


5.1 Mobile Donation Market

Mobile donation status. The survey results showed that as of February 2016,
almost 21% of American mobile phone users that responded to this survey had ever made
a mobile donation. Of the 788 non-donors surveyed in this research, 78.93% of non-
donors (n = 622) have heard of mobile donations, which seems to indicate that mobile
giving campaigns managed previously by nonprofits have effectively reached mobile
phone users and improved their awareness of mobile donation possibilities. Table 4.4 also
shows that both donors and non-donors expressed some intentions to make a mobile
donation in the near future (M ranged from 4.40 to 4.44 out of 7; SD ranged from 1.60 to
1.64). These data show that while the present mobile donation adoption status may still
be somewhat disappointing for nonprofit organizations, the mobile donation market still
has great potential in the U.S. because of the high awareness among mobile phone users.
It is unclear, however, whether nonprofit organizations would benefit from implementing
more mobile donation campaigns, or whether the campaigns need to do a better job of
motivating potential donors/mobile phone users (or both).

Donors’ demographic characteristics. Taking a closer look at the demographic
characteristics of donors (Table 4.2) and non-donors (Table 4.3) in this study, donors and
non-donors seem to be fairly similar across age, gender, race/ethnicity, income, education,
and region. That is inconsistent with some prior research that found age was the only
factor, among other demographic variables, to predict the use of new media technologies
such as blogs (Chou, Hunt, Beckjord, Moser, & Hesse, 2009) and social networking sites
(Kontos, Emmons, Puleo, & Viswanath, 2010). It is not hard to understand from the

technology perspective: even though most people believe mobile donation is a new
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technology that has not been adopted by many mobile phone users, it is based on texting,
a mobile phone function that has been used for decades by many Americans including
senior adults (Smith, 2010). The process of making a mobile donation is exactly the same
as sending a text and receiving a text of confirmation receipt. To make a mobile donation,
a donor needs to learn only how to send and receive a text message. It is also possible
that both donors and non-donors surveyed in this research are all AMT workers that own
a mobile phone and thus have similar demographic characteristics.

Among various demographic characteristics, employment status might be the only
factor that influences mobile donation behaviors: for mobile donors, 76.21% were
employed full time, 9.71% employed part time, and 2.43% unemployed; for non-donors,
56.35% of the respondents were employed full time, 17.7% employed part time, and
10.03% unemployed (Tables 4.2 & 4.3). It is not surprising that those who have a full-
time job and consistent income are more likely to contribute money; part-time or
unemployed people likely have less resources to contribute and may be focused on other
concerns.

Issues and nonprofits benefitting from mobile donations. This research found
the three most popular issues supported by donors’ last mobile donations to be: natural
disaster (supported by 55.34% donors), health issues (12.14%), and general humanitarian
issues such as relieving homelessness, poverty, and hunger (10.68%). These three issues
all relate to human health in some way, which confirms the prior conclusion that health-
related nonprofit organizations receive the majority of mobile donations (mGive, 2015).

Considering when donors most recent mobile donations happened, the issues that

were supported varied over the years. Figure 4.1 shows that, in the past five years, the
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total amount of donations made by mobile donors dropped sharply in 2011, grew steadily
from 2012 through 2014, and then increased again in 2015 and later. In 2010 and earlier,
data from this study show that natural disasters received the most donations followed by
health and humanitarian issues: 91.43% of mobile donations benefited natural disaster
relief (32 out of 35 donations made in 2010 or earlier). This is likely because the
American Red Cross achieved such great success with its mobile giving campaign
following the 2010 Haiti earthquake (the ARC raised more than $40 million, accounting
for 8% of the total donations) and became a milestone in mobile donation history (Chen
& Givens, 2013). But it seems nonprofit practitioners did not follow up on that successful
example or figure out why it succeeded and how to generate similar successful mobile
donation campaigns. Hence, according to data from this study, the number of mobile
donations fell off after 2010 and then improved at a slow pace for the next four years (see
Figure 4.1).

It seems like nonprofit organizations and practitioners started paying attention to
mobile donations and implemented campaigns to raise funds more since 2014, and
donations increased as a result. In 2015 and later, of the total 64 mobile donations made,
29.69% of donations (n = 19) benefited natural disaster relief, 20.31% (n = 13) benefited
health issues, and 20.31% (n = 13) benefited humanitarian issues. Although natural
disasters still dominated during this time, in general, the number of donations benefiting
natural disaster relief decreased over the years, while health and humanitarian issues have
received an increasing number of donations. Of course, this likely has to do with the

events that happened during this time (or lack thereof), the types of mobile donation
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campaigns that were launched, and the issues and nonprofit organizations benefiting from
those campaigns.

Regarding the nonprofit organizations that mobile donors supported, 55.34% of
donors contributed to the American Red Cross, and the rest contributed to nonprofits such
as the United Way, UNICEF, World Wildlife Foundation, and some local nonprofit
organizations, among others.

This study also asked mobile phone users who had never made any mobile
donations which issue they were most likely to donate toward. The top five issues were
natural disasters (22.59%), humanitarian (21.70%), health (20.9%), animal welfare
(14.21%), and environment (6.22%). Besides natural disasters, humanitarian, and health
issues, which have received the majority of mobile donations in the past few years, it
seems nonprofit organizations whose missions include animal welfare or a focus on the
environment have earned the attention of some mobile donors and are thus encouraged to
start using mobile donation technology to raise funds.

To conclude, in the past five years, only a few national nonprofit organizations,
such as the American Red Cross, have effectively utilized mobile donation technology
for fundraising. Although most mobile phone users are aware of mobile donations, the
number of actual mobile donations seems to be growing very slowly, with natural disaster
relief efforts receiving the most funds. Donating behavior appears to be influenced by
mobile phone users’ employment status, though not by other demographic characteristics.
5.2 Theoretical and Methodological Contributions

Through combining two well developed theories from public relations and

management of information systems research, this dissertation used a nationwide survey
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with 994 respondents to explicate and refine the conceptual understanding of the
cognitive, affective, and motivational antecedents that might lead to behavioral intentions
to make mobile donations.

By running a confirmatory factor analysis, this research first confirmed the
validity of indicators to measure corresponding latent variables from the situational
theory of problem solving and technology acceptance model (Table 4.4). The indicators
and methods used in this study could guide future research using variables from the
situational theory or technology acceptance model.

The confirmed validity of indicators, combined with the diverse demographic
backgrounds of the respondents (Table 4.1), speedy recruitment of nationwide
participants (1033 responses within 3 days), affordable cost of data collection ($1 per
response), and 96.22% valid response rate (994 valid responses out of 1033 total
responses), all seem to justify the continued use of Amazon Mturk as a reliable and
effective platform to distribute surveys and recruit valid and diverse responses.

Perhaps most importantly, this study proposed a model combining STOPS and
TAM and then ran a two-step structural equation modeling procedure that provided
empirical support for the situational technology acceptance model with excellent model
fit statistics (Figure 4.6: X? 4 (836) = 2241.36, P < .001; CFI = .95; NFI = .93; RMSEA
=.04). The situational technology acceptance model includes both types of motivational
antecedents - motivations to solve a problem and motivations to use a technology - and
both types of motivational antecedents were proven to have significant impacts on
behavioral responses. All antecedents combined explained 62.8% of the variance in

donating intentions.
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Regarding STOPS, this research adds to existing research (Kim & Grunig, 2011,
Kim, Morgan & Shen, 2011; McKeever, 2013; McKeever et al., 2016) by extending the
theory to consider communicative action’s further influence on donating intentions.
Regarding TAM, this study further developed existing models (Davis, 1989, 1993; Lee,
et al., 2003; Legris, et al., 2003) by adding the antecedents of perceived credibility,
referent criterion, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control in a mobile
technology context and also by adding communicative action as a mediator connecting
the independent variables to donating intentions. The combined model could be used in
future research to explore the effectiveness of using other mobile technologies to
communicate, raise funds or solve a specific problem.

Table 4.7 showed that almost all hypotheses in the proposed model were
supported except H8, H9, and H11. H8 aimed to test the positive relationship between
perceived ease of use and attitude toward using mobile donation technology. While
perceived ease of use reported a significant impact on attitude for most mobile
technologies (e.g. Chang, et al., 2012; Huang, et al., 2007; Cheon, et al., 2012, among
others), its impact became contrary to the hypothesis and reported a negative path
coefficient for mobile donation technology (5 = -.56, P <.001). A prior study also
indicated an insignificant relationship between perceived of ease of use and attitude
toward using mobile donation technology (Weberling & Waters, 2012). Perhaps mobile
phone users believe mobile donations are just an advanced version of texting instead of a
new technology and, thus, do not get excited about making mobile donations. This
unsupported hypothesis confirmed conclusions made by prior scholars that reviewed the

TAM literature: before applying the original TAM (Figure 2.3) to study a new technology,
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it is necessary to develop the model by adding or replacing some factors based on
evaluations of the nature of the technology, because the motivations to try and use a new
technology really vary. It is unreasonable to use the same theoretical framework to
explain all different kinds of technologies (Lee, et al., 2003; Legris, et al., 2003).

H9 attempted to test the negative relationship between perceived price and
attitude toward making mobile donations. The SEM result showed that the relationship
was not significant (5 = .00, P = n.s.). Unlike other mobile options that may be somewhat
expensive, mobile donations are one-time contributions that typically charge either $5 or
$10. Thus, perhaps the amount of a mobile donation is not seen as a financial burden for
most mobile phone users and would not influence their attitudes toward making a mobile
donation. As a result, perceived price was removed from the final model (Figure 4.6).

H11 aimed to test the positive relationship between attitude toward making
mobile donations and communicative action. The SEM result reported an insignificant
path coefficient ( = -.01, P = n.s.). This finding could be explained by the different
subjects that were the focus of the attitude and communicative action measures. In this
study, attitude referred to mobile phone users’ responses toward the technology, but
communicative action referred to users’ behavioral responses toward the issues advocated
by nonprofits rather than the technology. Thus it makes sense that the relationship
between attitude and communicative action is not significant and why attitude’s impact
on donating intention is not mediated by communicative action. While past research has
demonstrated the mediating role of communicative action between attitude and
behavioral intention (McKeever, et al., 2016), the attitude, communicative action, and

behavioral intention in that study were all related to the same issue.
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Paying attention to the final model (Figure 4.6), the intention to make a mobile
donation was predicted by attitude toward using technology (4 = .48, P <.001),
subjective norm (4 = .42, P <.001), and communicative action (f = .07, P <.01), with
attitude toward technology showing the strongest impact. In other words, when deciding
whether to make a monetary donation by texting, it seems mobile phone users care about
the technology aspect of mobile donations and their significant others’ opinions (or the
norms of those who are important to them) more than the issues their donations aim to
support. This could be because of the relative ease and low cost of mobile donations (as
mentioned above) as opposed to a large gift, which would likely require more
involvement with the issue or the nonprofit organization.

According to this study’s findings, attitude toward using technology, as the
primary factor influencing donation intention, was predicted by perceived usefulness (5 =
1.16, P <.001) and perceived credibility (8 = .25, P <.001). This means mobile phone
users have favorable attitudes toward mobile donation technology mostly because they
believe this technology can make the procedure of making donations easier and/or more
convenient. Their favorable attitudes also seem to be influenced by whether they believe
the payment process is secure and reliable.

Regarding the information activities, all six dimensions reported a significant
positive factor loading to the second-order latent variable of communicative action in
problem solving. Generally, proactive/active information activities (information seeking,
information forefending, and information forwarding) had stronger path coefficients than
reactive/passive information activities (information attending, information permitting,

and information sharing). These findings indicate that mobile phone users have more
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active than passive behaviors during their acquisition, selection, and transmission of
information related to the issues to which they donate.

Mobile phone users’ communicative actions were mostly predicted by the
situational motivations of problem solving (5 = .75, P <.001), which was influenced by
involvement recognition (8 = .49, P <.001), problem recognition (5 = .44, P <.001), and
constraint recognition (# = -.07, P < .05), with involvement recognition having the
strongest impact. Mobile phone users clearly have motivations to support a social issue
mostly because they have been made aware of the issue and believe their lives (or the
lives of those they know) have been or will be affected by this issue. Although constraint
recognition showed a significant coefficient as well, the impact was not that high
compared with problem and involvement recognitions. In other words, respondents do
not perceive much of a barrier to support the relative social issues. It could be that
because this survey focused on mobile donations (even though the constraint recognition
items focused on the issue and not the technology), there were few constraints in the
minds of respondents related to mobile donations for the issues that they cared about; this
has practical implications for nonprofit organizations, which will be discussed below.

Compared with situational motivations of problem solving (f = .75, P <.001), the
influences of referent criterion (8 = .10, P <.01), perceived behavior control (f = .12, P
<.001), and subjective norm (5 = .16, P <.001) on communicative action were small,
even though all of them were significant. That means mobile phone users’
communicative actions about a social issue do not really vary across their individual
differences but more on their motivations to alleviate the issue. Additionally, subjective

norms had a direct effect on donating intention (f = .42, P <.001), meaning this variable
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directly influenced mobile phone users’ donating intentions as well as their
communicative action.

It should be noted that the situational technology acceptance model does not
replace either model of STOPS or TAM. STOPS works well to explain individuals’
motivations to solve certain problems, and the procedure of problem solving does not
necessarily involve the use of new technology. Similarly, TAM works well to explain the
use of a new technology, and the use of technology is not always done for the purpose of
solving problems. Instead, the situational technology acceptance model works best to
explain the use of a technology that attempts to help alleviate problems, such as mobile
donation, a technology that helps nonprofit organizations with the various issues they
support.

Besides contributing to theoretical and methodological development, the findings
from this study also suggest a range of practical implications for nonprofit organizations
and practitioners that aim to employ mobile donation technology to benefit future
fundraising efforts.

5.3 Practical Implications

The ultimate goal of this dissertation was to conduct research that may help
nonprofit organizations encourage more mobile phone users to make monetary donations
by texting. In addition to providing theoretical value by combining STOPS and TAM to
explore and help explain mobile fundraising, this study provides practical suggestions for
nonprofit public relations practitioners to improve their public segmentation, messaging
strategies, and campaign dissemination. For example, knowing that attitude toward using

technology and subjective norm are two major factors to predict the intention to make a

85



mobile donation, nonprofit practitioners should consider enhancing mobile phone users’
favorable attitudes toward making mobile donations or target individuals or communities
with high levels of subjective norms. Also, when practitioners have limited resources to
target all variables from the situational technology acceptance model in their
communication efforts, attitude toward using technology and subjective norms could be
two of the easier variables to target to help predict behavioral intention to make a
charitable donation using new technology. Examples of message development and public
segmentation strategies are discussed in the following paragraphs.

Messaging strategy and public segmentation. Public relations scholars have
suggested segmenting publics according to the situational theory variables and then
designing different messaging tactics for different publics (Grunig & Hunt, 1984; Kim, et
al., 2011). This research followed these scholars and developed a segmenting strategy by
evaluating respondents’ awareness of mobile donations and intentions to make a mobile
donation as two key dimensions to segment respondents into four groups: active, aware,
latent, and nonpublic (Figure 5.1).

Active publics refer to “a self-identified and self-organized group of people that
arises in response to a problematic situation” (Kim, et al., 2011, p. 175). In this research,
active public refers to people who have experience making a mobile donation. Active
publics were thus identified by the question at the beginning of the survey that asked
about respondents’ prior mobile donation activities: “have you ever made any mobile
donation?” There were 206 respondents (20.72% of the total respondents) that answered
“yes” and, thus, were identified as active publics. In this study, the active individuals

have experience at making a mobile donation and are familiar with the technology and
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the donating procedure. They have a high level of both awareness and donating intentions.

There is thus no need to educate them about what mobile donations are or about how to

make them.

Intentions to Make a Mobile Donation A

Latent Public (8.75%)

Incorporate more mobile donation
ads in fundraising campaigns
Improve communicative actions
about the issue(s) supported by
nonprofits by releasing visuals or
information that is easy to share on
social media

Active Public (20.72%)

Emphasize personal connections to the
issue(s) that they have not supported
previously

Mention the potential of a donor’s
employer making a matching gift
Encourage individuals to help
publicize a mobile giving campaign
and/or educate others about mobile
donations

Awareness of Mobile Donations
>

Non-public (7.95%)

Communicate how many people in
the community have already made
donations

Emphasize the urgent need of
support to address the issue

Focus on the easy process of making
a mobile donation

Aware Public (62.58%)

Demonstrate the usefulness of mobile
donations

Clarify the security of the payment
process

Explain the step-by-step donating
process

Target individuals or communities
where people have high levels of
subjective norms

Figure 5.1 Public Segmentation and Communication Strategies to Promote Mobile
Donation

Instead, public relations practitioners should make every endeavor to conserve

these active publics and encourage continued donations. Current mobile donation

campaigns typically involve a one-time charge for one issue that a nonprofit supports.

Nonprofit organizations typically have multiple issues or needs, though, and each issue




could have unique phone codes to collect donations. Currently, there does not seem to be
a way to donate more than one time for the same issue toward the same nonprofit. But
mobile donors can donate toward multiple issues or campaigns. Therefore, practitioners
could try motivating active publics to donate toward various issues by developing
strategic messages to improve situational motivations to solve the various issues. The
situational technology acceptance model (Figure 4.6) indicated that the situational
motivations of problem solving were predicted mostly by involvement recognition and
problem recognition. As a result, messages and campaigns should primarily try to
increase the active public’s awareness of the issue and also emphasize the active public’s
personal connections to the issue, including how their lives have been affected by the
issue and/or how their lives would improve once the issue is resolved.

In addition, active publics are often engaged in voluntary information forwarding
and sharing (Kim & Grunig, 2011; Kim, et al., 2010). Subjective norm’s strong impact on
donating intention also implies the role active publics could play as experienced mobile
donors to help publicize a mobile giving campaign and/or educate others about mobile
donations. Mobile campaigns could include a message encouraging active publics to
share donation-related information with their friends and family or rewarding mobile
donors who successfully refer another mobile phone user to make a donation via text.

Also, most active individuals in this study are employed full time, which means
practitioners could create additional messages that mention the potential of a donor’s
employer making a matching gift, a common practice in which companies donate
matching funds to a nonprofit organization based on an employee’s support of that same

organization.
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Aware publics are people who “do perceive the existence of a problem but are not
as active as the active public” (Kim, et al., 2011, p. 175). In this study, aware public
refers to people who indicated being aware of mobile donations but whom had never
made a mobile donation. Aware publics were thus identified by the survey question:
“have you ever heard of mobile donation?”” There were 828 respondents that answered
“yes.” Excluding the 206 respondents who had made a mobile donation, 622 respondents
(62.58% of the total respondents) had heard of but never made a mobile donation, and
these individuals could be categorized as aware publics in this research. They reported a
high level of awareness but a low level of donating intentions. Aware publics have not
tried to make a mobile donation previously, possibly because they do not know much
about the advantages of this technology or have some concerns about the security of the
payment process.

To motivate aware publics, public relations practitioners should focus on
developing favorable attitudes toward mobile donation technology. The situational
technology acceptance model (Figure 4.6) shows that attitudes were influenced by
perceived usefulness and perceived credibility. Strategic communications from nonprofits
could have more success if they included messages demonstrating the usefulness of
mobile donations in terms of raising funds from a geographically diverse population
within a short time and/or clarify that the payment procedure will not lead to a recurring
charge nor abuse of personal or billing information. Mobile campaigns could also explain
the step-by-step donating process by providing a brief tutorial or a screenshot as shown in
Figure 1.1, in order to decrease the aware public’s perception that the donating process is

too complex.
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apply the model to other new fundraising technologies, such as existing or new social
media platforms (depending on the organization’s current level of sophistication in
communication) and/or some mobile fundraising applications such as “Google One Day,”
“Charity Miles,” and “Check-in for Good.” Additionally, because of this model’s focus
on text messaging, perhaps it could be applied to study other communication campaigns
that involve text messaging, such as health communication or emergency messaging
systems.

Secondly, this study was limited to the U.S. population. Previous STOPS studies
proved that the situational theory worked differently with Asian populations in South
Korea and Hong Kong (Chen, et al., in press; Kim, et al., 2012). Future research should
improve this model’s generalizability by replicating the model to study philanthropic
participation in other countries and compare the results between the U.S. and other
countries.

Thirdly, while Amazon Mturk recruited an acceptable nationwide pool of
respondents, it only included Internet users who were registered with AMT, which
obviously leaves out many people who have mobile donating experience but have never
registered as an AMT worker. Also, the respondents recruited through AMT are not a
random sample but based on AMT workers’ voluntary participation. Future research
should replicate the model with additional populations by using a random sampling
technique.

Finally, this study included an open-ended question at the end of the survey
asking respondents’ if they had additional questions or concerns about mobile donations,

and received an unexpected answer: one respondent said the reason he refused to make a
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mobile donation was that his phone was included in his parents’ family plan and his
parents paid for the monthly phone bill. He did not want to explain to his parents about
the charge and felt like his parents would not support his mobile donating behaviors.
Therefore, future research should employ qualitative methods, such as in-depth
interviews or focus groups, to explore additional considerations involved in the complex
decision-making process of making charitable donations by using new technologies.
Additionally, future research should employ other methods such as experiments to further
examine the effectiveness of different messaging strategies for different publics and the
causal relationships between donating intentions and the related variables of interest.

5.5 Conclusions

In conclusion, this dissertation explored current mobile donation use in the U.S.,
and contributed to the understanding of how mobile phone users’ cognitive, affective, and
personal differences work together to predict behavioral responses about making a
mobile donation. The findings generated theoretical, methodological, and practical
contributions, and suggested potential directions for future research. More research in this
area will help expand the generalizability of this study and the situational technology
acceptance model.

Mobile donations were invented at least seven years ago. Although many mobile
phone users know about mobile donations, it has not been widely used by charitable
organizations or by donors in the U.S. The relief effort for the 2010 Haiti earthquake was
a major success in terms of the amount of funds raised and the number of donors; no
other mobile donation campaign has come close to matching it. This campaign, and other

potential future fundraising successes, should be studied closely so that nonprofit
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organizations can use the model employed in this research to obtain similar results to the
success of Haiti earthquake relief.

To improve the effectiveness of mobile campaigns, nonprofit organizations
should focus on holding on to their active publics, engaging their latent publics by
incorporating more mobile donation ads, and motivating their aware publics by
developing strategic messages on social media to improve attitudes toward using
technology and to target communities with high subjective norms. Public relations
practitioners should also employ the situational technology acceptance model to
determine how to incorporate other new media technologies in their communications to

enhance future fundraising.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Q1. Thank you very much for participating in this survey. | am currently working on a
project that attempts to understand mobile donations to nonprofit organizations. This
survey will take about 10-15 minutes. If you choose to participate, your answers will be
held with the utmost confidentiality. The only people having access to the individual data
will be me, the researcher of this study. If you complete the survey and your responses
are approved by me, you will receive the $1 payment via Amazon Mturk.

Q2. Do you have a mobile phone with texting capability?
Q Yes

QO No

If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey

Q3. In this study, mobile donation means giving small monetary donations (usually $5 or
$10) to nonprofit organizations by texting a specific keyword to a related phone code
(with the charge applied to your mobile phone bill once you receive the immediate
confirmation text). The donation is a one-time charge and the amount of donation is
typically determined by the organization. For example, you might be able to support the
American Red Cross Disaster Relief by texting the word “REDCROSS” to the phone
number ©90999,” and $10 would be charged one time to your cell phone bill.

Q4. Based on the above description of mobile donations, have you ever heard of mobile
donations?
O Yes

O No

Q5. Based on the above description of mobile donations, have you ever made any mobile
donations?
O Yes

O No
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To Q12

Q6. Think about the most recent mobile donation you made, then answer the following
questions:
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Q7. When was the last time you made a mobile donation?
2010 or earlier

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015 or later
Don’t remember

CO00000O0

Q8. Which organization did this mobile donation benefit?
Q9. Which issue did this mobile donation support?

Q10. Where did you hear about this mobile donation?
O Friends or family (in person or via interpersonal media technologies such as email,

texting, Skype, phone call, etc.)

Social media (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Youtube, LinkedIn, etc.)
Flyer, poster, or brochure

Television or television websites

Radio

Newspaper (print, online, or mobile applications)

Magazine (print, online, or mobile applications)

Nonprofit organization's homepage

Blogs

Others, please specify

CO0000C0O0OO0

Q11 Keep your most recent mobile donation experience in mind when answering the
following questions. Also, in the following questions, the word ‘issue’ typically refers to
the issue that you donated toward in your most recent mobile donation.

O OK, I understand

If OK, I understand Is Selected, Then Skip To Q15

Q12. If you were going to make a mobile donation, which issue are you most likely to
donate toward?

Q13. If you were going to make a mobile donation, which organization are you most
likely to donate toward?

Q14. Keep this issue in mind when answering the following questions. Also, in the

following questions, the word ‘issue’ typically refers to the issue you entered above.
QO OK, I understand
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171

Q15. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither Agree | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree

This issue needs some sort of resolution. O

| believe people need to pay more attention to this issue. o

| consider this issue to be serious. Q

Q16. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
’ Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither Agree | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly

Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree
Supporting this issue is too time-consuming. o o O o Q @] @]
There are many constraints in the way of supporting this o o o o o o o
issue.

It is not convenient to participate in events to support this

. O Q Q Q Q Q Q
issue.

Q17. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither Agree | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree

My life has been affected by this issue.
I know many people who have been affected by this issue.

This issue has serious consequences for my life and/or for
someone | care about.




AN

Q18. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither Agree | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree

| often stop and think about this issue.

| often stop and think about what I can do to help with this
issue.

I am very curious about this issue. o o O] o O] O] O]

)

Q19. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
’ Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither Agree | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly

Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree
If_I saw sometr_ung on the news about the issue, | would o o o o o o o
click and read it.
| pay attention to news reports about this issue. o o O o O @] @]
| attend to news when people cover this issue. O] O O] O O] O] O]

Q20. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
’ Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither Agree | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly

Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree
| actively search for information on the issue.

I regularly check to see if there is any new information
about the issue.

| often request information about this issue. O o O o O @] @]




eT1

| am interested in all views on this issue.

I have listened to media reports on this issue even if I didn’t
agree with them.

| listen even to opposite views on this issue.

I

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Q21. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

O
O

Somewhat
Agree

o
o

Agree

O
O

Strongly
Agree

o
o

| can easily judge the value of information related to the
issue.

I have a selection of trusted sources that I check for updates
on the issue.

I know where to go when | need updated information

regarding this issue.

I

Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Q22. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Somewhat

Disagree

Neither Agree

nor Disagree

Somewhat

Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Q23. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

I

Strongly

Disagree

Somewhat

Neither Agree

Somewhat

Agree

Strongly

| talk about this issue when others bring up the topic.

I would be willing to talk to someone about this issue if
they asked me.

I would join in a conversation when | hear people talking
about this issue.

Disagree

Disagree

nor Disagree

Agree

Agree




Vit

Q24. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
’ Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither Agree | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly

Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree
| talk about this issue with my friends and coworkers. o
| bring this issue to the attention of people | know. o o O] o O] @] O]
| make sure that my friends know about this issue. o o O] o O] O] O]

Q25. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
’ Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither Agree | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly

Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree
Mobile donatlor_1 technology makes it easy to make o o o o o o o
monetary donations.
Mobll.e donation technology is helpful to gnhance the o o o o o o o
effectiveness of making a monetary donation.
Mobile donations are useful. O] O O] O O] O] O]

Q26. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Neither Agree | Somewhat | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree

The procedure of making a mobile donation is easy to learn.

The process of making a mobile donation is easy to operate.

It is easy for me to remember how to make a mobile
donation.
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Making a mobile donation costs me a lot of money.

The price level of making a mobile donation is a burden to
me.

Making a mobile donation is expensive overall.

I

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Q27. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

O
O

Somewhat
Agree

©)

Agree

)

Strongly
Agree

)

I am concerned that the charge of mobile donations will
reoccur in the future.

I am concerned that my personal information will be
misused by making a mobile donation.

I am concerned that my payment information will be

misused by making a mobile donation.

I

Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Q28. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Somewhat

Disagree

Neither Agree

nor Disagree

Somewhat

Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Q29. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

I

Strongly

Disagree

Somewhat

Neither Agree

Somewhat

Agree

Strongly

Generally, | am in favor of making mobile donations.
| feel good about making a mobile donation.
| think using mobile donation technology is beneficial.

Disagree

Disagree

nor Disagree

Agree

Agree
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I know how to make a mobile donation to support this issue.

| can provide people detailed instructions for making a
mobile donation to support this issue.

| am confident about my knowledge about making a mobile
donation to support this issue.

I

Strongly
Disagree

©)

Disagree

Q30. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

©)

Agree

)

Strongly
Agree

)

People who are important to me are making mobile
donations.

People who are important to me think I should make mobile
donations to support this issue.

People who are important to me think my mobile donation
to support this issue is good.

I

Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Q3L1. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Neither Agree

Somewhat
Disagree

nor Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

If | wanted to, I could easily make mobile donations.

| have a lot of control over whether or not to make a mobile
donation.

Making a mobile donation is entirely within my control.

I

Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Q32. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Neither Agree

Somewhat
Disagree

nor Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree




LTT

donation.

If this issue happens again in the near future, | will likely
make a mobile donation

To help deal with this issue, | would likely make a
monetary donation by sending a text.

If this issue happens again, | intend to make a mobile o

Somewhat

Q33. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Strongly
Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Q34. How likely are you to use the following media to seek, acquire, or communicate information related to mobile donations?
’ Unlikely ’

Very

Somewhat

Neutral ‘

Somewhat

Very

Social media (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Youtube, LinkedIn,
etc.)

Flyer, poster, or brochure

Television or television websites

Radio

Newspaper (print, online, or mobile applications)
Magazine (print, online, or mobile applications)
Nonprofit organization's homepage

Blogs

Email

Texting

Phone call

Others, please specify (If nothing to add, please leave below blank
and check "Very Unlikely")

Unlikely

@)

O 0O0O0OO0OO0O0O0O0OO0OO0OO0

O O0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOO0OO0O O©

Unlikely

@)

O 000000000 O0

O O0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOO0OO0O O©

Likely

@)

© 00000000 O0O0

Likely ’

© 0000000000 O©

Likely

@)

©C 00000000 O0O0




Q35. You are almost at the end of this survey. Now we are interested in your
demographic characteristics.

Q36. What is your gender?
O Male

O Female
Q37. What is your age?
Q38. Which state are you currently live in?

Q39. What is your race/ethnicity?

O White or Caucasian

O Black or African-American

O White Hispanic

O Black Hispanic

O Native American

O Asian or Pacific Islander

QO Other (please specify)

Q40. What is your highest level of education?

QO Less than high school (Grades 1-8 or no formal schooling)

QO Some high school (Grades 9-11 or Grade 12 with NO diploma)

QO High school graduate (Grade 12 with diploma or GED certificate)

O Two year associate degree from a college/university

O Some college, no degree (includes some community college)

O Four year college or university degree/Bachelor’s degree

O Some postgraduate or professional schooling, no postgraduate degree
O Postgraduate or professional degree, including master’s, doctorate, or medical degree
Q41. What is your current employment status?

Employed full-time

Employed part-time

Unemployed and currently seeking employment
Unemployed and not seeking employment
Student

Retired

On disability and can’t work

A homemaker or stay at home parent

Don’t know/Refused

COO00000O0OO0
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Q42. What is your annual family income?
Less than $20,000

$20,000 to less than $30,000
$30,000 to less than $40,000
$40,000 to less than $50,000
$50,000 to less than $75,000
$75,000 to less than $90,000
$90,000 to less than $100,000
$100,000 or more

Don’t know/Refused

CO0O000C00OO0

Q43. How often do you use the following media?
Yearly | Monthly | Biweekly | Weekly | Multiple | Daily | Multiple

or less times per times per
week day

Social media (Facebook,

Twitter, Instagram, @) o o @) o o @)
Youtube, LinkedlIn, etc.)

Flyer, poster, or brochure @) o o @) o o @)
Tele\{ision or television o o o o o o o
websites

Radio o o O O O O O]
Newspz?\per (pr_int, _online, o o o o o o o
or mobile applications)

Mag_azine (print_, online, or o o o o o o o
mobile applications)

Nonprofit organization's o o o o o o o
homepage

Blogs O O O O] O O O]
Email O] O O O] O O O]
Texting O] O O O O O O
Phone call o o o o o o o
Others, please specify (If

nothing to add, please o o o o o o o
leave below blank and

check "Yearly or less")

Q44. Do you have any comments/questions related to this survey?

Q45. To verify your completion of this survey, please create a 5-digit number as your
security code (please do not use consecutive digits such as 55555), and enter it in both the
box below and in the HIT. Make sure the number you generate below is the same as the
one you enter in the HIT.
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