Factor Loadings foreFivactor Solution

Indicator

M

SD

Corrected
Iltem-Total
Correlation

Relationship
Nurturing
(0=.92)

Reporting
(0=.89)

Reciprocity/
Appreciation
(0=.87)

Reciprocity/
Recognition
(0=.82)

Responsibility
(0=.87)

REL NURT 4: The organizatio
invites people like me to
participate in special events th
it holds.

n3.99

At

.93

74

73

REL NURT 5: The organizatio
regularly communicates with
people like me.

n3.74

.99

.83

71

REL NURT 3: People like me
receive personalized attention
from the organization.

3.46

.97

.69

71

REL NURT 1: Supporters only
hear from the organization
when it needs something.
(Reversed)

3.67

1.03

.73

.62

REL NURT 8: The organizatio
cultivates relationships by
letting people like me know
what they can do to support itg
mission.

n3.83

.87

g7

.60

REL NURT 2: The organizatio
is more concerned with its
fiscal health than with its
relationships with people like
me. (Reversed)

n3.89

.90

.70

.56

REL NURT 7: It is easy for
people like me to find
information related to
opportunities to support the

3.75

organization.

.86

74

.53
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Indicator

SD

Corrected
Iltem-Total
Correlation

Relationship
Nurturing
(0=.92)

Reporting
(0=.89)

Reciprocity/
Appreciation
(0=.87)

Reciprocity/
Recognition
(0=.82)

Responsibility
(0=.87)

REP 6: The organization
provides people like me acces
to its IRS Form 990.

3.23

.84

.63

a7

REP 8: The organization repofr
precise accounts of how mone
is spent.

1s3.43

.97

75

72

REP 3: The organization
provides information about
institutional policies.

3.25

.93

72

71

REP 2: The organization
discloses to people like me its
organizational decisions.

3.25

1.00

.73

.64

REP 5: Itis easy to find
financial disclosures, such as
annual reports, outlining how
the organization is using its
resources

3.52

.93

.69

.62

REC A. 2: The organization
consistently thanks me for my
involvement.

.30

.81

79

.78

REC A. 1: The organization
acknowledges my contribution
in a timely manner.

4.22

)

.81

.73

7

REC A. 9: The organization
demonstrates that it appreciate
its supporters.

4.25
bS

.78

75

.67

REC A. 3: Because of my
involvement, the organization
recognizes me as a friend.

4.08

.87

.70

.64

REC A. 4: The organization is
not sincere in its
communication with people lik

4.33

me. (Reversed)

.89

.54

.61




12°]

Indicator

SD

Corrected
Iltem-Total
Correlation

Relationship
Nurturing
(0=.92)

Reporting
(0=.89)

Reciprocity/
Appreciation
(0=.87)

Reciprocity/
Recognition
(0=.82)

Responsibility
(0=.87)

REC R. 6: The organization
effectively acknowledges its
supporters.

3.56

91

74

.84

REC R. 5: The organization
effectively uses online
communication to shine a
spotlight on its supporters.

3.56

.93

75

.82

REC R. 7: It is easy for
someone like me to find out
who supports the organization

3.43

1.00

.67

.61

REC R. 8: The organization
recognizes supporters by
highlighting their contributions,

3.72

.88

.64

.59

RESP 9: The organization is a
responsible organization that
shares stories of how it fulfills
its mission.

412

.82

.80

72

RESP 8: The organization
effectively uses video and
photography in its

communication to tell the story
of its work in the community.

3.84

.89

.64

.68

RESP 4: The organization tells
people like me what projects it
uses its resources for.

3.92

73

.62

RESP 3: People like me have
confidence that the organizatig
will use its resources wisely.

4.21

.82

.64

.59

RESP 7: It is easy for people
like me to find information
online related to the
effectiveness of the
organization's work in the

community.

3.67

.89

.67

.52

Note.Measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale rangingrirstrongly disagree to strongly agree. Cross logdiand factor loadings below .45

suppressed.




Next, confirmatory factor analysis was conducteddtermine if the proposed
theoretical structure of items fit the data. Theare numerous goodness of fit indices to
choose from when determining model fit. The primadices, however, are RMSEA
with values less than .08 indicating reasonabjefitt CFl and TLI above .90 and
approaching 1.0 indicating good fit (Hair, Blaclkaln, & Anderson, 2010; S. Sharma,
Mukherjee, Kumar, & Dillon, 2005). Each of thesdites is based on a calculation
involving chi-square, which should not be signifitaHowever, given that chi-square is
sensitive to sample size, this index is not usezbimtemporary scale development
literature as a measure of model fit. Per conventiwever, chi-square is reported

below.

In order to assess model fit, the author firstadully correlated model of all five
factors with associated indicators. The modelHitsquare value for the fully correlated
model was 1,755.241{=289), and was significant. As mentioned, howewdh a
sample size of 660, achieving an acceptable charggs unlikely. Instead, to determine
model fit, goodness of fit indices were revieweteTnain goodness of fit indices for the
model are RMSEA of .09, CFI of .88 and TLI of .&iven the aforementioned cut-off

values, it would seem the model does not fit tha.da

In an effort to evaluate possible model fit imprments, the author first tried
eliminating indicators with low loadings to improw@del parsimony. The indicators
deleted reduced each factor to four indicators. résalting chi-square was 1105.61
(df=160). The key goodness of fit indices at this paiare RMSEA of .95, CFI of .90

and TLI of .88. For this reason, it was determitiet improved model parsimony did not
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improve model fit, and instead potentially threathe future utility of the scale for

other populations. Thus, the indicators were retdrio the model.

Next, the modification index was reviewed to deteenif the 26-indicator
solution could be improved. Modification indiceslicated that correlation of select error
terms could dramatically improve model fit. In faitte addition of five strategic
correlations improved model fit to an acceptableleThese correlated error terms
resulted in a model chi-square of 1478.88-284), with model fit indices of RMSEA at
.08, CFl at .90 and TLI of .89. Figure 4.1 providesoverview of the model with factor
loadings and correlated error terms. This figuse @rovides evidence of convergent
validity, as all standardized loadings were siguifit and greater than .5 (Bagozzi &

Youjae, 1988; Steenkamp & van Trijp, 1991).
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Next, discriminant validity was assessed using tmathods. First, as seen in
Figure 4.1, correlations between constructs deeroged .86. Further, discriminate
validity was assessed by running the model altergdixing parameters to one, and
comparing the fixed model to the unconstrained rhadkkeseen in Table 4.5, the chi-
square difference for each is greater than 3.84taunglsignificant at the .05 level,
providing further evidence of discriminate valid{§agozzi & Youjae, 1988).

Table 4.5

Discriminate Validity for Stewardship Factors

Construct Pairs v’ difference @f) | Correlations
Relationship Nurturing - Reporting 87.51(1)* .80
Relationship Nurturing - Responsibility 111.71(2)* .87
Relationship Nurturing - Reciprocity/Appreciation | 53131(1)* .78
Relationship Nurturing - Reciprocity/Recognition 3?1 (1)* .65
Reporting - Responsibility 123.61(1)* .82
Reporting - Reciprocity/Appreciation 181.51(2)* .67
Reporting - Reciprocity/Recognition 198.71(1)* .63
Responsibility - Reciprocity/Appreciation 205.91(1) g7
Responsibility - Reciprocity/Recognition 259.71(1)* .61
Reciprocity/Appreciation - Reciprocity/Recognition 272.71(1)* .64

Note. *p<.05.

In an attempt to improve the model fit and parsignfor structural model testing,
the author revised the model to a second ordeorfasing the summated scales for each
of the five factors and re-ran confirmatory fackoalysis. The second order model chi-
square is 22.31d{=5). The main goodness of fit indices are RMSEAOGT CFI of .99
and TLI of .98. Per the above-mentioned threshdldssecond order model does, in fact,

fit the data, and thus will be used for model testi
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Once the stewardship scale was fully evaluateddastruct validity, it was

possible to answer research questions and hypathese

4.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES RESULTS

RQ1: To what extent do nonprofit stakeholders givertbeprofit organization a

favorable rating on the four strategies of stewigd®

The first research question asked how nonprofikettalders perceive the

relationship cultivation strategies of stewardskig.shown in Table 4.6, the data indicate

that stakeholders tend to perceive the relationgbsitively along all five of the

relationship cultivation dimensions. Of the fiveadégies, reciprocity appreciation was

the factor that was evaluated most strongly byaedpnts 1=4.23,SD=.67), and

reporting received the lowest evaluatidf=3.34,SD=.76). All perceptions of

relationship cultivation strategies, however, dveve the scale’s neutral point. It is also

noted that skewness for the reciprocity appreaiatariable is slightly above approved

limits, indicating a slight right skew. This is &k in light of the overall exceptionally

high evaluation of this strategW€4.23,SD=.67).

Table 4.6

Perceptions of Relationship Cultivation Strategies

Variable M SD Skewness
Relationship Nurturing 3.76 .76 -.612
Reporting 3.34 .76 -.059
Reciprocity Appreciation 4.23 .67 -1.27
Reciprocity Recognition 3.57 .78 -.326
Responsibility 3.95 .69 -.647

Note.Variables measured on 5-point Likert-type scalagireg from strongly disagree to

strongly agree.
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RQ2: What are the group differences between organimatidonors and volunteers with
relation to their perceptions of the four strategmf stewardship?

Given that previous literature related to stewaipglginthe nonprofit context has
primarily focused on donor publics, the author asaght to determine group differences
between donors and other common organization stédkefs. \While the originally
proposed research question focused on organiz&tionars versus volunteers, as
reported above, study respondents fell primarity the categories of donor only, and
both donor and volunteer. Therefore, the analylsggaup differences proceeds along
this delineation of stakeholder types. As seenahld 4.7, there are significant group
differences for all relationship cultivation strgiees. In all instances, respondents who
self-identified as both donor and volunteer evadatlationship cultivation strategies

higher than respondents identifying as donor only.
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Table 4.7

T-test for Group Differences in Perceptions of Reteship Cultivation Strategies

Variable N M SD t DF p
Relationship -8.07 572.84 .000
Nurturing®

Donor Only 311 3.53 75

Donor and 265 4.00 .66

Volunteer

Reporting -3.49 574 .001
Donor Only 311 3.23 73

Donor and 265 3.44 .75

Volunteer

Reciprocity -4.15 574 .000
Appreciation

Donor Only 311 414 .69

Donor and 265 4.36 .60

Volunteer

Reciprocity -3.95 574 .000
Recognition

Donor Only 311 3.43 .76

Donor and 265 3.68 T7

Volunteer

Responsibility -5.62 574 .000
Donor Only 311 3.81 .68

Donor and 265 4.12 .64

Volunteer

Note: % and df adjusted because variances were not equal.
RQ3: To what extent do organizational stakeholdergghe nonprofit organization
favorable ratings on relationship evaluations afdt, commitment and satisfaction?
The next research question sought to identifyaedpnts’ views on the
relationship evaluation strategies. As indicategrivious chapters, two measures of
relationship evaluations were included in the unstent. The first scale is taken from
public relations literature (Hon & Grunig, 1999)dais comprised of trust, commitment
and satisfaction. The second measure was drawnrfomprofit literature (Sargeant &

Lee, 2004) and includes dimensions of trust andncitment. As reported in Table 4.8,
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all scales resulted in sufficiently high reliabjiliand were not skewed. However,
respondents’ assessment of relationship evaluatessures in the public relations scales
were higher than scales from nonprofit literatédditionally, when included in

predictive models, the Sargeant and Lee scalesalitlinction as well as the Hon and
Grunig scales. For this reason, the Sargeant aadd¢aes are not used in the remainder
of the analysis.

Table 4.8

Relationship Evaluation Descriptive Statistics

Variable Mean SD Skewness
Hon & Grunig Scales
Trust @=.94) 4.00 .68 -.87
Commitment ¢=.93) 4.04 .69 -.81
Satisfaction ¢=.94) 4.06 .67 -72
Sargeant & Lee Scales
Trust @=.90) 3.78 .65 -.40
Commitment ¢=.83) 3.73 g7 -.31

Note: Variables measured on a 5-point Likert-type scedeging from strongly disagree
to strongly agree.

RQ4: How are the relationship evaluations of trust, comment and satisfaction
related?

In public relations literature, trust, commitmantd satisfaction have typically
been included as the outcome variables in modsis¢ethe organization-public
relationship. In this study, however, they arefpuvard as antecedents to loyalty and
intentions-related outcome variables. For thisoaai is necessary to assess their
relationships. As seen in Table 4.9, the factoeshaghly significantly correlated. Further,
principal component factor analysis revealed thatihdicators load on a single factor.

Given, however, that extant literature theoreticallpports these variables as their own
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factors (e.g., Hon & Grunig, 1999; Waters, 201&¥earch questions and hypotheses
associated with relationship evaluations will deah each in turn for the following
research questions and hypotheses. In the struotodel, however, these variables will
be incorporated as a single measure of relatioreshapuation associated with affect as it
influences behavior.

Table 4.9

Correlation Matrix for Relationship Evaluation Vables

Variable Trust Commitment Satisfaction
Trust 1.00

Commitment 87* 1.00

Satisfaction .89* .89* 1.00

Note: *p<.001.

H1 a-c: The relationship cultivation strategies of stewsmgh will have a positive
relationship to trust (H1a), commitment (H1b) ardisfaction (H1c) in the nonprofit
organization.

Based on the public relations literature, the tinsee hypotheses posited that
positive perceptions of relationship cultivatiorag¢gies would predict positive
relationship evaluations. As seen in Table 4.18s¢hhypotheses are partially supported.
Standardized beta weights suggest that reportingtia significant predictor of any of
the relationship evaluations. Further, reciprooggognition seems to be a significant
negative predictor of relationship evaluations. Séhending will be reviewed in greater
detail in the following chapter.

RQ5: Of the perceptions of strategies of stewardshipclvare most influential in
predicting relationship evaluations of trust, cortmment and satisfaction with the

organization?
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The fifth research question sought to identify lblest predictors for each of the

relationship evaluations. Relationship cultivatgirategies account for approximately

70% of the variance in each model as it relatesladionship evaluations. Specifically

considering the relationship evaluation of trusindardized beta weights suggest that

relationship nurturing = .37 <.001) and responsibility strategigs.36 (p<.001) were

the strongest predictors. For commitment, howetherpest predictor was relationship

nurturingp = .50 <.001), followed by reciprocity appreciatign= .29 £<.001). In

terms of satisfaction, relationship nurturifig .44 0<.001) was the strongest predictor,

and reciprocity appreciation and responsibilitywsbd equal predictive powef,= .29

(p<.001). Table 4.10 provides unstandardized andlatdized beta weights for all

predictors in each of the models.

Table 4.10

Multiple Regression of Perceptions of Relationgbyftivation as Predictors of
Relationship Evaluations

Trust Commitment Satisfaction
Variable B SEB|p B SEB| B SEB|p
Constant 54 .10 .60 .10 .66 10
Relationship | .34 .03 37* | .46 .04 | .50% .39 .03 A4F
Nurturing
Reporting .02 .03 .02 -.03 .03 -03 -03 .0 -.03
Reciprocity | .28 .03 28* | .31 .03 30% .28 .03 29F
Appreciation
Reciprocity | -.12 .03 | -.14%-11 .03 | -.13* -.07 .03 | -.09*
Recognition
Responsibility| .36 .04 | .36*| .24 .04 | .24+ .28 .04 .29¢
Adjusted R | .70 .69 .70
F 309.18* 294.95% 304.23*
Note: *p<001
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RQ6: How are volunteers and donors different in thergeptions of the relationship
cultivation strategies as it relates to influencithgir evaluations of trust, commitment
and satisfaction with the nonprofit organization?

Recognizing that group differences in relationghufiivation strategies exist
between stakeholders who are donors only, comparttbse who are both donors and
volunteers, it is necessary to determine how tipeseeptions of relationship cultivation
strategies may also differently predict positiviatienship evaluations. RQ6 seeks to
explore these differences. Each of the modelsrediptors of relationship evaluations is
addressed in turn.

The first model looks at group differences forgacéors related to relationship
evaluations of trust. As seen in Table 4.11, thesljators in the model account for 62%
of variance in trust for donof45, 305)= 104.94p<.001, and 68% of variance in trust of
respondents identified as both donor and volurf€gr259)= 1117.53)<.001.

Reporting is not a significant predictor of trust €ither stakeholder type. For both
groups, relationship nurturing was the strongestlitor, followed by responsibility and
reciprocity appreciation. Note, however, that ttemdardized beta weights vary by

stakeholder type.
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Table 4.11

Multiple Regression of Relationship Cultivation &egtions Predicting Trust by

Stakeholder Type

Variable Trust — Donor Only Trust — Donor & Voluete

B SEB| S B SEB|p

Constant T2 15 .59 .16
Relationship Nurturing 27 .06 31* .36 .05 A40*
Reporting -.02 .05 -.02 .06 .04 .07
Reciprocity Appreciation .26 .05 27* 27 .05 27*
Reciprocity Recognition -11 04| -13*F -.12 .04 16*
Responsibility 41 .06 A2* .30 .05 33*
Adjusted R 62 .68
F 104.94* 117.53*

Note: *p<.001; **p<.05.

The next model tests the predictive power of rehethip cultivation strategies in
terms of respondents’ satisfaction with the orgainin. As reported in Table 4.12,
predictors in the model account for 66% of variafizedonor onlyF(5, 305)= 120.49,
p<.001, and 65% of variance for respondents whaigetitified as both donors and
volunteerd=(5, 259)= 97.35p<.001. Once again, reporting is not a significaredpctor.
For donors, the relationship cultivation strategigéth the greatest predictive power are,
in order, responsibilityy = .39 <.001), relationship nurturing= .36 <.001) and
reciprocity appreciatiofi = .27 ©<.001). Reciprocity recognition is not a signifitan
predictor. In terms of respondents who identifisbath donors and volunteers, however,
the predictive power of relationship cultivationasegies are differently prioritized. For
these stakeholders, relationship nurturing strasgyF .48 0<.001) accounts for nearly
half the predictive power, followed by reciprocagpreciation = .26 £<.001) and
responsibilitys = .21 <.001). Reciprocity recognition is a significangaéve predictor

S =-.09 p<.05) of satisfaction for individuals who are baibnors and volunteers.
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Table 4.12

Multiple Regression of Relationship Cultivation &etions Predicting Satisfaction by
Stakeholder Type

Variable Satisfaction — Satisfaction —
Donor Only Donor & Volunteer
B SEB| S B SEB |
Constant .82 14 .95 A7
Relationship Nurturing 31 .05 .36* 41 .05 A8*
Reporting -.08 .05 -.09 .02 .04 .03
Reciprocity Appreciation .25 .05 27* .25 .05 .26*
Reciprocity Recognition -.05 04| -.06 -.07 .04 ¥09
Responsibility .36 .06 .39* 19 .05 21*
Adjusted R .66 .65
F 120.49* 97.36*

Note: *p=.000; **p<.05.

The final model considers group differences imiepf the predictive power of
relationship cultivation strategies for respondectsnmitment to the organization.
Predictors in the model account for 65% of variainaelationship evaluations of
commitment for donor onliF(5, 305)= 114.54p<.001, compared to 60% of the variance
for donors and volunteeF5, 259)= 81.48p<.001. Standardized beta weights suggest
the predictive power of perceptions of relationstutivation strategies for donors is the
strongest for relationship nurturig= .43 £<.001), followed by responsibility = .33
(p<.001) and reciprocity appreciatign= .28 0<.001). Reporting is a significant negative
predictorp = .11 <.05) and reciprocity recognition is not a sigrafi¢ predictor.
Conversely, predictive power of variables for stalders who are both donors and
volunteers is the strongest for relationship numgf = .51 0<.001), followed by
reciprocity appreciatiofi = .26 £<.001) and responsibilit§ = .14 <.05). Reciprocity

recognition is a significant negative predicfor -.13 <.05) and reporting is not a
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significant predictor. A complete list of unstandiazed and standardized beta weights for
this model can be found in Table 4.13.
Table 4.13

Multiple Regression of Relationship Cultivation &eptions Predicting Commitment by
Stakeholder Type

Variable Commitment — Commitment —
Donor Only Donor & Volunteer
B SEB|p B SEB |

Constant .68 15 1.12 .18
Relationship Nurturing 3 .06 A3* 44 .06 S51*
Reporting -.10 .05 -11** .05 .04 .06
Reciprocity Appreciation 27 .05 .28* .25 .05 .26*
Reciprocity Recognition -.06 .04 -.07 -.10 .04 ¥ 3
Responsibility .33 .06 .33* A2 .06 14x*
Adjusted R .65 .60
F 114.54* 81.47*

Note: *p=.000; **p<.05.
H2: Affective and cognitive loyalty will be posdiy related.

Next, based on research from marketing and aduagt{e.g., Fournier& Yao,
1997; Colombo & Morrison, 1989; Petrick, 2004), ptisited that affective and cognitive
loyalty are positively correlated constructs thaasure attitudinal loyalty. In fact, the
correlation between these factors in the contextisfstudy is .87 (p<.001); therefore,
H2 is supported. As seen in Table 4.14, respondaaatisiated cognitive loyalty=4.01,
SD=.76) only slightly higher than affective loyalty€3.91,SD=.75), with both being
well above the midpoint of the scale. Given theotk&cal support grounded in the
literature, as well as high correlations and simiégpondent evaluations in the context of
this study, these factors have been combined istogde measure of attitudinal loyalty

for the remainder of hypotheses testing and rebagqrestion analyses€.93). Table
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4.14 shows means and standard deviations for Ifif@ttige and cognitive loyalty, as
well as the combined single measure of attitudimylty.
Table 4.14

Descriptive Statistics for Attitudinal Loyalty

Variable M SD Skewness
Affective Loyalty 3.92 .75 -.69
Cognitive Loyalty 4.01 .76 -.85
Attitudinal Loyalty 3.83 .79 -.55

H3a-c: Positive relationship evaluations of trust (H3apmmitment (H3b) and
satisfaction (H3c) will predict attitudinal loyalty

Marketing literature has shown that the varialotesust, commitment and
satisfaction (e.g., Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Sargeatw&odliffe, 2007) predict loyalty;
however, public relations literature has not ystdd such models using scales developed
for the field. Therefore, it is proposed that ie tionprofit context, this will hold true
(thus, H3 a-c). As seen in Table 4.15, these hysath are supported. The variance
explained by predictors in the model is 7F{8, 656)=766.22p<.001. The strongest
predictor of attitudinal loyalty is satisfactiom|iowed by commitment and finally, trust.

Table 4.15

Multiple Regression of Relationship Evaluationsd®céng Attitudinal Loyalty

Variable Attitudinal Loyalty
B SEB |p

Constant -.13 .09

Trust 21 .05 .19*
Commitment 31 .05 .28*
Satisfaction 48 .05 .45*
Adjusted R 77

F 766.22*
Note: *p=.000.
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RQ 7-9: What are the group differences between organimatistakeholders with
relation to attitudinal loyalty (RQ7), behavioraiyalty (RQ8) and intentions (RQ9) to
support the nonprofit organization?

Noting that previous literature has yet to explivese loyalty and intentions
variables as part of assessments of the nonprgginazation-public relationship, the
author thought it imperative to evaluate groupedighces for attitudinal loyalty,
behavioral loyalty and behavioral intentions tosog the organization, thus RQ 7-9.
While other scales were drawn from the literattine,behavioral intentions measure was
developed for the current research context. Theniions measure is comprised of ten
indicators & = .93). Two indicators generally inquire about tespondents’ likelihood
to participate in any organizational activity antent to participate in any organizational
activity within the next six months. The remainigight indicators asked respondents
likelihood to participate in specific activitiescllnding volunteering, donating, signing a
petition, participating in fundraising activitieachencouraging friends to participate in
organizational activities.

As seen in Table 4.16, there were significant diffiees between stakeholder
audiences for all variables. Although responderite were both donors and volunteers
evaluated all three variables higher than theirodamly counterparts, both stakeholder
types evaluated these constructs highly, with mehonse the midpoint of the scale.
Note, however, that behavioral intentions for denM=3.18,SD=.71) is very close to

the midpoint.
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Table 4.16

T-test for Group Differences of Loyalty and Intens by Stakeholder Type

Variable N M SD t DF p
Attitudinal Loyalty -9.24 | 574 .000
Donor 311 3.69| .68

Donor and Volunteer 265 4.20 .63

Behavioral Loyalty -8.46 | 574 .000
Donor 311 3.78 | .72

Donor and Volunteer 265 4,27 .65

Behavioral Intentiorfs -15.59 | 573.25.000
Donor 311 3.18 | .71

Donor and Volunteer 265 4,02 .58

Note:? and df adjusted because variances were not equal.
H4: Behavioral loyalty and behavioral intentions aresgively correlated.

Based on similarities in measurement items, Hé¢@sed that behavioral loyalty
and behavioral intentions would be highly corredaféhe correlation between constructs
is .69 (p<.05) and, thus, H4 is supported. While i a high correlation, it does not
exceed the .70 threshold and therefore analysigpwateed with caution as it relates to
combining these variables as a composite scale.

H5: Attitudinal loyalty will predict behavioral loyattand intentions to support the
organization.

Given the moderately high correlation between benal loyalty and behavioral
intentions, the author thought it prudent to analye predictive power of attitudinal
loyalty for the variables separately, as well assfcomposite measure. As seen in Table
4.17, standardized beta weights for all modelsciagi that attitudinal loyalty is a
predictor of behavioral loyalt§=.89 (<.001) and behavioral intentiofis.70 (<.001),
as well as for a composite behavioral outcome b&je=.86 (p<.001). Variance

explained by the model indicates that attitudioghlty accounts for 79% of variance in
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behavioral loyaltyF(1, 658)=2455.08y<.001, 49% in behavioral intentioR§1,

658)=636.96p<.001, and 74% of variance in a composite behavariwome variable

F(1, 658)=1911.91p<.001.

Table 4.17

Multiple Regression for Attitudinal Loyalty as adéictor of Behavioral Outcomes

Behavioral Loyalty

Behavioral Intentions

Behavioral Outcome

(a0 =.92) (o =.91) (o =.93)

Variable B SEB|p B SEB|p B SEB|p
Constant 31 .08 .54 A2 43 .08
Attitudinal | .94 .02 | .89*| .77 .03 | .70% .86 .02| .86
Loyalty

Adjusted R| .79 49 74

F 2455.08* 636.96* 1911.91%
Note: *p<.001.

RQ10: How does stewardship relate to loyalty and behalimtentions as predicted by

stakeholder relationship evaluations?

To better understand the relationship managenreceps in the nonprofit

context, the author specified a structural modad begins with the exogenous latent

construct of stewardship, leading to endogenousahias of affect/relationship

evaluations (trust, commitment, satisfaction),daled by attitudinal loyalty (cognitive

and affective loyalty) and behavioral intentionsltavioral loyalty and behavioral

intentions). RQ10 explores this model in greateailleStewardship is presented in the

structural model as a five factor latent varialde gcale development findings reported at

the beginning of this chapter. Based on the highetations and clustering of

relationship evaluation scales (reported in RQ@#,&uthor included these relationship

evaluations as a measure of affect with three faclithe remainder of the structural

model is tested as proposed in Figure 1 at theoétitk Literature Review chapter.
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Structural equation modeling was used to estimaétionships in the theoretical
model. Before moving forward, data were checkedfdliers, skewness and kurtosis.
All multivariate normality assumptions were meteféwere no missing data. A total of
27 parameters are to be estimated. Research iedlittett approximately 10 respondents
per parameter estimated is need, thus the sanz@l@&660 is more than sufficient. At
this point, it was deemed appropriate to move fodwath maximum likelihood
parameter estimation using the AMOS statisticakpge. Chi-square for the
hypothesized model was 370.@=51). Although significant, it is presumed with a
sample size of 660, it is unlikely that the authvamuld ever find a model that results in a
chi-square that is not significant. However, firghralso indicate an initial RMSEA of
.10, CFIl of .96 and TLI of .95. In this case, ayawalue of RMSEA indicates that the
model does not fit the data.

Reviewing modification indices demonstrated thatelating residuals on
stewardship variables of reporting and reciprogognition would improve model fit.
Chi-square for the model with correlated error ®isn336.35d=50). Further, this
model adjustment improves the RMSEA to .09, CEBiband TLI to .96. Even with
these modifications, the goodness of fit indicesjast shy of approved cut-off values
(RMSEAK<.08) for the hypothesized model, and theeefowould seem the model does
not fit the data. See Figure 4.2 below for paramesémates. Disturbance and residuals

have been removed for reporting purposes, but weheded in the analysis.
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Given the lack of model fit, the author next contedca post-hoc modification.

To evaluate the direct and indirect effect of stelship on the endogenous variables, the
author re-estimated the model with regression pastusing directly from stewardship to
each of the other latent constructs in the modebdbess of fit indices indicated that the
mediated model is a better fit for the data<988.8,df = 51; RMSEA = .17; CFI=.89;
TLI=.86).

Therefore, a potentially stronger model was ingaséd. The first step was to
evaluate the composition of loyalty. As indicatadhe literature review, the evolution of
the measurement for loyalty is ongoing and theegfanee primary ways the variable is
construed. Some scholars view the construct dadittal loyalty only (cognitive and
affective loyalty), others as behavioral loyaltyygrwhile still others believe it to be a
composite of both attitudinal and behavioral loyalo make some initial assessments of
how the loyalty variable may be best representabigicontext, principal component
factor analysis was completed. Findings revealatlitidicators associated with the
dimensions of loyalty load onto a single factorvési that research has identified three
theoretically distinct dimensions, the author cededt new factor named loyalty, and
included the three dimensions as separate factaheimodel.

Next, the author evaluated the behavioral intestimeasure to assess the most
appropriate way to measure the variable in theesdrdf this study while retaining items
with utility to researchers in other areas of commation, marketing and nonprofit
research. With these concerns in mind, it was thotige best approach was to include

only the two indicators of behavioral intentionattkvere generalizable to any situation.
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These measures are commonly used behavioral iotsnneasures in the theory of
planned behavior literature.

Employing structural equation modeling to testfihef the revised model (with
covariance of two stewardship residuals) foundyaiBcant improvement in model fit.
The chi-square for the model is 347.6761). The goodness of fit indices for the
revised structural model are RMSEA of .08, CFI9f and TLI of .96. All indices meet
or exceed the cut-off values indicating the model plausible fit for the data. The
revised model with standardized parameter estincede found as Figure 4.3 below.
Standardized and unstandardized regression cagffecare provided in Table 4.18. Error
terms have been removed from the graphical modéekite reported in Table 4.19.
Table 4.18

Regression Coefficients for Revised Structural Mode

Model Parameters B SEB yij
Stewardship — Affect .85* .03 .90
Affect — Loyalty .99* .03 .92
Loyalty — Behavioral Intentions| .78* .04 72
Stewardship — Relationship 1.00° 91
Nurturing

Stewardship —Reporting .84* .03 76
Stewardship —Reciprocity TT* .02 .79
Appreciation

Stewardship —Reciprocity .76* .04 .67
Recognition

Stewardship —Responsibility .87* .03 .87
Affect — Commitment 1.00 .94
Affect — Satisfaction 97* .02 .95
Affect — Trust 97* .02 .93
Loyalty —Cognitive 1.00 .93
Loyalty — Affective 1.057* .02 .94
Loyalty — Behavioral 1.02* .03 91
Behavioral Intentions — BI1 1.60 .93
Behavioral Intentions — BI2 1.10* .04 .87

Note: *p<.05;® fixed parameter to set the scale of the lateribibe.
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Table 4.19

Residual Variance for Revised Structural Model

Parameter Estimate| SE
Stewardship A48 .03
Affect .08 .01
Loyalty .08 .01
Behavioral Intentions .28 .02
Relationship Nurturing 10 .01
Reporting .25 .02
Reciprocity Appreciation A7 .01
Reciprocity Recognition .33 .02
Responsibility 12 .01
Trust .05 .004
Satisfaction .05 .004
Commitment .06 .004
Cognitive .08 .01
Affective .07 .01
Behavioral A1 .01
BIl .09 .02
BI2 .23 .02

While the model fit is acceptable, it is importéminote the high standardized
loadings for factors associated with affect andhltyy(exceeding .95). This provides
some evidence of a need for further research tttiigehe best measurement models, or
perhaps scales, to measure these constructs. Funéigh coefficients between latent
variables, provides some evidence that multicadliitg is a problem. This is likely due
to the similarity in construct measurements drasemfthe literature. However, given the
lack of model fit when the model was estimated widiths leading directly from
stewardship to each of the variables (which esthatnegative path coefficient from
stewardship to behavioral outcomes), it is reaslen@bassess that the paths from
relationship cultivation strategies of stewarddbifpehavioral intentions are affected by

affect and loyalty. More research is needed to tstded this relationship in depth.
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Findings from this study offer numerous insightstfee study of relationship
management and cultivation in the context of nofipstakeholders and public relations
communication strategies. The first aim of the gtwas to validate a scale for evaluating
perceptions of stewardship strategies. Resultsigieaarly evidence of a five-factor
model comprised of relationship nurturing, repagtiresponsibility, reciprocity
appreciation and reciprocity recognition. While\pogis studies have construed
reciprocity as a single factor, rigorous item pgeheration and judging, followed by the
use of exploratory and confirmatory factor analysigpports the separation of this
construct into two distinct latent variables.

A second aim of this study was to expand stewapelgttated research beyond the
donor-centric focus of previous nonprofit publitateons research. Findings indicate that
donor-only respondents evaluated each of thesearghip cultivation strategies
differently than respondents who self-identifiecbath donor and volunteer. Further,
while all of the stewardship variables, exceptréporting, were significant predictors of
relationship evaluations of trust, commitment aatisgaction, their significance and
predictive power varied by stakeholder type.

This dissertation also adds to our understandirtebrganization public
relationship by extending existing organization lputelations models incorporating
relationship cultivation strategies and relatiopséwvaluations, to include variables of
loyalty and behavioral intentions. Findings provedely evidence that positive
relationship evaluations do, in fact, lead to Iby#ab the organization and intentions to
support the organization. A structural model wasaaded to test the theoretical

relationships among variables. Post-hoc modificaéind analysis led to a model that fit
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the data, laying the groundwork for future inveatigns of the relationships among
variables. The next chapter will discuss theseiffigslin greater detail, including their
implications for both theory and practice. Thisafichapter will also discuss limitations

and suggest avenues for future research.
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CHAPTERS
DiscussION

The purpose of this study was to advance our utatedisg of relationship
management in the nonprofit public relations contayd address gaps in the literature
related to the ways in which stewardship affectspnofit stakeholder attitudes, and
motivates loyalty and behavior. To accomplish thesds, the study first validated a
scale to measure perceptions of the relationsHtpvation strategies of stewardship.
Next, differences in nonprofit stakeholder typesevexplored related to perceptions of
stewardship strategies, relationship evaluatiouisthe predictive power of positive
evaluations of stewardship strategies for trushrmitment and satisfaction. Finally, the
author sought to extend existing public relatiormlgls of the organization-public
relationship to include assessments of loyaltylagtthvioral intentions based on research
from the fields of marketing, advertising and nasffgrcommunications.

Results from the study’s online survey revealed enams findings that warrant
discussion, elaboration and further exploratiootigh future research. This chapter first
discusses key findings and conclusions in termsipfications that impact both the
academy and the profession. The author then revdiewsations of the study and
concludes with recommendations for building on ¢hi@sdings and suggests avenues for
further exploration of relationship managementrfonprofit public relations.

5.1 STEWARDSHIP
For over two decades, scholars have assertede¢hainstrating good

stewardship, or responsible management of orgaomnadtresources, is key to
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relationship cultivation with organizational stakéders (e.g., Greenfield, 1991; Hon &
Grunig, 1999; Kelly, 1998, 2001). While a handftikoholars have begun to investigate
the role of stewardship as a relationship cultorastrategy that predicts positive
relationship evaluations (e.g., Waters, 2011a;IRateberling, 2011; Worley & Little,
2001) two key gaps in the literature exist. Fissgles to measure the construct of
stewardship have yet to be rigorously developedvatidated. Second, this limited body
of literature primarily focuses on fundraising ahd donor-organization relationship. An
important aim of this dissertation was to addressé¢ gaps.

To address the first concern related to a need f@lidated scale for measuring
perceptions of relationship cultivation strategéstewardship, the author followed the
latent variable scale development steps proposéchiychill (1979) and updated by
Netemeyer, et al. (2003). This process is commuoséd in other communications-
related fields such as marketing, but has yet terbployed in the development and
validation of scales to measure perceptions of atdship strategies. This process
resulted in a revision to the conceptualizatiothefdimensions of stewardship strategies.

In 1998, Kelly proposed that stewardship was aemrtsal fifth step in public
relations process models. In her conceptualizastawardship was comprised of four
factors: relationship nurturing, reporting, respbilisy and reciprocity. Although the
frequently cited definition of reciprocity (e.g.eHy, 2001; Waters, 2011a) includes
dimensions of appreciation and recognition, thislgtfound that personalized
demonstrations of appreciation, and public recagmitor organizational support, are
actually conceptually distinct factors. The demaorraof these factors is important for

several reasons. First, as will be discussed iatgraletail below, appreciation is an
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important predictor for positive relationship ewations, whereas recognition is often a
negative predictor for relationship evaluationsother words, in the context of this
study, respondents’ relationship evaluations dea@avhen perceptions of
organizational recognition were high.

Another reason why it may be important to measppeciation and recognition
as separate variables is related to the use gfroexiy in scholarly inquiry. A review of
the ways in which reciprocity is measured in ergtiesearch provides an interesting
dichotomy. On the one hand are studies that coatealize web-based organizational
communication (e.g., Patel & Weberling, 2011; Wsit@011b), which use measures for
reciprocity focused on public recognition of sugpes, such as lists of donors and stories
highlighting contributors support. Alternately, estigations employing survey methods
typically ask respondents to assess the reciprstiéegy in terms more akin to
appreciation. Iltems used to measure reciprocitiiese surveys typically focus on
feeling the organization is sincere, that it regasdpporters as friends and that supporters
are consistently personally thanked (e.g., Wag888, 2009b), rather than supporters’
reaction to public recognition (e.g. naming righB&ased on findings from this study,
organizational stakeholders may perceive and etathase strategies differently. More
specifically, evaluations of public acknowledgemsinategies (recognition) are
markedly different from assessments associatedbeitng thanked (appreciation). This
distinction will be important in the ongoing devptoent of our understanding of the role
of stewardship strategies in terms of relationgvialuations.

Additional insights related to other strategiestefwardship were also gained in

the scale development validation process. For el@myhile measurement indicators
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from multiple previous survey-based studies wecdushed, many did not survive
scrutiny and were deleted from the final scale. @am problems with these variables
were cross loadings of indicators among resporisibieporting and relationship
nurturing. This finding provides evidence that poersly used scales may not be the best
representation of the domain and dimensions otdimstruct. Additionally, item
generation led to the inclusion of variables relateaccess to information (e.g. REP 5
“It is easy to find financial disclosures, suchaasiual reports, outlining how the
organization is using its resources”), as wellhasé that addressed online
communication and alternate story forms (e.g., “Gtganization effectively uses video
and photography in its communication to tell tragof its work in the community”).
The retention of these indicators after analysihlnghts the importance of organizations
providing such information and incorporating welsé@ channels of communication in
developing their strategies, as well as the impaeaof perceptions of these strategies
among stakeholders.

After the scale validation process was compléie author turned to analyzing
stakeholder evaluations of the five stewardshigtstiies (RQ1) and investigating group
differences by stakeholder type (RQ2). Respondevdkiated all of the strategies
positively, indicating that the organization isezffively demonstrating stewardship to its
stakeholders. Respondent evaluations by stakehtyider however, revealed that there
were significant differences between donor onlypoesients and those who self-
identified as both donor and volunteer. This figdindicates that the donor-centric focus
of stewardship-related research is insufficierfutty understand the nonprofit public

relations landscape.
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Overall, respondents who were both donor and vekmgvaluated each of the
stewardship strategies higher than their donor-oalynterparts. One reason for this may
be that the higher positive evaluations for thdageholders who donate both time and
money correlates with greater engagement and, peraavareness. Alternately, it could
be that these stakeholders decided to commit tgheehlevel of engagement (e.g. donate
time, as well as money) because the organizatiectefely demonstrated good
stewardship of its resources in the past. It iSadift to postulate the reason and temporal
order for this finding without further research.

5.2 ORGANIZATION-PUBLIC RELATIONSHIP

This dissertation also sought to build on our ustigrding of the role of
stewardship in the relationship management proeeskreplicate existing stewardship-
related OPR research in a new context (Waters,&0TIb this end, the newly validated
stewardship scales were tested in terms of thdityado predict positive relationship
evaluations. Since Hon & Grunig (1999) advancedesd® measure trust, commitment
and satisfaction, they have become popular relghipnquality measures in the public
relations literature (e.g., Bruning & Galloway, )i & Hon, 2007) and, thus, were
included in this research.

Before examining the effectiveness of stewardstigtegyies in predicting
positive relationship evaluations of trust, comnatrhand satisfaction, the author first
analyzed respondents’ ratings of each of the etialuaneasures (RQ3) and explored the
relationships among measures (RQ4). Respondettigsistudy reported high levels of
trust in the organization as measured with dimerssadf competency, dependability and

integrity. Commitment to the organization was diggh, as was satisfaction. Next the
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author examined the relationships among thesebtasand found an extremely high
correlation. Further analysis indicated that sdal®s that were expected to measure
distinct factors were, in fact, conceptually simili is possible that these scales provide
an overall measure of affect, or generally positeadings about the organization, in the
context of this study. Given, however, that therhture identifies these factors as distinct
variables, the author proceeded with an examinatighe relationships among
stewardship strategies and each of the relatioresrajuation scales separately.

To better understand the relationships among stiskigr strategies and positive
relationship evaluations, three hypotheses andeareh question were proposed. H1 (a-
C) posited that positive evaluations of stewardstwplld predict positive relationship
evaluations, while the research question inquigetbavhich strategies were most
influential (RQ5). These hypotheses were partisligported. Overall, relationship
nurturing was the best predictor for trust, comneititnand satisfaction. Appreciation and
responsibility strategies also influenced positelationship evaluations. These results
indicate that nonprofit organization should beggiht in their efforts to keep stakeholders
actively engaged with the organization, persondlink stakeholders for their support,
and share stories of how the organizational misisidi@ing met. Recognition negatively
predicted positive relationship evaluations, whitdly mean the organization could
improve their public acknowledgements of supportershat stakeholders are less
inclined to be influenced by recognition strategiReporting, however, was not a
significant predictor. The lack of significance feporting strategies may mean that
communications related to financial accountabaity institutional policies is less

important to stakeholders. Alternately, it may méazat, in the context of this study,
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reporting strategies were insufficiently executgdhe organization to assess their
importance as a predictor of relationship evaluegtioMore research is needed in other
organizational contexts to assess the ramificatdiisis finding for research and
practice.

It is also interesting to note the group differenoeeffectiveness of the
stewardship strategies for influencing positivatienship evaluations (RQ6).
Relationship evaluations of trust, commitment aaisgaction of respondents who
indicated they were both donor and volunteer wesstrimfluenced by relationship
nurturing strategies, and to a lesser degree breaggpion for their support and
demonstrations of responsibility. Respondents vétiidentified as donor only,
however, were influenced in different ways by teationship cultivation strategies of
stewardship. These donor-only respondents’ levieisist and satisfaction were most
influenced by responsibility strategies, or demiaigins that the organization effectively
and wisely uses its resources to fulfill its missin the organizational context, this
indicates that communicating with donors how tfiszal gifts have been used to fulfill
the organizational mission are valued and importfaasitive evaluations of trust and
satisfaction were also influenced by relationshipguring strategies and appreciation, but
not recognition or reporting.

Perhaps the most surprising finding related to grdifferences with relationship
to the influence of stewardship strategies oniaiahip evaluations, however, is that
donor-only respondents’ levels of commitment wepstinfluenced by relationship
nurturing strategies, followed by responsibilitydaappreciation. When compared to the

responses of their counterparts who identifiedath donor and volunteer, similarities
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are noted. This finding and comparison providesi@we that to move donors to higher
levels of engagement with the organization, it lhaymportant to communicate more
opportunities to actively support the organizatsomission. Future research should
explore this in greater detail to determine if l@gkevels of communication concerning
ways to support the organization convert donor-stdkeholders to those who donate
both time and money.

Findings from this series of hypotheses and rekeguestions provide several
key insights for academics studying the organizgpioblic relationship in a nonprofit
context, as well as practitioners working in noripraublic relations. First, reinforcing
earlier claims that previous measures of recipyasta single construct are insufficient,
strategies of appreciation and recognition showndtacally different influence.
Therefore, scholars seeking to further explore atdship as part of a relationship
management paradigm would be well advised to 8@ide variables into separate
factors. Further, practitioners seeking to improelationship evaluations by stakeholders
should work to better understand how stakeholdé&sh to be thanked, be it publicly
(recognition) or more personally and privately (agmoation).

These results also indicate that the focus on ém@idorganization relationship is
insufficient. The viability and longevity of a nomggit is often dependent not only on
fiscal gifts, but also on the support of volunteers contribute their time and talents.
While both stakeholder groups positively evaluats telationship, the findings tell us
that communication strategies should vary more trepreviously been explored based
on the audience. Overall, however, engaging stddelsin more conversation and

providing additional opportunities to participatefulfilling the organizational mission
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(relationship nurturing) is important for maintaigipositive relationship outcomes and
may be a way to move donors to higher levels ohgagent. This may reflect a
stakeholder need feel involvednot just be aware of mission fulfillment and feel
appreciated. However, more research is neededderstand the underlying reasons for
this phenomenon.

5.3 EXTENDING THE OPR MODEL

Armed with this knowledge, practitioners and schokxe better informed about
the influence of stewardship strategies on relatignquality measurements. However,
this study sought to push the envelope by extentthiegrganization-public relationship
model to include measures of loyalty and behaviotahtions. After all, what does a
positive relationship evaluation mean if it is g0 possible to link these evaluations to
loyalty to the organization and intentions to papate in opportunities to support the
organization in the future? Thus, a new working eladas proposed to explore these
relationships.

Drawing on nonprofit, marketing and advertisingr#ture, the author included
measurement scales for loyalty intended to assesndions of affective, cognitive and
behavioral loyalty. Additionally, indicators to ngae intentions to participate in future
opportunities to support the organization were ted and included with standard
behavioral intentions measures drawn from the thebplanned behavior. Based on
previous research, it was hypothesized that affe@nd cognitive loyalty would be
positively correlated as a measure of attitudiagalty (H2). This hypothesis was

supported and the measures were combined to faingke variable for analysis.
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Further, given marketing literature that has exgdiathe connection between trust,
commitment and satisfaction and loyalty dimensidinsas hypothesized that positive
relationship evaluations would influence attitudilogalty (H3a-c). Findings indicated
that, in the context of this study, satisfactiorswilae best predictor for attitudinal loyalty.
To a lesser (although still statistically signifntadegree, trust and commitment also
predicted attitudinal loyalty. In other words, fings indicated that when organizational
stakeholders enjoy dealing with the organizatibeytare happy in their interactions and
feel as though they benefit from the relationskgti6faction), they are more likely to
feel an emotional connection to the organizatidfe¢sve loyalty dimension) and
believe that supporting the organization providaisi® to the community and is
preferable to other similar organizations (cogmtioyalty dimension).

Recognizing that positive stakeholder attitudes lagliefs alone are not enough to
sustain a nonprofit, the author explored how thesebles might lead to desirable
outcomes of behavioral loyalty and intentions tpgrt the organization. Before looking
at the relationship between these variables itima®rtant to understand how
stakeholders evaluated each of these variablesraterstand if there were group
differences by stakeholder type (RQ7-9). Findinghdate that on average, respondents
felt a sense of behavioral loyalty to the organaratind reported intentions to support the
organization in the future. However, once again aestrating the need to include
volunteers as an important stakeholder type, sagmf group differences emerged
between donors (only) and stakeholders who were dahor and volunteer. The greatest
divide in these groups is found in the specific sugas related to intentions to support

the organization. Results indicated that donor-eespondents were significantly less
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likely to have plans of supporting the organizaiiothe near future than their
counterparts who were both donor and volunteedfiadty intentions measures for donor-
only respondents are disconcertingly close to taées neutral point, whereas measures
of intentions for both donor and volunteer respartsl@are nearly a full point higher.
Future research in this area is needed to understhy this might be the case.

The measures included in this study to assesstiots to support the
organization and behavioral loyalty to the orgatiraseemed to be similar at face value.
For this reason, the author predicted that theyldvba highly correlated, forming a
measure of desired behavioral outcomes (H4). Whigehypothesis was supported, the
aforementioned findings related to variations ihdeoral intentions and behavioral
loyalty led the author to consider them both asramosite measure and as separate
variables related to attitudinal loyalty’s influen¢H5). While attitudinal loyalty was a
significant predictor in all instances, findingyealed an interesting difference in the
predictive power. It was discovered that attitutllogalty had more influence on
behavioral loyalty than either the behavioral itiems measures, or the composite
behavioral outcome measure. One reason for thishadlye specificity of measures
included in the behavioral intentions scale (entgntions to volunteer, donate,
participate), compared to more general behaviosalty measures (e.g. planning to
continue to support). Again, additional researcluldelp practitioners and scholars
better understand this phenomenon.

5.4 TESTING A NEW THEORETICAL MODEL
While investigating the relationship between a&bkes in increments highlighted

many interesting nuances of the effectivenessesvatdship strategies and how these
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strategies might influence attitudes, beliefs aeldaviors, it was important to test the
overall theoretical model of relationships amongatdes (RQ10). Drawing on research
from the fields of public relations, marketing amahprofit communications, a theoretical
model was specified and tested using structurahtemumodeling. Findings indicated an
imperfect fit between the initial model and theadat

Returning to the literature, the author made modifons to the theoretical
conceptualization of the model. Specifically, thherhture on loyalty is inconclusive as to
the order and structure of affective, cognitive aetiavioral loyalty. Some scholars
propose loyalty as a single construct with threxdies; thus, the loyalty construct was re-
specified in this manner. Additionally, significanof findings from this study related to
intentions to support the organization led the auth seek a way to measure this
outcome variable that offered opportunities foufetexploration in different
communication and organizational contexts. Fortason, intentions measures were
revised to generally assess intentions to supberbtganization in the near future using
the two indicators drawn from the theory of planbetiavior. The revised model fit the
data. Interpretation of the model and areas fdh@rrinquiry are discussed below.

Attitudes are complex phenomena that have beenurexhsheorized and
analyzed in myriad ways throughout the history@hmunication studies. In the model
put forward in this dissertation, attitude was nuead as affect or emotion-based
assessments associated with relationship evalgatinrst, commitment, satisfaction),
and in terms of feelings of loyalty (affective, cative, behavioral loyalty) to the
organization. While regression analysis provideid@&vwce that relationship cultivation

strategies of stewardship influenced these attialdiariables, mulicollinearity issues
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from structural equation modeling may indicate tih&tscales used for relationship
evaluations and loyalty may not the best scaleagsessing the relationships among
variables. This is important for three reasonsstFgimple regression analysis is
beneficial for understanding nuances among thexalgtirelated variables; however,
more sophisticated analysis (e.g. structural eqnatiodeling) is needed to understand
overall conceptual models. Next, the influencehaf tommunication strategies of
stewardship have a direct and influential impacstakeholder attitudes toward an
organization. More research is needed, howeveletermine how these variables are
related to one another and function in the contéxin extended organization-public
relations model. Based on the results of the custmly, Hon and Grunig’s (1999)
extensively cited scales for measuring relationsfuiglity may be effective as outcome
measures, however inappropriate measures if tleetodre included in models predicting
behavioral outcomes such as loyalty and intentibmally, while it is asserted here that
loyalty to the organization is an important fagtorelationship management research,
the measures included in this study need additiexglioration in the nonprofit public
relations context. Future research could help ¢otifly the best measurement scales for
assessing the nonprofit stakeholder reaction &diogiship cultivation strategies as it
relates to loyalty outcomes.

The proposed theoretical model lays the groundarkuture studies that extend
our understanding of what relationship quality masan in terms of behavioral
outcomes for nonprofit organizations. Regressialyams clearly demonstrated that
stewardship strategies are effective predictogsosftive attitudes. Additionally, findings

clearly indicated that these positive attitudesl leabehavioral outcomes. The fact that
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the revised structural model (Figure 4) fit theadiatalso potentially groundbreaking.
More research is needed, however, to better uradetdshe best path and measurement
between stewardship strategies and active engagemenms of both theory and
practice.

5.5 LIMITATIONS

As with all research, this study has limitationsst; the respondents in the study
were purposively selected and stakeholders of@esorganization in one southern state.
Additionally, the lack of variance in respondentaigyraphics was not anticipated. The
majority of respondents were Caucasian, reportegdtoold incomes above $100,000,
had full-time jobs and had attained a minimum &da-year degree. While these results
are not uncommon in nonprofit stakeholder reseahehcomposition of the sample may
limit the generalizability of the findings.

Another limitation of the study is based on th&ad=bllection procedure. First, the
length of the survey and large number of resporsdehb started but did not complete
the questionnaire leads to concerns of respondéigtie. Findings from this study,
however, offer ways to decrease the number of atdis necessary in studies of
stewardship, and point to key areas to focus ofutore research, which will be
described in greater detail below.

Survey items associated with relationship evaluatitoyalty and intentions were
drawn from existing research. Certainly there asmynways these questions could be
asked. In fact, multicollinearity issues betwedatrenship evaluations and loyalty

indicate that this is an area for further researuth possible scale development.
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Additionally, questions were entered in blocks lyiable rather than randomly ordered.
It is possible that this lack of randomization tedesponse bias.

Although structural equation modeling offers distecal means to test theoretical
models, experimental research is needed to estabhsporal order of perceptions of
stewardship strategies and relational, attitudamal behavioral outcome measures.
Further, survey research offers a snapshot ofidés, beliefs and behaviors at a given
time; longitudinal research is needed to assessthese factors might change over time,
particularly as it relates to loyalty to the orgaation.

Despite this study’s limitations, it is importantacknowledge that this is the first
organization-public relationship study that lookshee differences between stakeholder
types (donor only, donor and volunteer), as wekbdends previous models to include
behavioral loyalty and intentions. Findings advaogeunderstanding of relationship
management in nonprofit public relations and prevadramework for future exploration.
5.6 FUTURE RESEARCH

Findings from this study offer numerous new redeatceams that can benefit
both nonprofit public relations practitioners amticlars working in the area of
relationship management. First, the study offemswa working scale for assessing
perceptions of stewardship strategies. Furtheinggsf this scale through replication
studies with other populations could help to assare situation specific construct
validity. Additionally, altering the trait and mett of indicators in the scale would allow
for multi-trait, multi-method (MTMM) evaluation afonvergent and discriminate
validity. A better understanding of the nomologinatwork for stewardship should also

be explored. One way to accomplish these ends wmritd test the new stewardship
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scale with different relational outcome measurashss fairness. Alternately other
attitude measures, such as those included in gweytlof planned behavior, could be
tested as moderators between perceptions of stelwprstrategies and behavioral
intentions.

Other methods of inquiry will also help add demilotir understanding of the path
from relationship cultivation strategies of stewsmngp to loyalty and intentions to support
the organization. For instance, qualitative intews with stakeholders could shed light
on behavioral motivators. Experiments to test thgsal relationship between specific
stewardship messages and behavioral outcomesisvatsh exploration. Further,
additional surveys of stakeholders for varying oigation types and with greater
respondent demographic profiles could help addr&pour understanding of the
relationship management process. Additionally,aedeinvestigating the donor
commitment (e.g. one-time donor, annual donor, mgifjodonor) and volunteerism level
(e.g. hours committed, types of volunteer suppaadld help to shed light on the
differences between these important stakeholdestyp

The communication context of stewardship strategiesthe role varying
channels play in influencing behaviors providesoihteresting avenues for exploration.
Considering differences between mailed and elermymmunication, and paid
advertising versus earned media (e.g. news coveragexample, could help
organizations better determine how organizatioesburces should be focused. Further,
experiments to test the effectiveness of spediéwardship messages appearing on
different web-based platforms (e.g. email, websiteg, social network) would provide

much needed insight for practitioners. Additionatlgmparing asymmetrical persuasion-
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focused stewardship strategies (e.g. reportingesgbnsibility) versus symmetrical
dialogue-stimulating strategies (e.g. relationshupturing) with different populations
would provide interesting insights into relationskdievelopment and management for
communication scholars and practitioners.
5.7 CONCLUSION

This study contributes to our understanding ofrtiationship management
paradigm as it relates to nonprofit public relasiam three key areas. First, a new five-
factor scale to measure perceptions of the relslipncultivation strategies of
stewardship was validated. Second, significant gitferences between organization
stakeholder types provide evidence that differemimunication strategies may prove
more effective for donors, compared to stakeholt@asare both donors and volunteers.
And, third, a new working model that extends presgiorganization-public relations
models to include variables of loyalty and intensavas advanced. These findings
expose theoretical, measurement and practicalcgtians that warrant further research.

The nonprofit sector is an important part of thearal economy and contributes
in meaningful ways to the quality of life for resiats of the communities where the
organizations work. Thus, assessing not only hakestolders perceive their relationship
quality with a nonprofit, but also the paths thestd to loyalty and behavioral support is
invaluable. More specifically, understanding thieetiveness of communication
strategies; how these strategies shape opiniohsfdoand attitudes; and in turn, how
these relational evaluations lead to increasedtpgad intentions to support the

organization, are vital for sustaining viability mbnprofits. Further, understanding these
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processes in the nonprofit context opens opporésibr scholars working in other areas
of public relations research.

Of utmost importance to nonprofit organizationghis inclusion and focus on
volunteers as a key organizational stakeholdeeAdenced in this study, group
differences exist in terms of donor-only and bobdimar and volunteer stakeholders. The
findings show that while it is important to shatergs related to the organization’s
successes (responsibility) and demonstrate apfticaciar support (reciprocity
appreciation), it is perhaps more important to ogi@afogue with stakeholders and
provide opportunities for the public to help infiilihg the organization’s mission
(relationship nurturing), beyond simple funds stditons. While these findings are
limited to the specific population queried in tetsdy, they are important and warrant
additional research. This is particularly importamlight of findings that demonstrate
intentions to participate in future support of trganization is increased when
stakeholders have higher relationship evaluatimhs;h are best predicted by positive
perceptions of relationship nurturing stewardshiptegies.

Building on previous research, findings from thlisdy provide support for the
idea that public relations strategies focused onafestrating stewardship are key
ingredients in developing positive relationshiplaeations (attitudes), creating cyclical
relationships (loyalty) and stimulating mobilizeggagement (intentions). While the
different combinations of attitude scales and lpyaleasures may need parsing or
further refinement, the contribution of a validasale for measuring stewardship
advances our ability to approach this work. By ganhg to explore various

communication strategies’ effectiveness in motivgfparticipation behaviors,
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researchers can help bridge the gap between the-disparate areas of research and

practice.
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APPENDIXA —INTRODUCTIONLETTER

Proposed Subject Line: Request for Assistance
Proposed Copy for Correspondence:
Dear Friends,

Your local United Way has partnered with a researéel the University of South
Carolina to assess and improve our communicatiotisywu. It is our goal to develop a
long-term relationship with you and hope that yall take a few moments to participate
in this important study.

Participation should take approximately 15-20 masuin addition to your
valuable insights, a generous donor has agreeghtoilsute to your local United Way, $1
for each completed questionnaire.

To complete the questionnaire, simply click onlthk below, or copy and paste
it into your browser.

https://usccmcis.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV 3C4SX&avwBbHv

As always, we thank you for your time and are duater your ongoing support.
Sincerely,

(PLEASE INSERT YOUR SIGNATURE HERE)
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APPENDIXB — INFORMED CONSENTSTATEMENT

Thank you for agreeing to take part in this sunkyr. your planning purposes,
participation_should take approximately 15 - 20 mb@sof your time. It is important that
once you begin you have allocated sufficient timanswer all questions because
partially completed questionnaires cannot be used.

The study is being conducted by a researcher aftineersity of South Carolina
in conjunction with your local United Way. The pose of this research is to better
understand your awareness and involvement wittutiieed Way. Our goal is to improve
our communications with people like you, with atgadar focus on online channels of
communication.

Before you begin, please read the information bedad indicate whether you
agree to participate in this study. As a reminttethank you for your time, $1 will be
donated to your local United Way for completiortlué questionnaire.

The research should not put you in any unusualipalysr psychological risk.
Your participation in this study is voluntary, bumé hope you will take part. All of your
responses within the context of this study are detaly confidential. In fact, we are
required by federal government and university rtdegrotect participants’
confidentiality (seehttp://orc.research.sc.edul/irb.shyml

If you have questions concerning your rights assaarch subject, you should
direct them to Thomas Coggins, Director of the U3fice of Research Compliance
(803-777-7095tcoggins@mailbox.sc.ejlu

By proceeding you are indicating that you have réasl statement and agree to
participate in this study. If at any point duringetstudy you determine you do not want to
continue, you may stop and your responses willdida used.
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APPENDIXC — INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD LETTER

A
()
i)l

UNIVERSITY OF

SOUTH CAROLINA
OFFICE OF RESEARCKOMPLIANCE

April 30, 2013

Ms. Geah Pressgrove

Mass Communications &
Information Science School of
Journalism & Mass Communications
Coliseum Room 3032

Columbia, SC 29208

Re:Pro00025621
Study Title:Making Stewardship Meaningful for Nonprofits: Stagdeler Motivations in
the Context of Emergent Technologies

FYI: University of South Carolina Assurance numid@&n~ A 00000404 IRB Registration
number:_00000240

Dear Ms. Pressgrove:

In accordance with 45 CFR 46.101@))(the referenced study received an exemption
from Human Research Subject Regulationg/@9/2013. No further action or

Institutional Review Board (IRB) oversight is rerpd, as long as the project remains the
same. However, you must inform this office of ahgeges in procedures involving
human subjects. Changes to the current researttcpt@ould result in a

reclassification of the study and further reviewthg IRB.

Because this project was determined to be exeropt further IRB oversight, consent
document(s), if applicable, are not stamped witlexguiration date.

Research related records should be retained fonianum of three years after
terminationof the study.
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The Office of Research Compliance is an administatffice that supports the
USC Institutional Review Board. If you have quessigplease contact Arlene
McWhorter atarlenem@sc.edor (803) 777-7095.

Sincerely,

P

Lisa M. Johnson
IRB Manager

cc: Brooke Weberling

University of South Carolin@ Columbia, South Carolina 292@8
803-777-5458
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APPENDIXD — SURVEY INSTRUMENT

For the following items, please indicate your lewEagreement with each statement.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree nor Agree

Disagree

The
organization
acknowledges

my O O O o o
contributions
in a timely
manner.

The
organization
consistently o o o o o
thanks me for

my
involvement.

Because of my
involvement,
the
organization
recognizes me
as a friend.

The
organization is
not sincere in
its Q Q Q Q Q
communication
with people
like me.

113



The
organization
effectively

uses online
communication
to shine a
spotlight on its
supporters.

The
organization
effectively
uses online
channels to
acknowledge
its supporters

It is easy for
someone like
me to find out
who supports

the
organization.

The
organization
recognizes
supporters by
highlighting
their
contributions.

The
organization
demonstrates

that it
appreciates its

supporters.
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For the following items, please indicate your lesehgreement with each statement.

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

The
organization
informs people
like me about
its successes,

The
organization
discloses to

people like me
its
organizational
decisions.

The
organization
provides
information
about
institutional
policies.

The
organization
provides
information
about how its
resources were
used.

It is easy to
find financial
disclosures,
such as annua
reports,
outlining how
the
organization is
using its
resources.

Q O
Q O
O )
Q O
O )

Neither Agree Strongly
Agree nor Agree

Disagree

©) ©) ©)

©) ©) ©)

o o O

©) ©) ©)

O O O
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The
organization
provides
people like me
access to its
IRS Form 990.

The
organization
effectively
uses online
communication
to report how
contributions
are used to
support its
mission
The
organization
reports precise
accounts of
how money is
spent.

The

organization
reports specific
examples of
how people are
helping to

fulfill its
mission.
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For the following items, please indicate your lesehgreement with each statement.

Strongly Disagree

The
organization
considers
people like me
when deciding
how to use its
resources.

The
organization
uses its
resources for
projects that
are against the
will of its

supporters.

People like
me have
confidence
that the
organization
will use its
resources
wisely.
The
organization
tells people
like me what
projects it
uses its
resources for.

The
organization
effectively
uses online
channels to
keep me
informed
about its
impact in the

community.

Disagree
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O

Neither Agree Strongly
Agree nor Agree

Disagree

O o o

©) o ©)

o o O

©) Q ©)

O o O
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The
organization
acts ethically
in its dealings
with people

like me.

It is easy for
people like me
to find
information
online related
to the
effectiveness
of the
organization’s
work in the
community.

The
organization
effectively
uses video anc
photography in

its
communication
to tell the story
of its work in
the
community.

The
organization is
a responsible
organization
that shares
stories of how
it fulfills its
mission.
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For the following items, please indicate your lesehgreement with each statement.

Supporters
only hear from
the
organization
when it needs
something.

The
organization is
more
concerned
with its fiscal
health than
with its
relationships
with people
like me.

People like me
receive
personalized
attention from
the
organization.

The
organization
invites people

like me to
participate in
special events
that it holds.

The
organization
regularly
communicates
with people

like me.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree nor Agree
Disagree

o O o o o

o O O O o

o O O O O

o o o o o

o o o o o
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The
organization
effectively
uses online
communication
channels to let
people like me
know about
upcoming
events.

It is easy for
people like me
to find
information
related to
opportunities
to support the
organization.

The
organization
cultivates
relationships
by letting
people like me
know what
they can do to
support its
mission.
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For the following items, please indicate your lesehgreement with each statement.

Strongly Disagree

This
organization
treats people
like me fairly

and justly.

Whenever
United Way
makes an
important
decision, |
know it will
be concernec
about people
like me.

United Way
can be relied
on to keep its

promises.

| believe that
United Way
takes the
opinions of
people like
me into
account when
making
decisions.

| feel very

confident
about United
Way'’s ability
to fulfill their

mission.

United Way
has the
ability to
accomplish
what it says it
will do.

Disagree
) O
) O
) O
) O
) O
) O

Neither Agree Strongly
Agree nor Agree

Disagree

Q o ©)

o o O

Q Q ©)

Q Q ©)

Q Q ©)

Q Q ©)
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Sound
principles
seem to
guide United

Way's
behavior.
United Way
does not

mislead
people like

me.

| am very
willing to let
United Way
make
decisions for
people like
me.
| think it is
important to
watch United
Way closely
so that it
does not take
advantage of
people like

me.
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For the following items, please indicate your lesehgreement with each statement.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

Disagree Agree nor Agree
Disagree

| feel that
United Way
IS trying to
maintain a
long-term
commitment
to people like
me.

| can see that
United Way
wants to
maintain a Q Q Q Q Q
relationship
with people
like me.
There is a
long-lasting
bond between
United Way
and people
like me.

Compared to
other
organizations
| value my o o ©) ©®) ©®)
relationship
with United
Way more.

| would rather
work together
with United

Way than not.

| have no
desire to have
a relationship ) o ©) ©) ©)
with United
Way.
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| feel a sense
of loyalty to
United Way.

| could not
care less
about United

Way.
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For the following items, please indicate your lesehgreement with each statement.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

Disagree Agree nor Agree
Disagree

| am happy
with United Q Q Q ©) ©)
Way.

Both United
Way and
people like o o o o o
me benefit
from the
relationship.

Most people
like me are
happy in their
interactions Q Q Q Q Q
with United
Way

Generally
speaking, |
am pleased

with the
relationship
United Way Q Q Q Q Q

has

established
with people

like me.

Most people

enjoy dealing
with United Q Q Q Q Q

Way

United Way
fails to satisfy
the needs of o o ) ©) ©®)
people like
me.

| feel people

.Iike me are o o o o o
important to

United Way.
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In general, |
believe that
nothing of
value has
been
accomplished
between
United Way
and people
like me.
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For the following items, please indicate your lesehgreement with each statement.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

Disagree Agree nor Agree
Disagree

| read all the
materials

United Way
sends me.

Supporting
United Way is
very important

to me.

| would not
encourage
others to ©) ©) ©) O O
support United
Way.

| share the
views espoused Q Q Q O O
by United Way.

United Way
does not reflect O o o o o
my views.

| feel I can
influence policy
with United
Way.
| find myself
influenced by o o ©) o o
United Way.

| am very loyal
to United Way

United Way is
one of my
favorite O O O o o
organizations ta
support.

My supporting

United Way is

not very ©) ©) o Q Q

important to
me.
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Supporting the

United Way is

high on my list
of priorities.

| look forward to
receiving

communications

from United
Way

| do not enjoy
the content of
communication
from United
Way.

Communications
from United
Way are always
informative.

The relationship
| have with
United way is
something | am
very committed
to.

The relationship
| have with
United Way is
something |
intend to
maintain.

The relationship
| have with
United Way

deserves
maximum effort

to maintain.
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Please indicate your level of agreement with thiefiong statements. | intend to
participate in United Way activities in the neatufie.

QO Strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree
QO Agree

Q Strongly Agree

How likely is it that you will participate in UniteWay activities in the next six months?

Q Very Unlikely
QO Unlikely

O Undecided
O Likely

O Very Likely

How likely are you to participate in the followitgnited Way online communication
channels?

Very Unlikely | Undecided| Likely Very Already

Unlikely Likely Participate
“Like” on
Facebook Q Q Q Q Q Q
“Follow” o) ) ) o) o) )
on Twitter
Join the
email O O O O O O
listerv
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If you are considering participating in United Wastivities, how likely would you be to
do each of the following in the next six months?

Unlikely

Very Unlikely | Undecided = Likely | Very Likely

Sign-up to
volunteer
with the
United Way.

Make a
financial
contribution
or sign-up for
a payroll
deduction
through the
United Way.

Sign a
petition or
participate in
advocacy
efforts for
United Way.

Participate in
an event.

Raise
additional
money by

asking family
or friends to
donate.

Participate in
organized
fundraising
events.

Recruit
friends or
others to

participate in
United Way
activities.
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Share
information
about United
Way
activities on
my own
social media
channels.

Donate
physical
goods to
support
United Way
activities.
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For the following items, please indicate your lesehgreement with each statement.

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

Disagree Agree nor Agree
Disagree

| support
United Way
because | am
sure | am o o o O O
giving to a
good
organization.

| believe that
supporting
United Way
is preferable Q Q ©) Q Q
to other
similar
organizations
| believe that
United Way
provides the
best value for Q Q Q Q Q
its
supporters’
contributions.

The loyalty of
supporters to
United Way

is based on
very good
reasons.

| feel a strong
loyalty to o o ©) Q Q
United Way.

| feel an
emotional
connection to
United Way.

| like the
performance

of United o o o o o
Way in my
community.
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| feel calm
with the

existence of Q Q O Q

United Way
over time.

| am planning
to continue to
support o o o ©®)
United Way
long-term.

| make
positive
comments
about United
Way to my
friends.

Even though |
know there
are many
other
charities, |
always
support
United Way.

| am planning
to continue
supporting
United Way
over other
charities in

my

community.

Please indicate your connection to the United W&@ase check one.)

Q Donor

QO Volunteer
Q Both Volunteer and Donor
Q Other, please specify:
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Do you personally know anyone who has received aapprough a United Way
program? (Please check all that apply.)

| do not know anyone who has received support tjinduinited Way programs.
Me

My immediate family (mother, father, siblings)

My extended family (grandparents, aunts, unclessics, etc.)

Friends

Classmates or co-workers

Acquaintances

Other; Please specify:

(I IR Wy Iy Oy Wy Wy

How frequently do you read information from the tédi Way online?

Every day

Every few days

Every week

Every few weeks
Monthly

Less often than monthly
Never

000000

If Never Is Selected, Then Skip To How would yotergour overall sat...

On what channels are you likely to read or viewg thformation? (Check all that apply.)

Website

Emailed newsletter
Facebook

Twitter

YouTube

Other, please specify:

oooooo

Do you recommend these sources to colleaguesenmdfs?

O Yes
O No

134



Why or why not?

How would you rate your overall satisfaction wittnemunication from your local
United Way?

QO Very Dissatisfied
O Dissatisfied

O Neutral

QO Satisfied

QO Very Satisfied
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Just a few more questions now. For the next fevstiues, please tell us a little about
your general online habits.

Generally speaking, which online tool do you usestirequently to find information
you are seeking? (Please select one.)

News Websites
Organizational Websites

Facebook

Twitter

Photo Sharing Sites (e.g. Flicker)

Video Sharing Sites (e.g. YouTube)
Linked-In

Email Newsletters

Blogs

Place Based Applications (Foursquare/Yelp)
Wikis

Social Bookmarking (del.icio.us)

Other, please specify

(ONONONONONONONONORORORONG

Approximately how much time do you spend leisurelgding or viewing content on
online platforms such as these in an average ddlgage enter hours and minutes with a
decimal separating. For example, two hours and ibbites, should be entered as 2.15)

Hours.Minutes

What is your primary social network?

O Facebook
O Twitter
QO Other, please specify:

Approximately how many “friends” or followers do ydave in your primary social
network?
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For the final questions, would you please tell it @about yourself.

How many civic or community organizations—Ilike tkisvanis Club, PTA or League of
Women Voters—do you support as a volunteer andino®? (Please enter a number
below.)

Please indicate your gender:

O Male
O Female

How would you classify yourself? (Please check pne.

American Indian / Native American
Asian/ Pacific Islander

Black / African American
Hispanic / Latino
Middle Eastern

White / Caucasian
Other, please specify:

CO00000O0

What is your age?
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What is the highest level of education you have meted?

Elementary school only

Some high school, but did not finish

Completed high school

Some college, but did not finish

Vocational or Technical School

Two-year college degree / A A/ A.S.

Four-year college degree / B.A./ B.S.

Some graduate work

Completed Masters or professional degree

Completed doctoral degree or advanced graduate work

(O ONONONONONONONONG,

How would you describe your current employmentustat

Employed full-time
Employed part-time
Independent contractor
Unemployed

Looking for work
Student
Stay-at-home parent
Retired

Other, please specify:

(OO ONONONONONONG,

What do you expect your 2013 household income faireources before taxes will be?

Under $25,000
$25,000 - $39,999
$40,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $74,999
$75,000 - $99,999
$100,000 - $124,999
$125,000 - $149,999
More than $150,000

CO0000O0O0
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Please indicate your local United Way.

United Way of Clarendon County

United Way of Kershaw County

United Way of Lancaster

United Way of the Midlands

United Way of the Piedmont

United Way of Sumter, Clarendon & Lee Counties
United Way of York County

Other, please specify:
United Way of Greenville County
United Way of Pickens

United Way of Georgetown
United Way of Horry

Trident United Way

(OO ONONONONONONONORONONG,

Do you have any thoughts, questions, suggestionsraments related to this study?

Thank you for taking part in this study. A contrilaun will be made to your local United
Way.

Be sure to advance to the next screen so thatrggponses will be entered.
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APPENDIXE —INSTRUMENTS FORTEM PooL GENERATION AND JUDGING
Wave One: I[tem Generation
PAGE ONE:

Stewardship has emerged in recent years as a btdzawoonprofit communications.
Scholars researching this concept have takenlisteps to define stewardship with the
hope of making it more accessible for measurenagnqtjcation and education purposes.
In these initial conceptualizatiostewar dship iscomprised of four parts:
reciprocity/recognition, responsibility, reporting and relationship nurturing.

While basic definitions of these four componentgaf stewardship have been
developed, to date no validated measurements heredseated to thoroughly
investigate this concepthis preliminary exploration isafirst step in identifying
what items might be associated with each of these dimensions of stewar dship.

We are asking you, as a nonprofit leader, to pmvusl additional insight to assure that
future measurement tools accurately reflect stesapdn the sector. On the following
page, you will be asked to carefully read and aterseach of the definitions of the four
dimensions of stewardship as defined by leadingarehers in the field. Themou will

be asked to list three ways a nonprofit organization might demonstratethis
dimension of stewardship.

Remember, there are no wrong answers. We are simply seeking your expert insights
on how these dimensions of stewardship might openatelation to the work you do to
fulfill your mission.

Participation isvoluntary, but | would really appreciate your help. At nomowill you
be asked for your name assuring your complete aniiypyn responses.

Participation should take no mor e than 15 minutes. Also, please remember that | will
follow-up with you in two days for the second wanfehe study where you will be asked
to react to a list of items that have been generayeyour nonprofit peers.

PAGE TWO
Please read the following definitions carefully gandvide three ways a nonprofit might
demonstrate this dimension of stewardship.

Responsibilityacting in a socially responsible way; keeping pis&® to important
publics; conveying how resources are used to stipip@iorganization’s mission; meeting
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legal and ethical requirements; something orgalmzatdo to fulfill their mission and
then demonstrate to the public to prove they amslgewards.

Reporting:an organization explaining how organizational asae¢ used; precise
descriptions or quantifiable statements concermigsgion fulfilment and demonstrating
accountability; meeting legal and ethical requiratagproviding updates on goal
achievement.

Reciprocity:demonstrating evidence of gratitude; acts of apatien; acknowledgement
of public support or displays of sincerity and fidship between an organization and its
publics.

Relationship nurturingmaintaining regular contact between an organinadiad its
publics by providing personalized attention; irtitig and/or participating in dialogues
with various publics; providing stakeholders an appnity to engage in mission
fulfillments; expanding current involvement of ir@luals or publics into long-term
relationships.

PAGE THREE

Thank you so much for taking time out of your bgskiedule to participate in this
exploratory study of nonprofit stewardship.

Please remember that I will follow-up with you ma days for the second wave of the

study where you will be asked to react to a listexhs that have been generated by your
nonprofit peers.
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Wave 2: Item Pool Pruning

PAGE ONE:

Thank you again for agreeing to participate in gtigly intended as a first step in
developing measurement scales to increase our stadding of the concept of
stewardship.

As you may remembestewar dship is comprised of four parts:
reciprocity/recognition, responsibility, reporting and relationship nurturing.

On thefollowing page you will be asked to review alist of items generated from
your response to the previous wave and those of your peersworkingin the nonprofit
sector. In many instances, the responses have been rewtraieake them more
generalizable for varying nonprofit typé3ease re-read the definitions of each
dimension of stewardship and let us know how each of theitems should be classified
in terms of these dimensions.

Remember, there are no wrong answers. We are ssepking your expert insights on
how these dimensions of stewardship might operatelation to the work you do to
fulfill your mission.

Participation isvoluntary, but | would really appreciate your help. At nomtawvill you
be asked for your name assuring your complete aniiymyn responses.

Participation should take no mor e than 15 minutes.

PAGE TWO (Note: Response optionswer e randomized in the final instrument)
Please read the definitions again, and use thatateomine which dimension of
stewardship each of the items listed below fath.int

Responsibilityacting in a socially responsible way; keeping ps&® to important
publics; conveying how resources are used to stipip@iorganization’s mission; meeting
legal and ethical requirements; something orgamizatdo to fulfill their mission and
then demonstrate to the public to prove they aoelgbewards.

Reporting:an organization explaining how organizational esae¢ used; precise
descriptions or quantifiable statements concermiggion fulfilment and demonstrating
accountability; meeting legal and ethical requiratagproviding updates on goal
achievement.

Reciprocity:demonstrating evidence of gratitude; acts of apatien; acknowledgement
of public support or displays of sincerity and frdiship between an organization and its
publics.

Relationship nurturingmaintaining regular contact between an organinadiad its
publics by providing personalized attention; irtitig and/or participating in dialogues
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with various publics; providing stakeholders an appnity to engage in mission
fulfillments; expanding current involvement of ir@uals or publics into long-term
relationships.

Responsibility

Newsletters with success stories featuring recesgrammatic success

Videos chronicling the history of the organization

Blogs from the director telling how the missiorbeing fulfilled

Endorsements from third party sources such as yhsavigator

Easy to find statements of organizational missiweh &sion on their website
Pictures of service recipients receiving a giftirthe organization posted on social
media

Information about policy or legislative issues thaght affect the nonprofit sector or
a particular organization

Website links to news coverage appearing in localational news related to a recent
activity of the organization

Testimonials from beneficiaries identifying how thgpport of the organization
impacted their life or community

Images posted online of the staff and board ofctlirs volunteering at a community
event

A press release recounting how funds from a reftgrtraising campaign were used
Using social media to show the inner-workings @&f tinganization and highlight how
staff spends their time working to fulfill the orgaational mission each day.

Using Geotracking (e.g. Foursquare) to post onihen staff are working in the
community highlighting the service area of the migation

Recognition

Feature stories posted online highlighting the Gbations of volunteer(s)

Stories spotlighting donors for their contributidnsan organization

Listings of community partners or event sponsorsuoerganizational website.
Correspondence thanking volunteers and donordér contributions

Videos of donors telling why they contributed toa@ganization

Images from luncheons to thank major sponsors amadolel volunteers posted on
social media

Regular email updates sent to key stakeholderkiigthem for making particular
programs possible with images of beneficiaries

Naming of events or facilities in honor of majomdes, advocates and/or volunteers
Awards honoring exemplary volunteer service

Highlighting honorariums for staff training madetire name of distinguished donors
Dedicating a portion of online social media comneations each month to thank-a-
thons highlighting the contributions of communityrimers

Reporting

Presence of an annual report and pertinent finhdigelosures on an organizational
website
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e Reports about how much money from each donatioses for programs related to
the organizations mission

e Social media posts associated with allocation nfifuto community programs

e Pie charts and graphs showing how organizatioritsl were used

e Specifics on the number of volunteer hours donatethow they helped the
organization reach its goals

e Audited financial reports emailed out to donorstaily

e Online access to IRS 990 filings

¢ News releases and news stories with transparentleady written account of how
funds were spent/distributed

e Easily accessible information related to executind staff salaries

e Inclusion of financial information in email newdkets

Relationship Nurturing

¢ Regular updates about upcoming events on Facebaotter or Linked-In

e Website links to connect with an organization’sigbmedia channels

e Feedback forms and email queries to gain stakefsidews on how the organization
is performing

Email invitations to participate in upcoming events

Downloadable mobile apps, online contests or gdorabe public to participate in
Emails soliciting volunteer or advocacy supportdonations

Lists or recommendations of how someone can taessb support the
organization’s mission

Solicitations to join the organization’s mailingtlior become a member

e Contact information to connect with specific staémbers at the organization

e Personalized donation requests to aid in suppodipggram of the organization

PAGE THREE

Thank you so much for taking time out of your bgskiedule to participate in this
exploratory study of nonprofit stewardship.

If you would like a copy of the results, please #¢rgaahpressgrove@gmail.com
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