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Abstract

Bernard Weiner’s work with attribution theory and help giving is
used in this study to explore two research questions on communication in
fundraising. First, the study looks at how communication from a cancer
centre foundation effectively motivates their community and local
philanthropists to give money to their program. The study also looks at
how the donor’s response motivates the foundation to continue to attract
donations. Three hypotheses were made and tested. This study started
with a textual analysis of appeal letters from a cancer centre. Letters,
based on the textual analysis, were then created as the variables for the
study and given to the students to read and respond to by a survey which
accompanied the letters. The survey was responded to by 184 students in a
freshman university class. Two of the three hypotheses were proven
correct. A textual analysis of the appeal letters showed the adversity of
cancer, while identifiable victims were found as being more motivational
than statistical victims when used in appeal letters. Personal experience
however was not found to be the number one reason students would be
motivated to make a donation to cancer instead it is said that the donor
cares about cancer.

Key Words: attribution theory, motivation, philanthropy, fundraising, donations,
Bernard Weiner
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1. Introduction

Cancer is a disease that grows in the cells of the body and has become the leading
cause of premature death in Canada (Canadian Cancer Statistics, 2007). hRiesearc
by the Canadian Cancer Society in partnership with the National Castartéof
Canada estimated 159,000 new cases of cancer would be diagnosed in Canadians, and
72,000 others would die of this disease in 2007 (Canadian Cancer Statistics, 2007). This
meant 3,075 would be diagnosed and 1,398 people would die per week. Men outnumber
women for both the number of deaths and new cases diagnosed each year by 7% in
instances and 12% in mortality (Canadian Cancer Statistics, 2007). The thnglea
cancers are lung cancer, colorectal cancers, prostate cancer atddmear (Canadian
Cancer Statistics, 2007). These four types of cancers account for 55% of allccesese
in Canada (Canadian Cancer Statistics, 2007). Based on the current incidepeerates s
Canada, 39% of Canadian women and 44% of Canadian men will develop cancer in their
lifetime (Canadian Cancer Statistics, 2007).

Cancer is as deadly in the United States as it is in Caila@807, 559,650
Americans were expected to die of cancer (American Cancer Society, 2008')s Thi
equal to more than 1,500 per day, making cancer the second leading cause of death in the
USA next to heart disease. This year, 1,444,920 new cases are expected to be diagnosed
(American Cancer Society, 2007). One in four deaths in the USA are caated.rel
One of the reasons there is such a difference in the American and Canadiamymortali
numbers is the result of the difference in population size with the American population

equaling 300 million and Canadian population at approximately 33 million.
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If those statistics alone are not convincing enough to show the need for cancer
research and treatment, read the following story, taken from the “Storiepet Bly the
American Cancer Society. Craig King goes to work each day knowirggrhaking a
difference. Part of it goes with the territory. A third-grade teacheg Kpends his days
helping the 17 kids in his class master basic skills in math, social studies, arajngu
arts. But the 25-year-old brings something extra to the classroom, too. He'plivriig
that cancer does not have to derail your plans, even if you are young when jou get

King's story started in 1999, when he was a 17-year-old graduate of Manning
High School in Manning. A football and baseball player, he planned to attend South
Carolina State University that fall. Those plans were put on hold in July though, after
King was diagnosed with osetosarcoma, a type of bone tumor. For months prior to his
diagnosis, King had been living with a lump below his left knee. "It didn't hurt," he
recalls, and being so active, he just assumed it was some type of sportsndjignyaed
it. Then one day, while making his bed, he bumped his leg and was shocked by the pain.

Surgeons replaced King's left tibia, or shin bone, with a healthy tibia acquired
from a bone bank and attached it with metal supports. During the surgery his left
kneecap was also removed and reconstructed. Following the surgery King underwent
chemotherapy treatments lasting nearly a year. It took months of phty&cgby for him
to learn to walk again. "I was bedridden for a while after surgery, and then had a
wheelchair," he recalls. "I went from the wheelchair to a brace, tohasitto a walker,
and then walking alone."

He graduated from South Carolina State University in 2004 with a degree in

elementary education and has been teaching third grade ever since. "l l@ke"rhg |
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says. "What gets me going every day is the realization that theseokiidshave never
met me because cancer could have taken my life. But it didn't. God spared mewand | ha
a purpose” (American Cancer Society, 2007).

In Ontario alone it was predicted that 26,000 people would die of cancer in 2007
and 59,500 new cases would be diagnosed. Lung cancer was the leading caube of deat
in Ontario in 2007. The need for treatment and research facilities is grovang@d
rate. In Central South Western Ontario there is a Cancer Centre, which iséstlargh
and treatment facility (Please note the Canadian spelling of the word Géhbe used
throughout the paper). It is a place of hope and healing. Treating patientcfos® the
region, this Centre represents a population base of more than 2.3 million people. It
provides 100% of the radiation therapy for patients in the area, and is respomstfl%
of chemotherapy treatments. The Centre treats between 700 and 800 patiertsch day
over 20,000 patients are cared for annually. It also carries out leading eadge ca
research. The foundation for this facility currently raises ovee tmiélion dollars a year
for the Centre’s facilities, operations, and research. During thest Epital campaign
they were able to raise 58 million dollars from donors and business corporations in the
community to support their “Hope Can’t Wait” Campaign and the expansion of the
treatment facility. The foundation hopes to increase its annual support to 10 million
dollars a year by 2008 to meet the ever growing demand for treatmentefgcilitnis
ambitious goal requires research and preparation to create campaignd thativate
the community to give.

Foundations are set up to raise the required funds for the organization they

represent. Their main purpose is to fill the gaps in government funding. Unlike
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government agencies, foundations have the independence and ability to respond quickly
to a wide range of changing community needs. Money is raised for the specifi@heeds
the time. The money is used for further research and finding cures as well as@xpa
of facilities to accommodate the demand for the new procedures they offer. kansmdat
typically support charitable nonprofit causes, and some give grants to indivioluals f
research and other work.

In 2005, Americans gave 260.28 billion dollars to religious, environmental and
health organizations, exceeding the last year’s charitable giving byli@s dollars
(Soller, 2006). Their giving reached an all time high due to two major disagters - t
Tsunami and Hurricane Katrina. Americans reached into their pockets and gave wha
they could to help those in need. Soller says in cases of natural disaster, people tend to
respond emotionally, sometimes without regard to whether they can afford it. ‘The
average American said ‘| have to do more,' he says. ‘Whether they just took more of thei
disposable income, took money they would have spent otherwise, bought a few less
groceries, or one less tank of gas, they just knew they had to respond (Soller, 2006).
This proves that people have the ability to give when they see a need. Seeihg a nee
however, is not enough, donors must believe that their money is going to a worthy cause

Reports such as the one found in the Saturday Star on June 2, 2007 show one of
the reasons why, with so much money available to be given, people are choosing not t
give. In the article “Charity scams bust public trust”, author Kevin Donavantsepor
how bogus charities that prey on innocent donor’s heartstrings are frequentgtcand
manage to carry on for many years before they are shut down (Donavan, 2007).

Campaigns are organized around legitimate-sounding needs therefore preying on the



Willis |10

innocent donor. They promise that they are saving lives while in reality the awvner i

lining his pockets with charitable dollars, or wasting the funds on high marketirsg cost
Even for charities that are completely legitimate, there is a need 1 tiegio findings

and remain accountable to their donor base. This is one of the many problems that needs
to be overcome by a fundraising campaign. It is however, only one reason peaoyle are
giving.

Today more and more hospitals are relying on fundraising to provide enough
money to survive. Philanthropy is the term commonly used for the act of giving from a
person to a cause. The term is commonly used to define the act of a donor giving
specifically to an organization such as a hospital but does not just refer to giving to
hospitals. It also refers to a genuine concern for perceived needs. Philanthdefiyed
as an altruistic concern for human welfare and advancement, usually manifested b
donations of money, property, or work to needy persons by endowment of institutions of
learning and hospitals, and by generosity to other socially useful purposgdy ut
philanthropy is the donation of large sums of money, time, or goods to help fulfill a need.

David Davison in his article “Is Philanthropy Dying at the Hospital?" says,
“There is still a lot of big-time hospital philanthropy, for the simple reasdrttiba
wealthy get sick too, and many of them are grateful enough for thaviligscare they
receive to turn around and write a check” (Davison, 2001). Charities and foundations
that rely heavily on gifts to fund their work need to take note of these critatatga
Since the funds are available, they must find a way to motivate donors to give.
Foundations must break through the clutter of all the other charities and franresttei

in a way that causes people to act.



Willis |11

This paper will try to dissect the reasons why people give to charitiesjcglc
to a cancer hospital. It will take a look at the behaviors of philanthropists and what
foundations can do to increase the number of donors. Since their gifts are sataritical
the continuation of hospital services, it is important that we know how to reach the
givers, and therefore keep these services alive. Specific attention wigideel pn the
role of direct mail from foundations and the role of appeal letters in collecting suppor

There are two main questions that will be answered from this study. How does
communication from a hospital foundation effectively motivate their communday a
local philanthropists to give money to their program? How does the donor’s response
motivate the foundation to continue to attract donations?

The attribution theory and work done by Bernard Wiener along with other
researchers in this field will be used as a viable perspective to undesstapeaople are
motivated to start giving. Aspects of guilt, anger and frustration towardigbase will
be addressed as strong motivators that lead to the financial support of casmehres
Studies that look at responsibility of victims will also be used to show how people
respond to the adversity of cancer.

Research on philanthropy will also be looked at to see where the field has been
and where it is headed in the future. By understanding the back bones of philanthropy
along with its successes and failures new programs can be designed teenchanging
demands in this area of nonprofit fundraising.

While there has been work done in both of these fields there is very little work
that uses both. In this project, attribution theory along with philanthropy will betased

help show the motivations behind why people are willing to help others and how best
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non-profits can attract those willing to donate. A textual analysis will be alofetters
from a cancer centre in Canada to understand the basic writing technique déttieese |
Based on the analysis, a letter was created to show the differencerbelarediable
victims and statistical victims. The sample letters were givenuttests to read in
combination with a survey for them to fill out to understand the motivations behind why
people give.

The hypotheses for this study:

Hypothesis 1. The adversity of cancer is used in fundraising letters to
motivate the reader to give due to feelings of guilt and obligation.

Hypothesis 2:Readers are motivated by an identifiable victim because
they feel they can make a difference, where statistical situafipesa
unattainable and therefore overwhelming.

Hypothesis 3:The number one motivating factor for people to give is
personal experience.
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2. Literature Review

Fundraising always has been and will continue to be an important part of non-
profit charities. In order to continue the service or support offered by hospitalsy mone
must be raised for capital. With limited governmental funding, hospitals are ttoning
fundraising as strategic and imperative for operating capital. As adesr,grivate
sources make up 31.3 % of the funding. This shows individual and bequest giving is a
critical resource to hospitals. Almost half of all donors also had an affifiatith the
health-care institution they supported. Employees accounted for 18.9 percent of
donations, patients gave 16.5 percent, physicians 5.5 percent, and board members 4.9
percent (Lipman, 2006). The giver feels an attachment or connection to the foundation
and therefore feels obliged to give.

Attribution Theory

Fritz Heidler is generally acknowledged as the founder of the attribution theory
This social psychology theory was later developed further by Harold KEllyard E.
Jones, Lee Ross, and Bernard Weiner. Heidler's basis comes from his work
“investigation of common sense psychology”’(Heidler, 1958). His goal with thosythe
was “to clarify some of the basic concepts that are most frequently encduntare
analysis of naive descriptions of behavior (Weiner, “Social Motivation”, 2006).
Attribution theory is a cognitive approach to understanding behavior (Weineofi€ls
of Motivation”, 1972). Attribution theorists deal with questions of why, as well ts wi
the relationship between the phenomenon and the reasons (Weiner, “An Attribution

Theory”, 1986).
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There are a number of different causal attributions that people commonly make
including; situational causes, personal effects, ability, effort, desirémnsent belonging,
obligation, and permission. There may be a variety of behaviors stemmingrieom
cause or one behavior might arise from several causes. The causesowkirgeat here
are events or situations that create a reaction. The sudden awarenessl afieetee
personal tragedy, for example, evokes behavior in the giver. The prescription atyausal
is an inscription imposed by the perceiver. Since causes are not perceivetehdt ins
they are constructed by the perceiver, they render the environment as beeng mor
meaningful (Weiner; “Theories of Motivation, 1972).

Attribution theory also focuses on the ability and motivation for action. The basic
ideology of attribution theorists is that man is motivated “to attain a cognitagtery of
the causal structure of his environment” (Weiner, “Theories of Motivation”,)197@or
people and rich people alike use hospitals and therefore feel the need to give back.
Additionally, in times of crisis, such as the Tsunami and Huricane Katrina, deuple
the extra money to donate. These events motivate the action but only in times of direct
crisis. The motivation behind such actions will dictate for the future whether aafonat
is a one-time gift or whether this behavior will be a continued expression.

Is the behavior caused by a feeling of obligation or that one “ought” to participate
in some sort of behavior? Attribution theory assumes that people are systemhatic a
logical, therefore if foundations are able to dictate and understand the behavterakpa
they conform to, habits can be altered to benefit fundraising campaigns.

A constant finding of attribution theory is something called the fundamental

attribution error (Weiner, “Human Motivation”, 1992). This is the tendency tib @ity
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the cause of events to personal qualities. We tend to overlook the fact that something
may not be the persons fault. Our desire to understand difficult situations causes us to
place the blame on something or someone. If a nonprofit is able to find a way to
transform guilt into giving perhaps they will be able to lift the blame andecegaoutlet

of hope for the future.

Weiner looks at what he calls “help giving” in relations to the responsibflitiye
person in need. By help giving he is referring to assistance, whether inisidilnad or
just assisting someone who is in need of help. He used help giving in relation to the
attribution theory and sociobiology to look at how willing family members are to support
a fellow member. Tobias Greitemeyer, Udo Rudolph, and Bernard Weiner conducted a
study called “Whom Would you Rather Help: An Acquaintance Not Responsiblesfor H
Plight or a Responsible Sibling?” In this study, there is a blame factor from the
attribution theory coming into play. The individual giving the money is deciding how
much they blame, or hold the person in need responsible, for the misfortune they have
encountered. Weiner and colleagues manipulated the study based on the responsibility of
the person in need for the situation in which they were in. Helping-behavior entails
giving away resource to those in need.

In this study, attribution theorists would hypothesize that a person who is
perceived to be responsible for their plight will be given less support (Grggeme
Rudolph and Weiner, 2003). The participants in this study were given one of eight
scenarios in which either a responsible or irresponsible acquaintance or asangfor
a favor. Half of the situations were everyday favors, while the other h&lé sicenarios

were life or death peril. The participants were given a short vignettaelidegche



Willis |16

person in need. They were then given questions to evaluate the situation and their
behavioral intentions. Variables in this study included the relationship of the gdrer a
receiver, the kind of situation that the receiver was in, as well as the methodimtiadi

data was collected. The scenario given to the student to access wasdimahglation

to the student’s perceived responsibility of the person in need. They were asked three
guestions based on a Likert-type scale and asked to judge the level of support tey woul
give based on their perception of the situation.

The results showed that women were more likely to help than men. Gender,
however, did not interact with responsibility or relationship (Greitemeyat, 2003).

This study showed that intentions to give were affected by multiple causes, both
attribution and sociobiological. Related to the attribution theory were the eariaibl
judgment of responsibility, more specifically, where they placed the dache
sociobiological kinship relationship. Therefore, no matter the situation or where the
responsibility was placed, family would win over an acquaintance when & tahelp
giving. In conclusion, they found that the lower the stakes of the person in need the
higher the level of judgment from the giver and therefore giving i$atéd to the need
assessed.

Bernard Weiner in his article “An Attributional Analysis of Reactions tgnss”
with Raymond Perry and Jamie Magnusson from the University of Manitoba looked at
perceived causality and its influence over help giving. They use an extendetiotefi
of the word “stigma” to mean any mark or sign for perceived or inferred conslitif

deviation from a prototype or norm (Weiner, Perry and Magnusson, 1988). Specifically
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they are looking at undesirable qualities or those problems that lead to negative
outcomes.

In their article they look at causal perceptions related to stigmas andmsdot
the stigmatized person. Prior investigations have demonstrated without a doilihéhat
cause of failure is perceived as controllable, then anger, with little pdiyeited toward
the needy person. People even tend to neglect or punish those in need whom they deem
responsible for their misfortune (Weiner et al, 1988). In opposition to this however, is
the ideology that if causes of failure are perceived as uncontrollablgeheyate pity
and therefore help giving without anger (Weiner et al, 1988). They performed two
experiments, the first with students from the University of California in theei$tates,
the second with students from the University of Manitoba in Canada. The first
experiment asked the students to respond to 13 questions, three of them regarding the
responsibility and blame for a stigma and its perceived changeability giitearpng to
liking, pity, anger, charitable donations and personal assistance. The final fivé &doke
the likelihood of improved life satisfaction given job training, professional-eiduncet
training, welfare, medical treatment, and psychotherapy (Weiner et al, 1988).0&
these dependent variables were then rated for ten stigmas, AIDS, Alrkalisease,
blindness, cancer, child abuse, drug addiction, heart disease, obesity, paraplegia, and
Vietnam War syndrome.

The first hypothesis was that those stigmas that had mental-bahavior origi
(AIDS, child abuse, drug addiction, obesity, and Vietnam War syndrome) would be
perceived as more onset-controllable than those which were physical (Adziseim

disease, blindness, cancer, heart disease, and paraplegia). The next sehesisypot
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related predictions that mental-bahavior would elicit less liking, pity,tassis and
charitable donations. What they found was there is a pattern associated beéveen t
source of the stigmas, perceived controllability, affective reactions, and ¢mtgm
regarding help. It was found that physically based stigmas werayaerees
uncontrollable; the person was liked and pitied, while little anger was shown and
respondents indicated they would personally assist the person as well as makielehari
donations to this cause. Those with mental-behavioral stigmas were viewedlas just
opposite with the exception of AIDS and Vietnam War syndrome, which were less
consistent with these findings.

In the second experiment males and females from both UCLA and the University
of Manitoba participated. There were two basic variations from the original
guestionnaire being that they were either provided with no information regatdjinta
onset or given information regarding personal responsibility for the origirecstigma.
The stigmatized individuals were classified as responsible or not respdosigéeh
stigma onset. The results found that individuals with mental behavioral stigneas wer
judged as more responsible and were blamed for their condition receiving lesglpity a
receiving lower rating for personal assistance and charity.

There are a number of findings from the two experiments that outline the respons
of participants to the victim’s situations. First, they found that stigmasr diftheir
perceived attributional characteristics of controllability which thayetated to
responsibility and stability or reversibility (Weiner et al, 1988). Next thand that
physically based stigmas were perceived as onset-uncontrollable, wtalestiggnas

were perceived as onset-controllable (Weiner et al, 1988). Those stigmhsavéhgeen
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as onset-uncontrollable are associated with pity, liking and no anger as svedllpa
offerings without judgment. Onset-controllable on the other hand is associatedewith t
opposite. Finally, perceptions of controllability can be altered by perimi@nination,
which in turn affects the reactions and behavioral judgments of others (Weaher et
1988). All findings show that people’s perception dictates how they react to tbae pers
need and their likeliness to offer any form of help.

In the article “An Attribution-Affect-Action Theory of Behavior; Rli&cations of
Judgments of Help-Giving” by Greg Schmidt and Bernard Weiner they used four
experiments to examine the relationship between perceived controllaaiogional
reactions of anger and sympathy, and judgments of helping behavior. Theyceethie
attribution approach reminding the reader that the motivational sequence is cbrseive
thought - affect - action (Schmidt and Weiner, 1988). Again they looked at when a
person is in need the help provider determines why the help is needed. If thearsisuat
uncontrollable pity as well as help is offered. If their situation is consiaemetrollable
however, anger and neglect are evident from the potential help giver. In thisrexype
there were four conditions. The study was a replica of a study done by Weonrey, bef
which he uses a student asking to borrow notes from another student as the subject in
need of help. The student gave two reasons for needing the notes, one was they were
going to the beach while the other was the result of eye problems they hddréhere
causing them to need to borrow another students notes.

An identical vignette was given to 496 introductory to psychology students at the
University of California in Los Angeles. There were three experimentaditions and a

control condition. A paragraph at the beginning of the vignette defined the expelimenta
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condition. The first condition was a self focused condition which asked the students to
imagine themselves in the situation given and really try to think of how they waliid fe

put in the same situation. The second condition was an empathy condition, in which the
reader was asked to take the position of the student in the story who is in need of help.
Finally, the third condition asked the reader to be as objective as possible asdibg rea
vignette. The students were asked to read the story from their differentgbeespthen
answer 12 rating scales.

They found that the same patterns as before had prevailed. Perceived control
relates positively with anger and negatively with sympathy, and control andaaege
negatively associated with help, whereas sympathy positively relatelpitoghe
judgments (Schmidt and Wiener, 1988). What they also found was that their
preconceived idea that objective or self-versus other focus instructions magigectne
attribution-affect-helping paths was not confirmed. They found that the stiyzatina
between thinking, feeling and judgments about an action is strong and not altered by a
variety of experimental instructions (Schmidt and Wiener, 1988). They also found there
is no direct path between thinking and action (Schmidt and Wiener, 1988).

Continuing to look at help giving from an attributional perspective is Tobias
Greitemeyer and Udo Rudolph in their article “Help Giving and Aggression From an
Attribtutional Perspective: Why and When We help or Retaliate”. They w&tiege
Bernard Weiner’s theory of responsibility. They were looking at help an@ssgign
from a theoretical point of view. They said “a cognitive-emotional-behavior model of
social conduct is postulated in which help giving and aggression are determined by both

cognitive and emotional variables. It is further assumed that attributienaghts of
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responsibility/controllability determine the emotional reactions of mage sympathy

and that these emotional reactions, in turn, directly influence help giving aressiogr
(Greitemeyer and Rudolph, 2003). They looked at studies done in the past which agreed
with the ideology that actions are influenced by thoughts as well as by emotioas. T
believed the attributional theory of motivation and emotion might provide a theoretical
explanation for both the positive and negative side of social conduct (Greiteameyer
Rudolph, 2003).

They did two experiments. The first experiment involved participants receiving
one scenario where people were being helped and another where people were being
harmed. There were eight scenarios half of which contained a controllablendubke
other half an uncontrollable cause. In the first experiment 408 students wera given
scenario and asked to imagine the situation and answer a series of questiomsngpnce
their own cognitive, affective and behavioral reactions (Greitemeyer and@Ry@6I03).

The students were asked to decide on perceived control, anger, sympathy, and a
behavioral reaction (Greitemeyer and Rudolph, 2003). In the second experiment they
were testing the same thing but looking at the relationship between the respomtient

the person in the scenario. The second experiment involved 150 respondents who read
scenarios and were asked to also decide on perceived control, anger, symplaghy, a
behavioral reaction.

Greitemeyer and Rudolph found, as they expected, that respondents found some
situations as highly controllable while other conditions were seen as lowltaintity
conditions. The level of controllability assigned to the situation by the respondeht, le

to their decision for help-giving. Those situations with higher ratingsrafatability
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and responsibility were given less help while those conditions with low contribjlabil
conditions were given more help.

Deborah Small, George Loewenstein, and Paul Slovic did a study on charitable
responses to what they call identifiable victims versus statisticahegictThey were
looking specifically at the obligation a donor feels to a specific individual. Inadh@sle
“Sympathy and callousness: The impact of deliberative thought on donations to
identifiable and statistical victims” they look at people’s reaction to ateb&irequest
based on their education of statistical versus identifiable victims. Theetiaad this
study initially is that people tend to give to an identifiable victim, for exarBpby
Jessica, the baby in Texas who fell down a well. Over $700,000 was donated by a
concerned public who wanted the baby to be saved (Small, Loewenstein, and Slovic,
2005). While this money all went to a good cause, it seems a waste to concentrate suc
large sums of money on one person. Perhaps this money would be better put to use if
spread out for the purpose of saving many children. Small and colleagues use other
examples such as Ali Abbas a wounded boy in Irag, and the dog stranded on a ship in the
Pacific Ocean to prove their point. Each of these examples authenticates people’s
compassion and generosity when they see an identifiable victim versus being
overwhelmed with numbers. While connecting to the individual they evaluate their
situation and feel the obligation to help out.

This study had two hypotheses; the first is that thinking analytically about the
value of lives, should reduce giving to an identifiable victim (Small et. al, 2005). The
second hypothesis is thinking analytically about the value of lives should have no effec

on giving to statistical victims (Small et. al., 2005). Five different studezs @one all
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involving students at a university in Pennsylvania. In each of the differeniragpés
students sitting alone in their student centre were approached and asked téecample
short survey. Atthe end of the survey the students were given five dollars, all in one
dollar bills, along with a receipt, a letter from a charity and an envelopke m

donation if they wish. The contents of the letter acted as the variables in thenstudy a
change amongst the five studies to prove their hypotheses.

They found from their works that sympathy for identifiable victims diminishes
with analytical thought, thinking about all those in need rather than one speatfibuas
remains low for statistical victims (Small et. al., 2005). It can bamaed from this study
that campaigns that give the donor something to focus on, a need or a specific ldkentifia
case, will be more successful if they are not overwhelmed with larggisgat When
people are considering making a donation most often they do not calculate the impact of
their donation. It is instead done as a reaction to an emotion, intuitively or
spontaneously, therefore it seems counter productive for a charity to show theittl&ow |
impact their specific donation will make.

Bernard Weiner, Richard Nierenberg, and Mark Goldstein in their artiol@adlS
learning (locus of control) versus attributional (casual stability) intéspons of
expectancy of success" look at how social learning theory and attribution thedeytoel
expectancy theory. Social learning theory uses concepts from reinforcieenyt while
attribution theory utilizes concepts from “everyday” life to provide an arsabfsocial
perception. Social learning theory says the potential for reoccurrence will be
strengthened or weakened by positive or negative perception of ones own behavior. If

the individual feels that reinforcement is out of their own control (fate, chance,fpbwer
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others or unpredictable outcomes) then behavior is less likely to be strengthened or
weakened. Attribution theory states that future behavior is in part determined by
perceived causes of past events. Achievements related to successaesl dedl
perceived as being caused by ability, effort.

This article outlines six experiments done previously that all examinedseffiec
casual stability as well as locus of control on expectancy and expecté#tsy She
subjects of these experiments were given a list of tasks and asked to gigeltes their
expected score. The trials were done with sixth graders, tenth gradecdlege c
students. In sum, the results of these studies decidedly support the attributional
conception and contradict the predictions from social learning theory. Thetgiabil
causal attributions, rather than their locus of control, is related to expectagwycess.

The experiment done for this study used 126 male undergraduate students from
the University of California. Their task was a modification of the block desggron the
WAIS. Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS) is used as a gémdelligence test,
made up of subtests adopted from the Army Teblwe subjects were asked to match the
design shown to them by the experimenter. The task was explained to them and they
were given one practice. The subjects were then asked to indicate how manpeftt
ten similar designs he believed that he would successfully complete (Weiaemnibérg
and Goldstein, 1976). An attributional self-report was created relating suocgability
and locus of control in which subjects were asked to rate their perceptions oftgausali

The results of this experiment found support for attributional conception and
contradiction the predictions for social learning theory. The stability of kausa

attributions, and not their locus of control, is related to expectancy of success and
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expectancy shifts (Weiner et. al., 1976). In summary, social learning thpesmijiess that
expectancy is influenced by the locus of control causal factors. Attribbgomnytin
contrast says expectancy is influenced by the stability of causatdact

All of the above experiments have looked at the use of attribution theory to test
the willingness of people to help others in need. What was found the majority of the time
is that people are willing to help those whom they feel are not responsibleifor the
misfortune. Since cancer is a disease that people are diagnosed with by naotf@int of
own, based on the studies above people should be willing to help them. In order to help
however people must be aware of the needs. Foundations must learn how to properly
address their audience to attract donations.
Nonprofit Organizations and Message Management

In the book The Complete Guide to Nonprofit Managerbgr&mith, Bucklin

and Associates they discuss marketing in nonprofit starting even before the 10#@s. |
earlier days of fundraising, marketing had no role in non profit, however witlasezte
competition has come the need to do so and programs are even becoming market- or
consumer driven. Non-profits generally lag behind the for profit industryftinere
marketing did not become an important issue until the mid-1970s. While there is the
common misconception, marketing is not the same as selling. Many people however
confuse them. Selling is offering something in exchange for money. PhiliprKothis

book Strategic Marketing for Nonprofit Organizatiodsfines marketing as “the

analysis, planning, implementation and control of carefully formulated pregram
designed to bring about voluntary exchanges of values with target markets for the

purpose of achieving organizational objectives” (Kotler, 1995).
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Smith, Bucklin and Associates believe that marketing orientation leads torgreate
consumer satisfaction, increased consumer participation, better attractiarket m
resources and great efficiency (Smith et al., 2000). A common mistake made by
individuals is to assume a foundation or product only has one market, this however is not
true. This is why it is important to break down the market into market segmengat® c
smaller special interest groups (Smith et al., 2000). Smith, Bucklin and Associates
suggest assessing the needs of the consumer through the use of a surveys @upsus g
While research does take time, they suggest if the needs of the market aseertained,
marketing will proceed blindly with no assurance that the course chosercwtbet one
to elicit responses. Since society is a constantly changing environments oot
enough. Our market and its needs are changing therefore; researchhehooducted
on a regular basis to ensure materials used keep up with the changes in society

The four most common types of promotion are advertising, direct mail, personal
selling and promotion. Advertising is a paid promotion just like those seen used for fo
profit business. Direct mail is one way a specific group can be ¢dcg&his also allows
more in-depth explanation of what the organization is doing. Smith et al suggeststhat thi
is a time-honored method for reaching potential donors because the cost per contact is
low and mailing can simulate a personal letter and even include photographs to provide a
strong emotional appeal (Smith et al, 2000). Next are personal or direct dakess T
generally used during the advancement stages of consumer readinesseanebglfr the
method employed to “close the sale” (Smith et al., 2000). Finally, there is publici

which is unpaid. This is where a reporter might come out to the facility andedtuaef
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story on the work the non-profit is doing. This is free press coverage fotivehabn-
profit is doing. For the purposes of this study direct mailings will be focused on.

When using a Solicitation tool the information given to donors needs to be well
thought out and attractive. Pieces should reflect the image of your organizatieat Dir
appeals should be produced on organizations stationary and contain personalized
salutation, persuasive wording, a brief description of the need, and a requestdit t
amount. Some suggestions Smith and his associates make in creating thesagiece
keep it to just one page, use clear and concise wording, ask for a specific amount, use
letter head with the organizations main phone number, address the letter thrdutly
appropriate person, try not to say sir or madam, outline only the highlights eqgtrest
and finally show how the program/project addresses the prospective donorsezkpress
interest (Smith et al., 2000).

Janel Radtke, in her book Strategic Communication for Nonprofit Organization

believes the objectives of any nonprofit organization should focus solely on the audience
The foundation must decide what their objectives are, whether it is to educdte, teac

inform, provide or enlist support, and build their message around it. This message then
needs to be made clear to the audience. She then outlines the communication process in a
nonprofit organization with their audience in four steps starting with gdttim

audiences attention and creating awareness. Next she says to begag®mtae

audience. Grabbing the attention is critical as it creates an awsu@@e situation, and

allows the non-profit to begin to engage their thinking about it and/or initiate the

relationship (Radtke, 1998). Once support has been gained it is importaot to als
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maintain and strengthen relationships. She says once the relationship teaghast,
it has reached the end and must return to the beginning of the cycle for it tieonti

Once the audience is collected Radtke suggests labeling the groups who are
interested in the cause and labeling them by their connection. For exantpkeyare
connected by occupation, shared experience, common relationship to the organization, or
by benefits to be gained from association (Radtke, 1998). She also suggediasgollec
demographic, geographics and psychographics about the audience. While demographics
and geographics are common practices psychographics tend to not be used as often. She
says “psychographics is the use of psychology, sociology and anthropologioes fa
such as benefits desired, self-concept and lifestyle to determine how the ismiarket
segmented by the propensity of groups within the market- and their reasorekd a
particular decision about a product, person, ideology or otherwise hold an attitude or use
a medium” (Radtke, 1998). By understanding the activities, interests and opinibas of
donors and those they associate with the foundation will be better equipped to target the
audience with relevant information to their lives. There are so many options for
determining an audience in this manner therefore it is important to pick oatd&syto
focus the objective on. Donors usually are segmented by specific critexh.geup of
donors should be approached in a way that speaks directly to its needs and desires
(Radtke, 1998).

Radtke discusses a number of different tools that can be used to understand the
audience starting with media reviews, polling, focus groups or ethnography.s8he al
specifically addresses questionnaires. When using a questionnaire shéssugjggshe

database already created of current donors. From there she says the fomegatsao
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make sure questions (1) get to the heart of the information needed to learrhabout t
attitudes and motivations of the target audience and (2) cannot be misunderstood or
misinterpreted by audience members (Ratdke, 1998). When developing a questionnai
there must be objective parties to read through it for clarity or even takmthto do a

pilot study to ensure proper feedback from the questionnaire.

When deciding on the message to present, there are key steps to follow. Ratdke
suggests developing key themes, deciding on the message frame, creatimgalla
message using the information triangle to develop messages, examiningjtizgaand
symbols used and ensuring message discipline (Ratdke, 1998). When framing the issue it
can be done in three ways. The first method centres the problem around the individual’s
role in the problem and the solution, the second addresses the problem through change
and the third way advocates looking to the private sector for a response. Ratdke suggests
that the individualism of society often leads to a cinematic, or story teipgyoach
toward what is happening in the world (Radtke, 1998). Key themes should also be
decided on to help those inside and outside of the organization define the needs in the
organization easily. The idea here is that if someone was to ask what tffie ppgmose
of a foundation was a board member or employee of the foundation would be easily able
to describe it to them.

The umbrella message is the one that defines the organization and clarifies it
mission (Radtke, 1998). The umbrella message answers what the organizationits, wha
means, and what it does. The message triangle then takes these three thingsthed put
objective in the middle. Radtke also contends that audiences are people first and

audiences second; therefore, it is the responsibility of the nonprofit to match thei
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message to the audience and not the other way around. The message needs{o be clea
persuasive and concise in language choice ensuring that the languagepsiatepior

the audience. Finally, all those involved need to know and understand the message of the
foundation. The message needs to be clear not only to the audience but all those involved
including, employees, board members, and volunteers.

Finally, when using print media Radtke suggests seven elements to grab the
audience’s attention. They are photos, photo captions and pull quotes, headlines and
titles, design, sidebars and boxes, graphs and charts and color (Radtke, 1998). Each of
these elements help bring the information to life, calls attention to the messlage a
emphasize important information for the reader. When the technical side ciiragtra
attention is done correctly, through the use of letters and surveys, peoplelwill fee

compelled to join the organization through philanthropy.

Philanthropy

In the article “Faith, hope and philanthropy” printed in the Economist the author
brings light to what they call the “golden age of philanthropy” (Author Unknown, {Fait
hope and philanthropy, 2007). The author says this is the result of the growing
enthusiasm the rich have for philanthropy and the desire they have to see thgir mone
used to better effect. This desire to make the world a better place is defigtebme.
There are three improvements that need to be made to help philanthropists feel more
comfortable with giving. First there needs to be a better measurenthgtinfpact of
philanthropy. Organization such as Habitat for Humanity are able to visiblyahow
community what their fundraising dollars are specifically going tdwehile other

foundations are not as visible. It is important that “more and more people discower thei
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own power to make good things happen” says Mr. Davies, the co-founder of New
Philanthropy Capital. Although measurement may be difficult it reallyaessary.

Next, there needs to be greater transparency in organizations. Too many
philanthropists are trying to do the same thing, unaware that they are copying what
already being done (“Faith, hope and philanthropy”, 2007). By being transparent people
will eliminate the wasting of scare resources and learn from one anathstékes.

Finally, greater accountability is required to make philanthropy better. Daoyoand
plutocracy do not sit comfortably together, and even when donors’ money is being spent
in non-democracies, the democratic world is likely to take a growingestta what is

being done (“Faith, hope and philanthropy”, 2007). One thing new philanthropists are
doing that has made a difference is they have improved the running of mang<laack
foundations. In the past these were often run by amateurishness and ineffioggnanet

now implementing techniques from business. Both the rich and the poor alike hope that
this continues.

Angela Eikenberry, in her article "Philanthropy and Governance”, discusses the
growing attention in the field of philanthropy. She outlines three reasons fotattisgs
with government cutbacks and an overall drive to reduce the size of government and now
this has created a growing need for and focuses on philanthropy and its instttutions
solve collective problems. Next, she suggests a growing gap between the rich and poor
in the United States (and around the world) has created a growing number of mega-
wealthy individuals who can give and a growing number of poor people in need of such
gifts. Finally, she believes the spectacle of the large and growitugés of people like

Bill and Melinda Gates and celebrities like Bono and Angelina Jolie, matched with the
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more engaged and very visible modes of giving have provided much fodder for the media
(Eikenberry, 2006). She says each of these trends have lead to what shastats “f
philanthropy” (Eikenberry, 2006).

She also says philanthropy has the potential to enable individuals to be more
involved in their community and, if they are part of a group of donors (such as a giving
circle), they can participate in deliberation about issues in the commurkgn(igirry,

2006). The data on philanthropy shows that people tend to give to causes with which
they can identify and are physically or emotionally attached. Theygivmse they feel
they or their family can benefit from. What has also been found is that philantropist
from the wealthiest to the average are taking a more entrepreneurial ded-kar
approach to investing their philanthropic dollars and the act of giving has ingtgasin
become an act of consumer activism rather than an act of citizen action.

She discusses how unreasonable she believes it is to expect philanthropy to fill the
space left open by government cutbacks and devolution. She also states thdt “severa
scholars have warned against a heavy reliance on philanthropy to improve social
conditions because it will never be sufficient to make up for government cutbacks
(Eikenberry, 2006). While this is a concern, many foundations rely on donations to fill
the gaps and without that support they would not be able to continue their work. She
suggests that if continued in this way, philanthropy will become the vehicle fai soci

change.

In the article,* Empowerment an8eneficence Strategies ol iving andGiving

among theWealthy,” Paul Schervish and Andrew Herman take a look at the nature and

logic of philanthropy. When they sdggics of philanthropy they mean the various ways
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wealthy individuals insert themselves into the world through their philanthropit¢seffor
They say “each logic of philanthropic agency represents the point at \kitihography
of an individual agent intersects with the history of society in the form of stalictur
constraints and opportunities” (Schervish and Herman, 1988jic of philanthropy is

not simply the more or less well-motivated voluntary giving activity of indivglua
foundations, or corporations, it is a particular instance when moral agency andalpolitic
economy come together (Schervish and Herman, 1988). Itis a patterneafarray
“constraining and enabling” positions located within the broader organizational
framework of a society’s leading cultural, economic, and political institsi{ Schervish
and Herman, 1988).

They understand philanthropy to be a quite specific process of accumulation and
distribution of resources to achieve personal or institutional needs and interests
(Schervish and Herman, 1988). This understanding of philanthropy as a social relation of
production enables them to locate its defining characteristic in the typeafsgnoalsit
responds to rather than in some formal institutional characteristic such tsttaxas a
non-profit organization. The difference between philanthropy as a sociabme ktid
other social relations, is the medium for communication in philanthropy is words and
images. They show this in contrast to political relations and the communicaponses
seen through votes. They say “in philanthropy, demand is made efficacious imginvit
the producer to attend primarily to the needs expressed, rather than to the medium
through which they are expressed” (Schervish and Herman, 1988).

Schervish and Herman suggest two positions that carry out philanthropy, and say

we must determine a position of the giver to understand the extent of their philanthropy.
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Philanthropists are either supports or producers. They say wealth provides an
opportunity to move from being simply a supporter, someone who simply responds to an
appeal, to being a creator or producer of philanthropic outcomes. Contributors are
considered diregtroducers rather than supporters when they command resources sizable
enough to actually create or sustain the very organizational life of philanthropy
(Schervish and Herman, 1988).

Susan Ostrander with Paul Schervish start their article “Giving and Gettin

Philanthropy as a Social Relation” from the anthology Critical Issues ieridam

Philanthropyby saying that work in this field is critical and needs to continue. They
follow this by saying that the research however, should not simply focus on the donors as
that would run the risk of obscuring the issues. Philanthropy instead needs to be studied
as a whole. The fear is that by focusing on the donors only the sociologic&idatt a
philanthropy will be lost, as philanthropy is a social relation of giving attthge
between donors and recipients (Ostrander and Schervish, 1990). This “giving and
getting” relationship is one that has been recognized by others in thesfigklla
Ostrander and Schervish believe that if they focus on the social relatianshlipeiad to
a better match of resources and needs of the donor and those of the recipient. They look
at the strategies of how both the donor and the recipient approach one another and the
extent that either party takes into account the needs of the other party.

They also discuss the power difference seen in this relationship. They say the
general tendency is for donors to occupy positions that give them substantigdly m
active choice than recipients about how to define the philanthropic transaction and how to

take part in it (Ostrander and Schervish, 1990). Social structure both creates and is



Willis |35

created by human action in a repetitive process. This therefore defines hotwwithiac
these constrains created by the structure of philanthropy. Both the donorsigiedtsec
participate as agents in reinforcing or changing this structureaft&ir and Schervish,
1990). From this they look at the tendency of philanthropy to be donor led. They say
recipients enjoy little or no ability to ensure or “discipline” the respohsemors
(Ostrander and Schervish, 1990). They characterize this in what they call “donor
ascendancy” and “recipient influence” (Ostrander and Schervish, 1990).

Appeal letters offer little in the way of immediate extrinsic nelsao the
potential donor and for that reason people see no direct negative consequencetp ignor
such appeals. Ostrander and Schervish say while social networks might fendoea
some to give most people are giving based on moral grounds. In this sense, thegecipient
depend on the donor’s recognition of legitimacy of the appeals. While recipients depend
on donors for their existence and support, the argument is made in this article that
“donors depend on recipients for the moral and normative and perhaps social meaning of
their existence” (Ostrander and Schervish, 1990). They say the balance pfgakble
to shift toward the recipients when they are able to introduce and enforce normative
claims or incentives.

Ostrander and Schervish wrap up by saying conditions need to be specified under
which recipients can and do have influence in the philanthropic relationship to
counterbalance the normal power holding donors. Both donors and recipients need to
feel fulfilled from the donation of resources to the needs they have fililfillaey
believe that both donors and recipients give and get in the social relation that is

philanthropy (Ostrander and Schervish, 1990). Those with the money or resources give
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and in return feel fulfilled from the good they do. The recipients get the resourcaseand
able to fill the needs they have and should therefore give positive feedback to the giver t
fulfill the givers need. They also believe that each want something from thiéathe

have something to offer them in return, whether it be resources from the donor and the
extrinsic value they receive from the recipient for giving their resour€eslly

Ostrander and Schervish say that by conceptualizing philanthropy aslaelatian

rather then an institution, they have attempted to locate the distinctite:tttof

philanthropy (Ostrander and Schervish, 1990).

Susan Ostrander in her article “The Growth of Donor Control: Revisiting the
Social Relations of Philanthropy” looks at the two way relationship in philanthropy
between the donors and the recipient groups. This should be a “give and get” relationship
(Ostrander, 2007). She looks specifically in this article at the growth of donoolcontr
She says the growth in donor control is the result of new relationships of donor
exclusivity, donor intermediaries between donors and philanthropic advisors and
providers of other services including donor-advised funds, and donor oversight between
“social investors” and their nonprofit “partners” in high-engagement philanthropy
(Ostrander, 2007).

Ostrander and two co-authors have developed a continuum of donor-grantee
relationships based on a number of case studies they have done (Ostrander, Silver and
McCarthy, 2005). They have documented four different funding contexts where a.)
grantees actually control funding decisions, b.) grantees and donors collabgrate
recipient groups are represented by program officers or other philanthropic a@widor

d.) recipient groups actively dialogue and negotiate with funders to obtain support f
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what recipients define as important (Ostrander, 2005). Ostrander looks aitrére c

spread and acceptance of donor-controlled philanthropy using a social relati@achppr
Donors do not necessarily have to dictate it is instead an active choice tahaihowiot

do so. She suggests there are three main reasons to be concerned with donor control.
The first problem with donor control is private interests, such as tax purposes, of the
donor rather then public interests. The second problem is undermines the traditionally
antidemocratic structure. Again here we are seeing the enabling édidiereto give in
accordance with their own interest rather then the involvement of the recipient
(Ostrander, 2005). Instead what we need is “philanthropy that is more responsive to
social need” (Ostrander, 2005).

The focus of donor control is on the individual. In the United States, particularly
wealth has become very concentrated, with the top one percent of the population now
owning more than 40 % of wealth (Ostrander, 2005). This top one percent contributes
one third of total charity dollars (Ostrander, 2005). This is a difficult balaranhgs
foundations want and need the money the wealthy have to offer but with this is coming a
sense of entitlement in how it is used and a desire to be more involved with something
they are not familiar with.

There are two perspectives on donor involvement, donor controlled and donor
centreed. Donor controlled- is positioned further along the continuum of heightened
donor control compared to what might be called the donor centreed philanthropy which
was dominant until more recently. Donor centreed is when the donor responds to an
appeal for gifts through the process of donor cultivation by professional fumdraise

(Ostrander, 2005). This new form of donor control where the donor is seeking out the
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recipient rather then the other way around has lead to a new term “social eetu€pre
(Ostrander, 2005). This term is used to typify the authoritative and directive sth
higher donor controls where donors develop and carry out their own personal social
visions through their philanthropy (Ostrander, 2005). Rather than a mutual rédiggtions
the donor is running through the ideas and visions of the foundation.

The use of donor-advisors are being used by philanthropists. Those who support
their work see them as “facilitating the process of charitable gi\{l@gtrander, 2005).

The reality of the situation however, is that many donors are not actively adarm

educated of the needs. They make a donation based on a recommendation and then want
to be involved with where their money is placed but they are uneducated and unaware of
the needs within that charity. It is becoming increasingly difficult foipient groups to

address their needs and wealthy donors have responded to this by tightly holdemngsthe r
over their gifts as a way to ensure they are well spent (Ostrander, 2005).

The economic boom seen in the last couple of years has created a new generation
of wealthy professionals who have made a lot of money in a short amount of time. This
has lead, Paul G. Schervish, Mary A. O’Herlihy, and John J. Havens of the Boston
College Social Welfare Research Institute and on behalf of the Assnat
Fundraising Professionals, to look into the philosophy and characteristics téioleari
giving. To participate in the study participants needed to be high-tech wealthsladde
well as currently be involved in philanthropy.

Confidential personal interviews were hosted with 28 high-tech wealth holders
and two co-participating spouses. The questions in the interview were direstiad ar

discerning the relationship between how high-tech wealth holders accumuiiate the
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money in business and how they allocate it to philanthropy; the range of personal,
business, and philanthropic issues that surround high-tech wealth and philanthropy; the
implications of the findings for understanding and improving the trajectory of the
philanthropy carried out by high-tech donors; and the application of what we learn to
further our understanding of the emerging problems and prospects of philanthropy in
general. The idea of the study was to create a picture of these exeguting habits.

Repetition throughout the interview, along with the diversity of the group, gave
strong evidence that although the results cannot say for certain how high-tech
philanthropist chose to give, the findings represents a significant and accutarte @ic
how they feel. What they found was a new philanthropy which entails an exfibdit e
by donors to apply the lessons learned in business -- strategic thinking, focus on
measurement, accountability, scalability, investment, and return on investrteent
ensure the charities they support are effective in producing outcomes, in dangment
these outcomes, and in becoming creative risk-takers was what thesedgsiezd
(Schervish, O’Herlihy and Havens, 2001).

Peter Panepento, in his article "Connecting with Generation X", explores
generation X. He looks at the young, successful, and civic-minded, individuals who
represent hope for organizations that will need a new wave of supporters. The oldest
members of Generation X, defined by demographers as those born in 1965 through 1981,
turn 40 this year (Panepento, 2005). Most are in their 30s, meaning they are approaching
a point in their lives when they are established in their careers and thenuoares
(Panepento, 2005). What has been found however, is that many generation Xers are not

living up to the giving patterns of their parents. He says “Nonprofit organizahans t
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have studied the reasons behind the differences in giving among the genergttbas sa
members of Generation X are not intrinsically less interested in givingttaarparents
and grandparents. A majority of these younger people...simply have differenbrdeas
how to give” (Panepento, 2005).

One of the reasons for the difference between the generation Xers and their
parents is unlike the baby-boomers, members of Generation X were not part of massive
social movements, such as the push for civil rights or opposition to the Vietnam War.
Instead they have grown up with instability. “They were among the fasthkey"
children, with parents significantly more likely to divorce than in previous eraspamel s
saw their parents laid off from their jobs” (Panepento, 2005). For this reasome¢hey a
requiring different information and therefore different targeting technidnzestheir
parents did. To help attract young supporters, the charity relies heavily @titde s
networks of its volunteers which is popular as well among this group.

Generation Xers are also facing other hardships their parents did not., Firstly
many young people attended university and are therefore more likelyéorigmg
student-loans and or credit card-debt, making it more difficult financ@bypport such
causes. Another example is the economy has not been kind to many in this age group.
“While the technology boom of the late 1990'’s helped turn some of their number into
millionaires, many more have struggled through layoffs or are relying dkingor
spouses to help pay the bills. Some are even still living with their parents” (Remepe
2005).

From the research above it is evident that more research is needed indhis fiel

The attribution theory has clearly laid out that when a need is evident, there rsteveog
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process people go through to decide if they will help or not. This research will help add
to understanding of what that cognitive process is and how it can be targetedheNext
need for proper research into the audience being targeted was seen and tlaaoapbdr
writing letters that will catch the attention of potential donors and get them involved.
Finding out what exactly catches their attention will also lead to gnestponses from
donors. Finally, philanthropy was studied in relation to giving patterns based on social
relations. The need for further research is essential to understand what types of

communication will evoke the needed response which will result in greater plolayt
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3. Methodology

Fundraising is creating a campaign that will motivate people to give.
Organizations must define their mission statement clearly to identifyoths they intend
to fulfill. Each year they must set goals they want to achieve and desigrpaigarthat
will show the needs clearly enough to motivate people to give. The above research
shows that an organization needs more than just a brilliant communication plan. The
foundation must also find out what specifically it will take to draw attentiohetio t
needs. For these reasons there are two questions that will be answered &oatysis
of the letters. The first is, “How does communication from a hospital foundation
effectively motivate their community to give money to their program?” €hbersl
guestion is, “How does the donor’s response motivate the foundation to continue to
attract donations?” One cannot function without the other; therefore, it is datical
understand the relationship between the two.

This study contains a series of steps that led to the final research prdject. T
study began with a textual analysis of four appeal letters from a czerdes in Canada.
The letters were reviewed to find overall themes in their writing styldrecationations.
The letters were compared for similarities and observations were memthasspecific
format. This was done to ensure there were similarities in the letters anddrstand an
overview of the letters before getting more in depth later. From this pilibt stght
more letters were added to the group and the letters were re-analyzednoith a
specific criterion. Once these letters were thoroughly analyzed twoeséetipks were
written for the main research portion of this study. The letters were writtex loa the

findings from the textual analysis using both identifiable victims and statistctims.
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Next a survey was created to accompany these letters to understand theanatiat
student to give, based on an appeal letter. The survey was then tested in a pilot stud
environment to ensure that the questions being asked were clear and easy tandndersta
The main purpose here was to see if the survey would provide adequate feedback from
the respondents on their motivation patterns from the letters. Following thetyoilpt s
adjustments were made to both the letters and the survey. The revised letterseysl s
were then distributed to students in a freshman university class to read and respond t
The surveys were collected and the results were tallied for the purpose sifithy.

Textual Analysis Pilot Study

The first step of this study was to do a textual analysis of donor letters from a
current cancer foundation. A textual analysis was done on one grateful péteerard
three quarterly donor appeal letters from a central south western camiceriic€€anada.

A grateful patient letter is sent to past patients of the cancer cetfirthwideology that
since they have been treated, and are now experiencing a better life duettedtragnt,
they will then make a donation so other patients can be helped. If the patienamakes
donation as a result of this letter they are then added to the regularly dalmar list

and are sent quarterly letters.

The quarterly appeal letters are sent to the cancer centre’s currers shotheir
database, informing them of the ongoing need for donations in the centre and the
community. The current donor database is made up of the names of people who have
made donations in the past, regardless of the size and reason for the donation. Many

donors are added to this list as the result of a donation made in memory of a friend or
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loved one at a funeral. The idea here is that they will continue to give in membey of t
person loved, and in an effort to protect others in the future.

Three of the quarterly letters were standard seasonal letters, ehfteutth was a
holiday appeal to donors. For the analysis, the text of the letters was looked through
carefully to pick out themes that would encourage donors to give. Overall themes were
evident in each letter, and these themes became the basis for the futurecsirvéle
letters were also looked at for format, to see if each letter followed disygoe of
format. Each letter was searched using specific criteria to enstithdiiavere all
analyzed from the same perspective.

The appeal letters analyzed were written by the major gift officer of the
foundation. The role of the letter is to raise money for the foundation, which will then be
given to the facility. The money given is then directed toward research osdaséior
toward expansion and renovation of the facility. The intended audience is specific and
direct. The letter is directed towards past patients of the centre, as Wl @mmunity
in which this centre is located, and anyone who has made a donation to this centre in the
past. Direct statements throughout the letters are made as to the diff@idmtation
will make to the community in which the donor lives. The need for directness toward the
audience was noted in this survey and this technique was used to createrghedette
later in the study as one of the survey tools.

The analysis of the letters revealed a number of different characteristie
letters do follow a specific format starting with showing the succesed@éntre thus
far, followed by the continued need for support. Next the author of the letter focuses on

the adversity of cancer using both identifiable victims and statistics vitdimgl on the
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heart strings of potential donors. Next the letter shows what the audience tautdo a

the situations they have just read about, which is give money, and how their money can
help. If the donor believes that giving money will result in helping find a cure and
possibly preventing themselves or someone they love from getting this dibegsare

more likely to donate. Finally, the letter finishes by thanking the donor.

The letters continually stress the success of the Centre followed by thé hised
is seen specifically in statements such as this one “we have won manyibdtteewar
on cancer-but there are more to fight” (Grateful Patient, 2007). The foundationgealize
that cancer is not at the point where promises of a cure can be made; howgweanthe
to also instill hope in the donors. By saying they have won many battles they are
emphasizing that donations made in the past have gone to good use, but they also need
this continued support. “Although the truth is we sometimes lose a battle to cancer, we
never give up the fight against it” (Holiday Appeal Letter, 2005). Thismtateshows
that they want the donors to realize that they will not stop fighting until thereuiea
and the donor should also choose to do so, “so that one day, cancer will be beaten” (Fall
Appeal Letter, 2006).

The letters then show the adversity of cancer. “And cancer plays no favorites. It
attacks the young and healthy, the old and infirm, the rich and poor alike. It touches all
of us in a profound and lasting way” (Grateful Patient, 2007). This statement emghasize
that people of all ages and all walks of life suffer with the disease. No one fsosaf
cancer. As seen in the studies above done by Weiner, Perry and Magnusson in 1988,
when people believe stigmas such as cancer are due to chance or misforturee they ar

more likely to give. Showing that no one chooses to have cancer but people are instead
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infected by this deadly disease by unknown cases makes people more willing to help
through donations.

The adversity of cancer is again seen specifically in the holiday appt# sent
out when they say, “regardless of your faith or beliefs, for many the holidaynseas
time for celebrating - for sharing treasured family traditiortt faved ones and friends”
(Holiday Appeal Letter, 2005). This quotation evokes empathy in the reader. €he lett
then goes on to say “But this year, for some people, the holidays will only sexve as
painful reminder of a family member or friend lost to cancer. An emptyaséag
table...a missing loved one” (Holiday Appeal Letter, 2005). The reader canreititer
to this feeling, through personal experience, or wish that they never havettoSee|
their family. They feel guilty that some people will experience such lassgithis
holiday season.

The foundation also uses identifiable victims, as defined by Small, Loewstein a
Slovic in the research above, to help the donor relate to the individuals in need. Their
studies have shown that people are more likely to give to an individual rather thg@ a lar
number of statistics due to the fact that an individual is less overwhelhangrtultiple
statistics (Small et al., 2005). In the case of the fall 2006 appeal fetdoundation
used Wayne McGuinness’ story to show what those affected by the disedeamgr®
raise money. They shared about his bicycle tour to raise money for ovarian ctercer af
the passing of his wife from cancer. He trained for a couple of weeks whilaigisg r
money, then rode all over Ontario informing people of the devastating effects iahovar
cancer. The letter shows what he, as a single individual, was able to accorhgisher

set out to raise money for cancer. When the donor sees how his life has been touched and
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the effort he has made to stop the disease, they feel compassion for his cause and als
want to become part of the cure. “His dedication and efforts are inspiratiosiinirag
example of how each of us can fight for a cure” (Fall Appeal Letter, 2006). Through his
experience the message is then passed to the donor that they too can leave sinmpres
on the cancer facility from their donation.

The stories of the victims and the needs of the foundation lead the donor to what
the foundation is asking them to do, make a donation. They are specifically asking them
to give money to continue research protecting the donor and those they love from the
deadly effects of cancer. They stress the focus on research to helputweadéses of
cancer. While cancer as a whole seems overwhelming, the letter efetitif fear and
gives the potential donor something else to focus on. The letters remind the donor that
cancer victims are treated individually and therefore we should look at helping
individuals that suffer from cancer rather than cancer as a disease.cibyg piee focus
back on the individual, donors are more likely to see how their contribution will help and
therefore they are more likely to give. Such an approach is consistenttwittiatiain
theory whereby people are motivated to act based on guilt and obligation for tilsose les
fortunate than themselves.

The appeal letters then place the need in the hands of the donor. With statements
such as, “Yes, the numbers are alarming, but there is hope. That is why we aggtturni
you” (Grateful Patient, 2007). The foundation is identifying the magnitude of tlde nee
while also showing who they are relying on for a cure. They are promisingdrope f
better future with money given today. The foundation also makes a plea to the donor

“We need you now more than ever” (Grateful Patient, 2007). Not only does this remind
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the donor that the need is still present but it also reminds the donor that the need is
continuing to grow. “Research holds the key to unlocking the many mysteries of
cancer...” (Fall Appeal Letter, 2006) again pushes the need to fund research.

When the Cancer Centre actually makes their plea and asks for money they wor
it in a way that the donor feels as though they are contributing to something heger t
themselves. The actual request asks the donor to join against the fight. It makes the
donor feel as though they are part of a team and together they will beat cance
Statements such as, “This letter is an appeal to you - to ask you to join us ghthe fi
against cancer, by making a donation to help support our ongoing research...” (Fall
Appeal Letter, 2006) explicitly tell the donor they are asking them for mameyare
counting on their support to continue the fight. “You too have an important role to play
in the fight against cancer” (Fall Appeal Letter 2005) specifically iflesthat it is the
responsibility of the reader to take action.

The following two statements “Your gift today is an investment in a betteefutur
for all Canadians, and will help to ensure that cancer will take fewer aed liges”
(Fall Appeal Letter, 2006), and “The effect of your donation to the centrk is f@ur
own community and many others in Ontario” (Fall Appeal Letter, 2005) tell the donor
that their donation is not only helping a single individual but is promising a betieg fut
for their community, province and country. Again the focus is on building a team that
will take on something larger than themselves. Behaviors taken now promiseiresults
the future.

This final statement again really pushes the donor to react to this |ddaseP

take a moment now, to show that you care” (Fall Appeal Letter, 2006). The assumption
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is that if you do not respond to the letter you must not care about those suffering. They
also show that your donation will have an immediate impact on a family who igrsgffe
“Your gift today will help to lessen the burden of cancer, and bring hope to many this
holiday season” (Holiday Appeal Letter, 2005). Statements such as all those afove gi
the donor hope that they can make a difference in someone’s life.

While the action steps are made clear to help combat the need of the Centre, the
Centre also makes taking action easy for the donor. At the bottom of each appeaal lette
a detachable slip to be filled out and placed into the prepaid return envelope. The donor
simply needs to fill in the amount of the donation they would like to make along with a
check or a credit card number and their work is done. By taking two minutes the donor
can relieve the feeling of guilt and join the fight to end cancer.

Methodology for Textual Analysis

From the pilot study specific themes and wording were found. These findings led
to further research into specifics on how the letters were formulated. Etghd lgere
added to the original group of letters and each letter’s content was looked at more
thoroughly to see if the author was being clear and direct for the reader.t@€reefteim
the foundation were then reviewed to see what scheme was used to catch tiee@udie
attention. Specific questions were outlined to see if the audience was defargd and
how the foundation chose to address them. The object was to understand how to obtain
the audiences attention, give them credible information, while also motivatingahem

give.
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Creation of Donor Letter Tool

Two letters, one focusing on an individual victim (Appendix A) and the other
focusing on a statistical victim (Appendix B), were written for the masearch study.
They were written based on the pilot study as well with the help of Mal WdsWiiook

How to Write Successful Fundraising Lettanstten in 2001 and Siegfried Vogele's

1984 book Handbook of Direct MaiMal Warwicks’s book is broken down into sections

starting with motivating the audience, and then focuses on the writer’s platioof ade

states that commercial direct marketers believe there aré&gfieat motivators” that

explain response; fear, exclusivity, guilt, greed, and anger (Warwick, 20019e The

themes have arisen in many other articles and were therefore used as@ $tasi

picking apart the motivation patterns of donors. Warwick believes there aasta23e

reasons why people might respond to a fundraising letter, and offers these addhemes

the “hook” of a fundraising letter. His reasons are as simple as “becaussk/them,”

and “because they have money available to give away” to more complex cognitive

choices such as “because you (the foundation) recognize them for their‘ggtalise

you enable them to ‘do something’ about a critical problem, if only to protest or take a

stand,” “because you help them preserve their worldview by validating lobénslues

and beliefs” and “because you give them a sense of belonging” (Warwick, 2001).
Warwick makes suggestions on how to lay out the letter to make it readable to the

audience starting with the postscript. While the postscript is generatig aoldhe end

of the letter in the form of a “P.S.”, postscript can refer to any added informtagat

draws the attention of the reader. In the case of fundraising letters th&ipbsta be a

highlighted section of the letter which is bolded, in different font and off to the side. Thi
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signals to the reader that this information is important and will more than gkéhead

if nothing else is read in the letter. Postscript is helpful to use when tryingto tthe
reader down the page. It stands out and keeps the readers eyes moving, while also
stressing critical information. Siegfried Vogele says “eye-moegearch reveals that
the postscript is the first text read by 90% of all direct mail recipidnisgele, 1984).
The postscript is the attention getter of the letter, therefore itisattio carefully craft
what is used in the postscript to ensure the readers continue to read.

Another important component is the first sentence of the letter. This is used as the
beginning of a story, which will hopefully hook the readers attention before they eve
know it, because most of the time the rest of the letter is just skimmed. &K ateo
suggests including amplifiers in the letter to provide the reader with*jitkes” to
unspoken questions. The idea here is to answer the reader’s questions beforenthey eve
ask them (Warwick, 2001). The largest hurdle for any type of mail is to engage the
reader in the first 20 seconds as few people have the time to read evehgingceive
in the mail. Vogele breaks the 20 seconds into three phases. He starts with zgD to el
seconds suggesting the reader notes how the letter is addressed, whom iargdfrom
decides whether to open it (Vogele, 1984). The next four seconds are spent examining
the contents of the letter. During this time the reader has formed an impregsien of
letter before they have read anything (Vogele, 1984). The final eightdseisospent
doing a first run through, examining the pictures and collecting answersnb sile
guestions (Vogele, 1984). During this time, if the writer is good, the reader becomes
engaged. Therefore, it is critical to capture the audience’s attention kly @sipossible

and keep them engaged by answering all their questions.
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Once the reader is engaged it is critical to spell out what the donor willeeasi
a benefit to making a donation. Give the reader a sense of urgency to ensure they do not
archive or file the letter away with the intention to donate later. This neddsavoided
as 50% of those put aside are forgotten about (Vogele, 1984). The faster thesreader
inspired to participate the more significant a response will be obtained.

During his studies with fundraising letters Warwick also hosted a ten peso f
group to find out what donors like and dislike about fundraising letters. The purpose was
to be able to write a compelling letter that also met the needs of the résdfund six
important points to keep in mind when thinking about the audience. First, donors need a
lot of information to be persuaded to send a gift by mail. Although people think that they
want something short, and the importance of catching the reader’s attention co2sse
has already been discussed, it is also important to answer all thésgagstions. The
second point found in the focus group was that, an appeal is too long only if it does not
convey the information the donor wants. In other words, it is more important to answer
all the questions than to keep it short. Next he found that readers are skeptiaahg Offe
information about the unique character, the impact and the cost-effectiveness afithe w
will help to reduce the skepticism of the reader.

Fourth, Warwick found that human interest sells and probably doubly so in
human service appeals. They suggested that stories, especially those abeut, enddx
great way to humanize a letter. Cheryl A. Clarke stressed this in her_bogkeSiay

for Grant Seekerss did Deborah Small, George Loewstein, and Paul Slovic in their

article "Sympathy and callousness: The impact of deliberative thought onoshsrtat

identifiable and statistical victims." Clarke said, “storytelling igowerful art form. It
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has the ability to transport readers to another location and teach them about pgople the
may know nothing about” (Clarke, 2001). Small, Loewstein and Slovic focused their
study on how people responded to statistics versus identifiable victims. Thaichese
showed that people are more willing to give to a specific person and theiragtoay r

than meaningless numbers.

Fifth, Warwick came up with the idea that if there is a way to misundergtand
message the donors will find it, so the written message must be clear and emphasize
important points. He suggested the format and design affect the overall undiagst
the letter.

Based on the above research, the pilot study, and other work found in the
literature review, two fundraising letters were created to be used foesleigrch. The
first letter was written with an individual victim in mind (Appendix A). Thedet
outlined a specific cancer survivor’s story identifying the road blocks he facied) dhis
fight with this deadly disease. Immediately following the story theereads told about
a cancer centre in their region where they would be able to receive thacaiment if
they were to face a battle with cancer. The letter followed the samet fasrtteose
analyzed, finishing with action steps for the reader to take. The second bttereated
with statistics in mind (Appendix B). The story of the cancer survivor from thediter
was replaced with alarming cancer statistics to evoke a response in the fidszle
second half of the letter told the reader about the cancer centre in their regierinelye
would receive treatment if they were to battle cancer and finished wibim @t¢ps the

reader could take to ensure their plight in a similar situation just as thietties had.
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The first section of each of the letters served as the independent vetigkléhe second
half served as the dependent variable.
Survey

The letters were then distributed to 220 students. Students were asked in the form
of a survey about their likeliness to give based on two different appead.leBeth
letters had the same content; however, the format and tactics werecch&tgaents at a
medium sized south eastern university were given two appeal lettersddlby a survey
which asked the students to reflect on their feelings about the letters. The mirhese
survey was to see which type of communication motivated the students to take action.
The survey asked questions to prompt reasoning for the choices made toward the two
alternatives. At the end of the survey an open anonymous personal checkdeas m
available to the students to make a donation to whichever letter made them feel so
compelled, for whatever amount they felt compelled to give (Appendix C).

From the questions created in the survey, patterns were looked at to see what
stimulates the students to want to give. The survey was created with mactyvebjin
mind; however, the key objectives were to understand the motivation of a donor. The
motivations were assessed in the form of a survey to see what the studevds take
most effective way to motivate them.

Survey Pilot Study

Before the final study was completed, a pilot study was done using the survey
created to ensure the questions were understandable and that useable inforouddion w
be collected. The surveys were handed out to a single section of students irearffirst y

communication class at a mid sized south eastern university in the United Stiatesn
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surveys were distributed, all of which were used for analysis. The studestsachr

given two letters, one labeled letter one and the second one labeled letter t®ponest
contained an identifiable victim and used a story of a cancer victim to dftesattention

of the reader. Letter two had contained statistical victims and focused maitile

number of people through the centre each day as well as annually. The students were
asked to read the letters provided and answer the questions based on their feeldgs towa
the letters. Based on the responses of the students it was evident that aitmrd opt
should be added when asking the student which letter they preferred. The final survey
used in the study was revised based on suggestions from the pilot study to add a third
option of neither letter for those students who felt neither letter motivatedttheake a
donation.

The pilot study provided good information and feedback as to the student’s
feelings toward fundraising. The questions were asking the students to think about how
they would respond if they were given the fundraising letters and for thepard$he
results came back as expectedly supporting the hypotheses createsl alkowevident
from their responses that communication from a hospital foundation can effective
motivate their community and local philanthropists to give money to their program.
Likewise, the donor’s responses motivate the foundation to continue to attract donations
and change their message to suit the needs of the audience.

From the pilot study one question was removed as the information collected from
the response was not useful. Originally the students were asked if theyppteticn
fundraising initiatives followed by the question of why they participateideti four

percent of the respondents said they do not currently participate in initisoives
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guestion was often left blank. This question was eliminated for the actual stindy as t
results were unnecessary to the study as a whole. Therefore, the pyavasudseful
because as it allowed for fine tuning on both the letters and the survey to eeaure cl
findings could be collected.

Purpose of the Study

The motivating force behind each donor is different; however, a common thread
among many is the loss of a loved one. Nothing identifies a need more clearly than a
personal experience. When a life is touched by tragedy, it is in the besttiofehese
effected to do whatever it is they can to change that for the future. Since this is not the
case for all donors it is important to examine the other reasons that motivatetpeople
become part of the solution. If the non-profit can understand what the needs of the donor
are they will know what will make the donor feel compelled to give, and the foandati
can then set out to ensure the donor feels valued. Quarterly newsletters, along with
information on campaigns or events the charity is running make the donor feel a part of
the solution. They will then become ambassadors to all those they come in contact with.
By keeping them up to date with the news of the foundation and upcoming events, they
might incidentally recruit new donors.

Three hypotheses were made based on the use of attribution theory to describe the
behavior of potential donors. People are selfish by nature and therefore the number one
motivating factor for people to give is personal experience. The attributiory lheks
at behavior and causes of that behavior. Bernard Weiner, with his work on attribution
theory looks at social stigmas, based on perceived causality, affectitierreac

expectancies about the future and intended or actual action. These then define the
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likeliness that someone will help. It is the personal experience and howskedpiancer
victim is that specifically unveils the need for donations.

Two research questions were explored in this study to understand the
communication between a foundation and their donors. There were two questions
examined for this study which were:

Question 1:“How does communication from a hospital foundation

effectively motivate their community and local philanthropists to give

money to their program?”

Question 2:*How does the donor’s response motivate the foundation to
continue to attract donations?”

By understanding what motivated the students and looking at the choices they

made toward cancer specifically, these questions will be answered.nfbnmation can

then be used to understand the motivations behind the giver.

First and foremost the research questions will be examined, however hypothesis

have also been made as to what will be found during this process. These were created to

complement the questions and point out patterns in the students thought process toward

giving. Not all of the questions in the study ask specifically about canceeyvbovinere
is a strong cancer influence throughout the study. Three hypotheses were made

Hypothesis 1:The adversity of cancer is used in each letter to motivate
the reader to give due to feelings of guilt and obligation.

Hypothesis 2:Readers are motivated by an identifiable victim because
they feel they can make a difference, where statistical situatjmrear
unattainable and therefore overwhelming.

Hypothesis 3:The number one motivating factor for people to give is
personal experience.
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4. Results and Analysis

Textual Analysis

A textual analysis of appeal letters from a regional cancer centredibomavas
conducted to understand the tactics used by the foundation to portray their need for
donations. Eight appeal letters and three grateful patient letters wdreTuszappeal
letters are sent out to all donors in the database in the spring, the fall, andftiring t
holiday season. The grateful patient letters are sent to all those whe@detreatment at
the facility in the previous year. The criteria for the analysis ofetfters is outlined
below:

Did the postscript catch the audience’s attention?

Who is the writer? What is their role?

Can you tell the specific purpose of the letter?

Does it seem as though there is a clear audience?

Who is the intended audience for this letter?

What is the author's major claim or thesis?

Is the claim qualified (does the author hedge)? If so, how?

What is the exigency which prompted this writer to write?

What evidence or reasons does the author supply to support the claim?
10 How good are these reasons or evidence?

11.Why do you trust or distrust the claims and evidence?

12.Does the author offer any refutations? If so, of what?

13.How effective are the refutations? What makes them persuasive or uspar8ua
14. Are all the questions of the reader answered?

CoNoOO~WNE

2005 Fall Appeal Letter

The title of this particular letter is “Triumph over Adversity.” This appeiter,
sent to all those in the foundation’s donor bank, focuses on the need for research. The
postscript on the front of the letter reads as follows “Research is paramdwnt at t
(foundation)... In fact we’re known around the world for ingenious, innovative research
designed to reduce the burden of cancer.” Located on the front of the letter témtyins

tells the reader whom the letter is from and what the specific purpose dtéinésle In
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this particular letter the front portion is dedicated to a story of two fenoaters. The
first is a doctor who started practicing more than 60 years before terswes written,
and over her career she had overcome much adversity including being the only membe
of her family to escape the attacks at Pearl Harbor during the second \aorl¢éher
challenges to become a doctor and practice medicine are then comparedeata curr
physician at the cancer centre who currently battles the adversanadrcshe sees every
day (Fall Appeal Letter, 2005). Since the front page of the letter is detltodtas story
the postscript is the only signal to the reader of what the letter is abouablie i®
answer their question in the first 20 seconds after the reader begins reBaangeyes
will instantly skim to the side, read the postscript and according to Sieyogele, as
seen earlier; this will dictate if they are going to continue to read.

The writer of this appeal is the president of the foundation whose main job is to
ensure that there is proper funding for the facility. He works diligentlyvatiig donors
to ensure the work of the centre can continue. Since he is the author of thénlstter, t
adds credibility in the eyes of the reader. He is taking the responsibilityptaittie
audience, or the reader, of what is currently being done as well as tedimgrhat needs
to be done to ensure a better future. The writer addresses the readerwlirenthe
says “You too have an opportunity to play in the fight against cancer.” Here heimngpla
hope in the hands of the donor. He is giving them a chance to help make a difference just
as the women in the story have made, and are continuing to make, a differengie throu
their work as physicians. The author is also successful at connecting the past to t
present. He says “the (foundation) exemplifies triumph over adversity, ous\payed

by generations of research pioneers and great scientists” (Fall Amggtt=al 2005). The
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president of the foundation is identifying the success that has been seen in thedoundati
with the work of those who have come before.

The thesis of the letter identifies this specific cancer centre agarch leader.
This is backed up with descriptions of the work being done at the centre. The last couple
of paragraphs of the letter better describe what is being asked of the ragdm the
author ties the past research to what needs to be done now and tells the reader that in
order for progress to continue, donations need to be made to fund such initiatives. He
connects research excellence with better lives for thousands of people, aksiiaggg
this is only possible through donations.

This letter lacks the detail that some of the others do as far as explahortyev
centre cares for and who specifically their research will help. The feamsresearch
rather than on the everyday cancer victim. While most of the questions of tee read
should be answered, there is still room for questions in the mind of the reader agethere a
missing details. This letter focuses on repetition rather then a stranfpdas. The
only description of what the centre is for is to the side of the letter, but not in the
engaging part of the script.
2005 Holiday Appeal Letter

The 2005 holiday appeal starts with a touching story of a grandmother writing a
letter to her granddaughter. Unfortunately, by the time the granddaugleieessthe
letter her grandmother has lost her battle with cancer. This letter bé@tire story of
an identifiable victim to catch the reader’s attention. There is no posiscripe front
of the letter; however, the back portion does take advantage of the use of postript

the back they describe the patients of the cancer centre as being a® iatricaomplex
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as crystals of snow. Not only does this catch the reader’s attention but itas a cle
comparison for their readers to make. Being located in an area of high pteciptte
intricacy and complexity of snow is applicable to the audience. It is alsacatesx
metaphor as this letter is accompanied with a “crystal of caring” — pleomntary tree
ornament for all those receiving the letter to display.

This letter is also written by the president of the foundation to all those who are
past givers and who may know someone who has suffered with cancer. The specific
purpose of this letter is to continue their tradition of giving an ornament to their donors
and wishing them a happy, healthy, and safe holiday season. The letter esesmaflas
people by saying “Regardless of your faith or beliefs, for many the hokdesps is a
time for celebrating - for sharing treasured family traditiortt faved ones and
friends...for some people, the holiday will only serve as a painful reminder of lg fami
member or friend lost to cancer” (Holiday Appeal Letter, 2005). They athac
audience’s attention by relating to the audience and reminding them of theayhol
traditions. The need to help those with cancer is then put in perspective when the picture-
perfect Christmas is crushed by the reminder of those who will be griavoss during
this season.

The author is also successful in making the problem seem more individual. They
address this when they say “At the (foundation) we remember that each person is a
individual” (Holiday Appeal Letter, 2005). In any foundation, when the problem
becomes impersonal people do not see the need to help. It is when the problem is

addressed in a personal fashion that people realize the adversity and unadrtainty
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remaining healthy. They need to see how they will be, or could be, affected by the
disease before they understand why they should be part of the solution.

The author also addresses refutations in the letter. He says “although we
sometimes lose a battle to cancer, we never give up the fight against itlajHappeal
Letter, 2005). This is critical to obtaining credibility with the audiences Well known
that cancer is one of the leading causes of death. If the author chose to say that no one
ever dies at our facility there would be a complete loss of credibility.dBseasing it he
is showing that this still happens but they are doing everything in their postntit,
and for that reason it is even more critical that the reader make a donation to the
foundation. He asks the reader at the end of the letter to show they “share our lope for
better world -one where cancer is powerless over us” (Holiday Appeal L 2005).

This is asking the donor to join the fight and become part of something bigger then
themselves. The way it is worded gives the donor confidence that the foundation is doing
all that they can with the resources they now have and they will continue to do that wit
the resources you give them.

He finishes the letter by saying “P.S.,” which is generally used in atette
friend from a friend, and continues with “Each of us know someone like Sarah or her
granddaughter. The unfortunate truth is that, statistically speaking, e@atdeuch
most of our lives in some way. Won't you do your part to help fight this terrible diseas
(Holiday Appeal Letter, 2005)? Just like a message to a friend this patstscr
personalizes the request and serves as a reminder to the reader thahgametts to be

done. We can not just sit still and hope for the best.
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2006 Spring Appeal Letter

The Spring 2006 appeal was sent out to announce the innovative technology
called brachytherapy that had been brought to the cancer centre. It ih-¢e'thg
treatment that can make an impact on reducing the size of a tumor and improving the
quality of life of people living with cancer” (Spring Appeal Letter, 2006). pbstscript
on the front of this letter summarizes the trouble one patient, from the other side of the
country was having swallowing before he received this revolutionary treaitnighe
postscript is used to summarize what the letter is about, revolutionary in¢atrnige
also grabbing the audience’s attention with the use of a personal experience. The
postscript on the back of the letter does the same thing. It states that the toctor w
performs the procedure is an expert in his field and with this new technology tlee canc
centre is offering ground breaking treatment. By reading only the gpstseoth the
front and the back of this letter you have a pretty good idea of what the rest ofethis le
about. The reader could make their decision to give based solely on the postscript of this
letter.

Written by the president of the cancer program, the purpose of thisddtier
notify supporters in the community of the facility in their region. The entingsfo€ the
letter is on how the new technology works and the improvement it is over treatments
done in the past. Itis not until the final paragraph of the letter that the readdressed
specifically. The letter reads “government funding only pays for a portion & tosss.
What remains must be raised from private donations. This is why | am wigtiing y
today, to ask you to make a donation to support the (foundation) and its ongoing

development of groundbreaking treatments” (Spring Appeal Letter, 2006). The purpose
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of this letter is to inform the audience of the wonderful treatments the aaartes offers

and then ask the donor to make a donation to keep these options available to those who
need it. The front portion is very informative, giving a clear descriptidheof

equipment, the staff needed and how the treatment works. While the back continues to
inform the reader on the benefits of the treatment it is also on this sidegnaater is
specifically addressed.

The major claim of this appeal is again the groundbreaking work that is being
done at the centre. The 2005 Fall appeal focused on research and the 2005 holiday
appeal focused on how personal cancer is and the uncertainty there is with #ss.dise
This spring appeal gives new hope for the innovation and equipment at this fanility. |
this letter an expert doctor in this area of treatment is introduced, along dattiaption
of the recent expansion of the cancer centre and the purchasing of the high-dose
brachytherapy machine. All this innovation prompts a need in the writer to gain more
funding to help pay for these new additions.

The author discusses all the wonderful innovations at the centre but then finishes
with how costly they are. The reminder here to the reader, is that while tlez cantre
is doing all they can to provide the best treatments, they need your help to contigue bei
world renown. This appeal is more informative then persuasive however through the
reinforcement of what they offer the reader should be interested in how thegljgan h
All the questions about this particular treatment are answered in thishettexyer more

details on the centre as a whole would be useful in persuading the reader to give.
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2006 June Reminder Appeal Letter

The postscript of this appeal is especially effective as it was sefblimraup to
the June 2006 appeal. The postscript reads “There is still time...” telling the donors
exactly what the reason for the letter is (June Reminder Appeal, 2006). édris cl
statement reminds the donor they are still able to be part of the initiativévasdhgem
clear action steps as to how to be a part. The president of the foundation reminds the
audience, anyone who received the first appeal and has not yet made a dorative, “y
shown in the past, that you support our ongoing efforts to combat this terrible disease”
(June Reminder Appeal, 2006). He uses this statement to recognize their past
contributions while encouraging them to give again.

In this letter, unlike many of the others the need is clear and specific. fEhey a
requesting donations to help pay for a qualified revolutionary new piece of equipment
that has been purchased. They position the letter to highlight the benefits thisf piece
equipment will bring. It is the one centre in the nation that offers this technology
therefore, patients are travelling from afar to receive revolutionary yiterapy and
gifts are needed to cover the costs. The author of the letter uses stiies “since
2005 already 80 patients received a total of 200 treatments” (June Reminder Appeal,
2006). In other words, the equipment is being put to good use for those in need.

This appeal is short, which is all that is necessary for a reminder appe&l a
just a follow-up to an original appeal. Not as much information is needed as all the main
points were already covered in the original letter allowing this leitircus on

generating an immediate gift from the donor. The letter is seaedible as it is on
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standard letterhead, and all the contact information for the foundation i aitathe
letter.
2006 Fall Appeal Letter

The Fall 2006 appeal contains no postscript on the front, however the postscript
on the back of the letter is very effective. It clearly identifies and suimneas the letter
as being research focused. Written by the president of the foundation, theddter st
with an individual’s story to raise funds for research after the passing offisem
cancer. The letter, like most of the others is part of the quarterly appeiadsisby the
foundation requesting donations. This letter specifically focuses on resea¢he need
for funding to continue the world renowned research being done at this facility. The
letter is written to any past, present or future donors and even explicitl{Tdaydetter
is an appeal to you” (Fall Appeal Letter, 2006). The author is asking the reader,
whomever they are, to take action based on what they have read.

The major claim of the letter is that this cancer facility is involved indvorl
renowned research and they are improving cancer care through this workedJibet
the letter states “Many clinicians, medical physicists and sciemimtk together to
increase their knowledge through basic research in health science, supportaredcare
clinical trials” (Fall Appeal Letter, 2006). This reinforces what the fatiod is doing to
help and shows that all of these people are working together to find a curkps liche
paint a picture for the reader of the many hands it takes to find a cure. Thie Huzls t
psychosocial benefits the reader will get from making a donation. By making @donat
they are becoming part of something bigger than themselves. The author siyggerts t

claims and the thesis by having two doctors and researchers who work atcthsir fa
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support the claims. Two renown researchers in the field are identified sthednking
with the Tumor Invasion and Metastasis group, and the other is identified aagvorki
with the Optical Diagnostic and Therapeutics group.

Throughout the letter they push the need for more research. They continue to
connect research with finding a cure and finally reducing the instancesoeir caVhile
the letter does contain information about the work in patient care currently bem@tdon
the facility, the focus of the letter is on how much more could be done and how many
more lives would be saved if a cure was found. Again, however that means they need
money for research. While the need for research is clear in this leteergiess
information than is normally included about the facility and who it serves.
2006 Holiday Appeal Letter

The letter opens with an anecdote, clearly identifying a grandfather and his
grandson both receiving cancer treatment at the same time. The story intieates
bravery the grandson showed and the strength his grandfather received ffaith thiea
child. This touching story grabs the audience’s attention and connects them to the
victims who are in need of treatment. The authors, in this particular cades arerkers
at the foundation who show the need of one family and connect it to the Christmas
season. Since this is their holiday appeal they use the season, and traditiopal famil
celebrations to remind the reader of the love they have for their relabhddsow
vulnerable each of them are when it comes to cancer. Since the letgosgreut to
people who have made a donation in the past it is possible that they have losy a famil

member or friend to cancer. The letter serves as a reminder of the caps@at the
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centre and offers the reader the chance to save another family who has ¢étemovi
this disease.

Once they have the reader’s attention they identify the need for calated re
funding. The letter offers statics about the disease. They say “canceseasedinat
knows no boundaries. It attacks people of all races, faiths and ages” (Holidagt Appe
Letter, 2006). This statement appears in a number of different letters agdhelanan
or thesis to point out to the reader, that no one is safe. While the first section connects
the reader to a real life example the second section draws attention tt thatfao
matter who the reader is, they are not immune to this disease. Specific individua
their family members could be the next to battle cancer. Therefore the audi¢his
letter is anyone who reads it. Although the letter was sent to a specsimp#ithe
letter was picked up by a neighbor or friend it should have the same effect on thism. T
specific letter is accompanied by a complimentary ornament for theeete hang on
their tree. The idea here is to draw the attention of others who may visit tieeohtime
donor and see their tree. This public display of care for the cause will idtgdigt the
attention of potential new donors.

The ornament also gives the recipient a sense of obligation to the foundation. The
foundation made a donation of the ornament to the audience therefore the audience
should feel obligated to make a monetary donation in return. Obligation is one of
Weiner’s causal attributions that people often make toward a certain behavia .thginc
audience was given this free gift they feel obligated to give somethikgdzacsing

them to make a donation.
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The exigency of the letter is that cancer is killing at a fast rateesedrch into
treatment needs to be done so lives can be saved. The author uses natioral statisti
show the need and the pace at which people are being affected. They show that the need
is now, and we must act immediately to help save the lives that are cumeddlyger.

We should not just give once, but instead we must also continue to give to find a cure.
Statistics are given to show the rate at which cancer is growing and vatbatg this

will continue even further. The foundation clearly outlines the use of the funds in the
centre. By showing the quantity of funds that are used in the centre the neefdisae
even more. The claims of the author are supported with statistics giving eoncret
evidence of the need. Phrases such as “...by the year 2020, incidence of caigrewwill
by as much as 70%” and “we treat over 700 patients each day” reinforce the needs
presented by the centre (Holiday Appeal Letter, 2006).

While this gives the reader evidence, there are no consequences attached to the
need. If the money is not given there is no mention of what would happen in this case.
Perhaps if it was made clear what would happen in the event of no donations, people
would be more anxious to give. The foundation could also increase the response rate by
suggesting a specific need that needs to be met. If the donor felt like tleey wer
contributing to a sizeable need rather than an endless hall of needs they may feel
though they could make a difference. Instead they rely on adversity of eartbeir
method of collecting donations.

However, they do make the donation process easy for the reader. The bottom
portion of the letter is created to tear off and send in to the foundation for easysprgce

of the donation. Pre-paid envelopes are also included in the letter to ensure the decision
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to give is made immediately rather than giving the reader time to think abauget f
about their desire to donate. This letter also offers credibility asetigdia centre in
which the recipient has either received treatment in the past or has made @ndonati
the past.
2007 Fall Appeal Letter

This appeal was sent out with a focus on research. The first page of the letter
reviewed Dr. Alexander Fleming’s finding of penicillin. The story of thiseecalled
“miracle drug” serves as a reminder to the reader that we take mmeelicine for
granted. The emphasis here is placed on the need for research, like that dane by Dr
Fleming, to find cures for other illnesses and diseases. The letternvegittee president
of the foundation, is written as a narrative to the audience as to the world stesshe
that is being done at this particular facility which needs to continue untieasctound.
The initial focus is on the precision of research done at the centre and thetdikes iio
unlock the mysteries. The objects of the research are also clearly outlimedhtention
is to create long term partnerships with the donors until a cure is found. The ptesident
main claim is that while the centre hires world-class researdhtakes many clinicians,
medical physicist and scientists working together to have a profound effectemt pati
care. He refers back to Fleming’s accidental discovery of penicillin anccesftire
notion that none of the research at the centre is done by accident but insteddlig care
thought out and executed. This is to assure the donor that none of their money will go to
waste.

The audience of this letter is not explicitly clear, but like many of the tdtiers

the underlying message is that no one is immune from this disease and thereforesno one i
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safe. Instead, everyone should donate to help ensure they will benefit from descoveri
made. Only a cure will ensure that no more lives are lost to this diseastheltlesire
to fulfill this dream of finding a cure that sends this urgent letter to the donors. A
donation to research will ensure that fewer and fewer lives will be lost to cdhegr
suggest that a donation is a gift into a better future for all Canadians. Jusaiilgem
the other letters, there are clear, easy steps for the reader tottegevifould like to
make a donation. The side text of the letter reminds the reader that reseatethasda
lead to a decline in the death rate of patients to cancer but not eliminatédgetier.
The postscript reads as follows “Research saves lives, your donations passbte”
(Fall Appeal Letter, 2007). They are putting the ability to help in the hands of the
readers. The need has been made clear and now it is time for the reader tiootake ac
They have established credibility by reminding the reader of the graaidbg
research that is being done in their facility. They have also establigtdilay by
sending quarterly appeals to their donors. Each quarter a letter is sentdortbes
updating them on the current needs of the facility and reminding the donor of how they
can get involved. By keeping the donors up to date they are remaining accountable on
how the money is being used.
2007 Holiday Appeal Letter
The 2007 holiday appeal letter starts with a story of a girl taking larfet see
the cancer specialist. The news received from the specialist was thvedbtifaslikely be
her fathers last Christmas. As the girl tries to be brave for her fétleestory says she
can not help but feel as though this is unfair. The story is accompanied by a picture of a

girl writing in a diary giving the reader a face to match the story with. frbimé side of
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the letter goes on to say how many people will feel the loss of a loved one to bancer t
holiday season and create a need in the reader.

There is very little postscript on this letter, unlike many of the others. Tle onl
postscript is used to ask the reader specifically to donate and reads as‘fdtlowshat
you share our hope for a better world- one where cancer is powerless ofldoligsly
Appeal Letter, 2007). This is a powerful statement to make a powerful appeal to the
audience. Rather then reinforcing a bunch of different ideas to the readardtsayply
highlighting the action step they would like the reader to take.

This letter is signed by the president of the cancer centre and sentémtiees
regular donors as a Christmas greeting and reminder of those facing |lceatus.

This letter is the third in their tradition of sending a snowflake ornamengiétsfar their
supporters and a reminder of the “one-of-a-kind miracles” you can be a part ofathen
make a donation. The text of the letter is very similar to other holiday appdadds in t
stresses how many patients are treated per day as well as reminds how achopfe e
their patients are. They stress hope during the holiday season and ask the rakder to t
moment now to be a part of the hope for a future without cancer.

2005 Grateful Patient Letter

The grateful patient letters are sent to past patients from the cantertbat
have completed their treatment and no longer require the services of thecesnicer
There is a clear difference in the format of these letters compared to ¢noselisto the
community and donors who have not used the services at the facility. Appeal &tters s
out to past donors who have not been cancer patients generally contain a stioty to ca

the reader’s attention. If the focus of the letter is on research, thensildsg about past
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researchers or a biography of a current researcher doing work at tbe @amce. The
holiday appeals focus on stories of families and the loss people feel duringidag$ol
The grateful patient letter instead addresses the problem from a mot&atatis
standpoint. They directly address the “incredible challenge on our hanad$éefidr
Patient Letter, 2005). They discuss how alarming the instances of cemeadaell the
reader that they, as a centre and a foundation that raises money for the ntre, a
“fighting back” (Grateful Patient Letter, 2005). The individual victim is netdsel in
these letters as the reader of this letter is the victim. They haledlthcer and know
what it feels like to receive the news and participate in treatment. The ploeseot
need to be painted for them as they have painted it themselves. This lettersestea
as a reminder to them that they are not the only one who has suffered with this disease.
There are many others who are also suffering and need generous donatigménd he
cure.

The letter itself has a very strong local appeal to it, in that it repsegarancer
centre in the region in which the majority of its audience lives. It remindsdler that
the centre serves the community in which they live in while serving the audience’
family, friends and neighbors. The letter reinforces over and over whahgsdme at
their facility and that any money donated will stay in their community and gardsw
improving their equipment. The patient receiving this letter was treatbis &adility
and would be treated there again if they were to relapse with cancer. Theiom@onat
would act as re-assurance for state of the art facilities at thie célrtie tone of the letter
is more statistical than personal compared to the other letters. The autHgr clea

identifies the instances of cancer in Canada and how these numbers areddrpgce
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in the next couple of years if we are unable to find a cure. The facts about the facil
itself are also outlined to the reader. They reinforce that it isexdtdhe-art research

and treatment facility. This tells the patient that they have received thedssgle care

they could have received anywhere else. Next the letter outlines splydifieaegion it

is responsible for, including the number of people who are reliant on the care from this
facility if they were to be diagnosed with cancer. They also take this oppwpitinit

remind the patient of the recent “Hope can’t wait” fundraising campaigchvidad to a
significant expansion of the cancer facility. They emphasize thaugheort they

received came from generous donors including individuals, businesses and corporations
in the community. Next the reader is shown the money was put to good use to increase
the number of treatments that could be administered each day.

The only time the patient is directly spoken to, is when the letter asksdhem
make a donation. The letter reads “We need you now more than ever. As the threat of
cancer increases, we must increase our efforts to find new and effecivesinés”

(Grateful Patient Letter, 2005). The final paragraph continues to make thictonne
with the potential donor with the second to last line reading “Your donation will help us
provide the best possible care for someone who is battling cancer, andighance
support to their families and friends” (Grateful Patient Letter, 2005). adtgért of that
sentence is really interesting when they specifically address ¢ néthe patient’s

family and friends. As a past patient, the reader of this letter knows hovatindy and
friends were affected by their iliness and if given the chance they wouldavarttéct

others from having to suffer with the same thing.



Willis |75

Another difference seen in these letters from the regular apped Isttbere is
suggested amount for the reader to give. In all other appeal letters the damatisn s
left up to the readers discretion, however in these letters there is a fo@usmmaking
them regular monthly donors rather then quarterly or yearly donors. They suggest
monthly increments that could be given to make a difference.

The 2005 Grateful Patient letter is very different from those which followed it
This letter was printed on the foundations letter head and was spread onto thiae separ
pages. This letter is much less visually appealing than the others. Thereaswahibe
space on the page with the writing very spread out. Certain sections are bold&d to ma
them stand out more however; the font is the same size throughout the letter. Compared
to those that follow it, the 2006 and 2007 appeals, this letter appears unprofessional and
lacking credibility. Another difference is that this letter does not contaaraoff
portion at the bottom of the letter to be filled out and mailed in like those that follow it.
Instead it is a separate slip that could be lost when the mail is opened. TheHatter
follow it make it convenient for the reader to make a donation incase they do not make a
quick decision and return to it later, all the pieces they need are rightahédrem.

This letter, written by the chief medical oncologist at the centre, fearséhe
growth of cancer instances and what the cancer centre has been set up to das The fac
are clearly laid out to the reader of who the facility is for and how many paaple
treated their weekly and annually. It almost seems as if the legtersnfirom one idea to
the next without a smooth transition. The second page of the letter contains two

endorsements from people who have experienced what the centre has to offer. dhese tw
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personal accounts give a humanistic approach to the letter and add credibilitgyeghe
of the reader.
2006 Grateful Patient

The 2006 Grateful Patient appeal appears different to the 2005 Grateful Patient
that the 2006 letter used pictures along with the logo rather then standaheéettir
the letter. This letter appears more official and credible due to its gragign work
and the layout of the pictures. The letter is written by the same person as thet2005 let
and the text is very similar in both. It is the layout of the letter including theres,
postscript and varied font that make this letter more visually appealinghin@20@5
letter. The 2005 version seemed very cold and unprofessional, relying more heavily on
the text then the visuals to catch the audience’s attention. The text is smdll@ore
condensed which again is more appealing to the reader, than the 2005 grateful patient.
The coloring of the picture blends nicely with the colors chosen for the type ettt |
all matching the official foundation colors and logo. This ties all the pieces d@ttée |
together causing the eye to flow through it smoothly.

In 2006, high-dose brachytherapy was newly added to the treatments offered at
the facility. The 2006 Spring appeal focused on the cost of this machinery in thair appe
to raise money. On the front side of this letter there is a picture of the braapythe
machine used to perform this type of treatment. The picture serves asndeareofithis
groundbreaking equipment and the need for funding to pay for it. On the back of the
letter there is a picture of a patient smiling, as well as a nurse dejjveddications and
picture of monitors used for brachytherapy. All these serve as remindbesgast

patient of their experiences at the centre.
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The text of the letter is identical to that of the 2005 Grateful Patient, r&imjo
who the facility is set up for and how many patients are treated a yeannljhe
difference is the letter is signed by the president of the cancee cdrite postscript of
this letter enforces the growth of this disease by showing 70 percent on the bile of t
letter, which is approximately three quarters of the page tall. This is tademtiee
mind of the reader the growth rate of this scary disease. The postscriptrat tifehe
letter is what differentiates each letter from the different yeahne. pbstscript of this
letter reinforced their facility as the second largest centre iad2aand among the top in
the world. Again they mention their growing reputation as a world class fduility
remind the reader that this is only possible with their support.

2007 Grateful Patient Letter

The 2007 Grateful Patient letter has a picture of a bald man on the front, to clearly
represent a cancer victim. In the background of the picture there is anotbet pati
meeting with doctors and others receiving treatment. These picturdg dbgact a
normal day in the cancer centre. The pictures are used to bring back theelams f
the reader had when they were receiving their own treatment.

Postscript is used heavily in this appeal to catch the reader’s attentios.tignc
letter is serving as a reminder of the need to those who have already beefatility,
the postscript allows the reader to quickly scan the letter and decide indtdrelyare
going to respond to it or not. On the back the postscript reads “When cancer strikes, we
must be armed with the newest technology, if we are to combat it succé{Sudlieful
Patient Letter, 2007). From a patients standpoint this would be their desire, that whe

iliness hits there is some form of treatment that will help them retukntbdheir normal
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everyday life. The urgency is there, since the patient themselves hasmogeert and
would like to never have to experience it again.

The letter again has a very strong local appeal to it. The author is the president
the foundation and he reinforces over and over what is being done at their f&aniitg.
the patient was treated at this facility and would be treated there adeag Were to
relapse, they are assured that their money will be going toward theireatmént or the
treatment of their friends or family in the same community. This lettishes by saying
through research the scientists at the centre are renewing hope that oaeceéayvdl be
beaten and the (foundation) is a lead player in this hope. They are asking théoreader
help be a part of the hope of one day beating cancer.

Overall Consensus from the Letters

The letters from the foundation are effective in creating a picture foe#uker of
what the needs of the facility are. Each letter contains a picture of a pgssilent. It
gives a visual to the reader of whom the letter is specifically about. Eachl gp@s a
personal touch and is aesthetically pleasing to draw the reader in. The pbstdbe
letters is often helpful to catch the attention of the readers and reirtierogain claim of
the letter. Not only were they visually appealing, they also pointed out kegnatfon
allowing the reader to only skim the letter and not read it fully. The themesleftdre
and often the thesis of the letter are printed in the postscript explicitigiogtthe main
reason for the letter.

The writers of the letters changed depending on the need and the feeling of the
appeal. Most times however the letter was coming from the president of the fonndati

or from those working directly with the funding raised. The writer of the lalteost
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always starts the letters with an identifiable victim to give therlatteiman appeal.
Stories are used to connect the donor with a person who is suffering from the ainskase
give a personal connection to the disease. By identifying to the donor, the gdversit
the disease, and showing victims just like themselves, the hope is that thevi#ader
connect with them and want to help them.

The specific purpose of each letter is to attract donations. This is cleatife
detachable bottom and the addressed pre-paid envelope included in each appeal. The
detachable bottom also says “If you live here...give here.” This reinftreaseed for
those using the facility or living in the region in which the facility seteegve
generously to ensure the facility is there if they one day need it.

The audience of the appeals is always the same. The letters are addrdssas to t
who have made donations in the past, and the foundation is hoping will make a donation
again soon in the future. The author’'s major claim in all the letters is thaetfodmes
not play favorites”. Although it may not be worded in that exact manner in eachtlegter
letters all carry the same tone. The statistics show that the number of pdome f
victim to cancer is a growing number and there is nothing the donor can do to protect
them self from also falling victim to cancer. The donor’s only hope is to donate to
increase the chances that a cure will be found.

From the letters analyzed a pattern was found in the different appealsthEirst,
spring appeal serves to announce new innovation at the centre. They are specificall
talking about new treatments at the facility. The fall appeals all focus oestarch
being done at the centre and the need for research to find cures and beattentseat

The holiday appeals, sent out before Christmas, focus on family and friends. They have
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the most personal connection with stories the audience can relate to. Fneadjsateful
patient letters focus on statistics and tend to have a less personal approabtttershe
instead they are more of a reminder of the growing need of individuals just like
themselves. The stress of the letters is the growth in numbers and the neaddor a

The claims in each of the letters are qualified with statistics to back me¢le
statements. They are able to show the number of patients seen at this paatditiar f
each day as well as annually. The appeals include the official logo ointine aed the
foundation, along with contact information for the foundation. The website is also
included at the bottom to answer any additional questions the reader might have.
Survey Results

A survey, (Appendix C), was created to understand the motivation pattern of
donors in relation to an appeal letter. The survey was handed out in accompaniment with
the appeal letters which were created based on the textual analysis affogdedters,
and for the purpose of testing their motivations. The surveys were handed out during a
large lecture class period of students from 12 different sections of gefanst
communication class. The survey took place at a mid size south eastern univéngty i
United States. During this experiment 220 surveys were distributed, while only 184 of
those collected were able to be used. Those unused were due to incompletion of the
survey or were not handed back in by the respondent. From those collected 104 of the
respondents were male leaving the remaining 80 respondents to be female. The student
were each given two letters, one focusing on an identifiable victim thketter one, and

the second one focusing on statistics labeled letter two. They wereeallthe same
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directions from the front of the class, where they were asked to read trepettaded
and answer the questions based on their feelings toward the letters.

As anticipated in hypothesis number two, 63 percent of the respondents chose
letter one to be more effective in motivating them to give. Of the 63 percent who chose
this letter, 46 percent were female and 54 percent were males. This gesest &ith
hypothesis one (H1) which says readers are motivated by identifiablas/rather then
simply by statistics. Letter two was selected by 34 percent of$hendents, while
three percent of the respondents reported not being motivated to give byetidnerA
chi-square analysis was also done with the numbers received from the dtuway.
found that the P value for males selecting letter one is less than 0.0001, as seenlin Cha
(Comparison of Donations in Response to Identifiable Victim (Letter 1)a&is8tal
Victim (Letter 2). When looking at the letter selection of females, tlseysslected
letter one. The P value equals 0.0007, also illustrated in Chart 1. By conventional

criteria, these differences are considered to be extremelyistdliyssignificant.



Chart 1

Comparison of Donations in Response to
Identifiable Victim (Letter 1) & Statistical Victim

(Letter 2)
# of # of
Males* Females** Total
Letter 1 63 54 117
Letter 2 38 24 62
Total 101 78 179

*Chi squared equals 16.899 with 1 degrees of
freedom. The two-tailed P value is less than 0.0001

** Chi squared equals 11.538 with 1 degrees of
freedom. The two-tailed P value equals 0.0007
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The next section of the survey asked the students to describe how each bidter ma
them feel. It was hypothesized that students would feel obligated or gadindethem
to give based on the adversity of cancer. What was found from the survey was both male
and female students who had picked letter one reported the one word that bdstdiescri
how they felt was “sympathetic” answered by 12 percent of the respondehes. O
popular words from these respondents were “compassionate” with eight percent of
respondents choosing this word to describe how they felt. Six percent of the students
chose “sad” and another six chose “personal” as words that describdeehegs
toward this letter. The only other word that evoked a response was “hopeful” with a 4
percent response. Overall the words chosen to describe the letter by those evho wer
motivated to give were feelings of emotion or a desire to help this cause. When thes
same respondents were asked to report on how letter two made them feel, 17 percent
responded with “informed.” Other popular responses were “bored,” “statistigallt,”
“obligation,” “pressured” and “overwhelmed”. The response to this lettetivehst
seemed very impersonal and like an advertisement.

When the respondents who chose letter two as being more motivational were
asked to pick a word to describe how they felt when they read letter one the number one
and two responses to this letter were “sympathetic” with 7 percent in agreamant
“sad” with a 6 percent response rate. What was found when comparing the responses to
those who had chosen letter one, was that the words chosen to describe the lether were t
same words, mainly all synonyms for sympathy. When asked to report howwetter t
made them feel, the most common response was “informed” with 20 percent of the

respondents choosing that response. There was less consensus on words, however the
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words chosen were mainly synonyms of “inform or information.” The patternwese

that these respondents liked how direct the letter was as opposed to a more eprotional
personal appeal. They found the bare facts to be what motivated them rather than a
biography.

The third question asked the participants to select the answer from the list below
of the reason they made a donation to the letter they did. The reasons listed were
personal experience, | care about cancer, obligation, guilt, fear and abilitiogef
respondents who choose letter one the majority said the reason they would give to lette
one is because they personally care about cancer. While caring abouleathtiee
responses with 38 percent choosing that response, personal experience followed with 26
percent and ability came in third with 15 percent. Respondents from lettersovchalse
caring about cancer as there number one reason to donate to letter two with dSiperce
agreement, followed by 20 percent due to ability and 17 percent due to personal
experience. Those who chose neither letter as being more motivational chéicse gui
being the reason they would give if they chose to do so. These results disdigree wi
hypothesis number three. The expectation was that personal experience would be the
number one reason for people supporting cancer. However, the main reason the
respondents said they would give was because they cared about cancer. Thelse humbe
were also analyzed using a chi-square analysis. The two-tailed Rs/bdsg than
0.0001. By conventional criteria, this difference is considered to be extrentedticstthy

significant.



Chart 2

Reasons for Choosing to Donate to a Non-
Profit Cancer Foundation by Type of Self-
Professed Attribution

Number
Reasons for Choosing to Choosing
Donate Response*
Personal experience 44
| care about cancer 77
Obligation 18
Guilt 10
Fear 6
Ability 39
Total 194

*Chi squared equals 107.495 with 5 degrees
of freedom. The two-tailed P value is less than
0.0001
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Next the students were asked to choose between letter one and letter two in
relation to a list of qualities based on the readability of the letters. Wémeyasked to
respond on the clarity, cohesiveness, authenticity, ease of response, agoregsjand
engaging copy of the two letters. Each student selected whether they thtegbnie
or letter two contained the qualities listed. Both males and females wholettesene
as more motivational also said that this letter's best quality was eesspohse with 87
percent of the respondents choosing this quality. This same group of individuals, those
who felt letter one was more motivational than letter two rated lettes twvghest
guality as being clarity by 55 percent of the respondents.

The respondents who thought letter two was more motivational however were
split in their analysis of the two letters. The males in this group chosedeééor its
ease of response with 50 percent of these respondents agreeing. Malesttérdsel
for its clarity by 100 percent of the respondents. The females who felttVettevas
more motivational than letter one reported letter one with 54 percent of the respondent
agreeing as being more authentic. Females selected letter twsdppropriateness with
92 percent of these respondents believing it was more appropriate. The respondents who
chose neither letter as more motivational than the other felt letter onenedntaore
engaging copy, 86 percent of the respondents chose this answer. Letter twoated sele
for the cohesiveness of the letter by 66 percent of the respondents in this group.

In the question that asked students to choose between two diseases listed, the
students were asked to decide between cancer and another iliness and ciatlsehe c
they would support. Ten diseases were listed, each compared to cancer and the students

were asked to select the disease, they would support if given the chance to dsso. Thi
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guestion was based on work done by Bernard Weiner, Raymond Perry and Jamie
Magnusson in their article “An Attributional Analysis of Reactions to Stgjrfram the
University of Manitoba. In their work they tested for the same thing while lodkisge
how students would respond to stigmas that had a mental-behavior origin (AIRIS, chil
abuse, drug addiction, obesity, and Vietham War syndrome) and would be perceived as
more onset-controllable than those which were physical (Alzheimer’s djddaginess,
cancer, heart disease, and paraplegia). The predictions were that meavatbsould
elicit less liking, pity, assistance, and charitable donations.

This study found that males who chosen letter one as being more motivational,
when given the choice between cancer and another disease they chose cdreer, as t
disease they would contribute to, in all but two instances. The first exceptiohildas c
abuse with 77 percent of the respondents choosing child abuse, while the other 33 percent
chose cancer. The second instance was heart disease, chosen 63 percenteobties ti
cancer, which was selected 47 percent of the time. The female respondents who also
thought letter one was more motivational chose cancer the majority of theviiimthe
exception of AIDS, child abuse, and heart disease. When given the choice between
cancer and AIDS, this group of females chose AIDS, with 57 percent seletifg A
over cancer. Child abuse was selected 96 percent of the time over cancer and heart
disease was chosen 52 percent of the time over cancer. However, all of the other
respondents indicated that they would give to cancer more often than to drug addiction,
obesity, Vietnam War syndrome, Alzheimer’s disease, blindness and paraplegia

The male respondents who felt letter two was more motivational responded

similarly to the females who selected letter one choosing cancer asdss ithe would
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contribute toward most of the time with the exception of AIDS, child abuse, and heart
disease that were selected more often than cancer. When this group was boiea a c

to support cancer or AIDS, 53 percent of the respondents chose AIDS while only 47
percent chose cancer. Child abuse received 71 percent of the responses over cdncer whic
received 29 percent of the responses from this group. Heart diseaseosas 68

percent of the time while cancer was selected 37 percent of the timesasktiess they
would donate to. The females who also chose letter two chose cancer the robjbaty
time, with the exceptions of AIDS, child abuse and drug addiction. AIDS dlisge
percent of the responses when compared to cancer, child abuse attracted 96fgéeent o
responses when compared to cancer and drug abuse attracted a surprisingnbéfperc
responses compared to 46 percent who chose cancer.

Looking at the overall trend from the results, cancer is chosen over the other
diseases every time with the exception of AIDS, heart disease, child abuseygand dr
abuse. AIDS was selected by 51 percent of the respondents with a small margin over
cancer. Heart disease was also selected 59 percent of the time over danoaty T
disease that was clearly favored for donations was child abuse which deg8@ipgercent
of the vote.

Following their choices between cancer and other diseases they keslenasa
10 point likert scale “how likely would they be to give money to someone who they fe
was responsible for their misfortune?” For the purpose of analysis the lixlerinsts
broken into a low range, meaning “very unlikely to commit to giving” referringhjymae
who selected below a four on the likert scale. The mid-range for anafesis to

anyone who selected a five, six or seven as their response to how likely it would be for
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them to give. Finally, those who chose an eight, nine or ten were considered in the high
range — likely to give if they had the ability to do so. This study revealedQhzercent

of respondents who had chosen letter one as being more motivational were unlikely to
give. The other 60 percent were split between the mid level of giving (38 peroeht), a

the high likelihood of giving (21 percent). From the respondents who chose letter two 48
percent said they were unlikely to give to someone they felt was responsitbleifor
misfortune, while 31 percent said they might give and 21 percent were in a high
likelihood that they would give.

The next question then got more specific focusing on a specific cancer patient.
The students were asked if they thought Craig King, the cancer survivoleftenone,
was responsible for his plight. Ninety three percent of the respondents to the surve
(including letter one respondents, letter two respondents and those who choose neither
letter as more motivations) said that he was not responsible for his plight ehdéner
seven percent of the respondents said that he was. When asked if they would donate to
help find a cure for others like him, the response was similar with 94 percerg gsyn
would donate and six percent saying that they would not donate to find a cure for others
like him.

From the respondents that said Craig King was responsible for his plight two
groups emerged. The first was that 86 percent of those who said they would not donate
were males. Second, 57 percent of those who said they would not help left thetcheck a
the bottom of the page blank, suggesting that they would not make a donation at all. The
final question of the survey asked the students to make an anonymous donation to the

letter they felt was more motivational on a personal check that was provithed at
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bottom of the page. Although the checks were fictitious the contributions weyeexthal
and compared to the rest of the research findings. Fifty-seven percent afigmest
who said they would not donate then followed through with this statement at the end of
the survey by not filling out the check provided.

Again the students were asked “what is the level of support you would give Crai
King if you had the money to do so?” This question was asking the students what level
of support they would give a stranger or fictional character if they werersappaal
letter. As indicated above, the likert scale was divided into threeoceeg The low
range included anyone who selected below a four on the likert scale, meaninghbose w
would not give to someone like Craig King. The mid-range for analysis was@mwho
selected a five, six or seven as their response to how much support they would give.
Finally, those who chose an eight, nine or ten were consider in the high range and were
therefore likely to give as much as they could if given the ability to do so. Thesresul
showed that those respondents who had selected letter one as being more motivational
had a 66 percent response rate in the high category, meaning 66 percent of the students
would give as much as they could if given the chance. Twenty nine percent of the
students fell in the mid range and only four percent said they would not give much. The
responses to this question were almost completely evenly balancedrbgteesale and
female ratings from this group. Neither gender was more generous thahahemales
were as willing to give as females in this group. Those respondents who ctersevtet
as being more motivational sat in the mid range of whether they would give ottimot wi

52 percent of their respondents choosing a five, six or seven as the amount they would
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choose to give. From this same group 39 percent were in the high range and eight
percent fell in the low range.
Next the students were asked what their level of support would be if Cragg Ki
was a family member. This question was posed to see if there was a diffardrece
level of support the students would give to a stranger versus a family membaen, tAgai
likert scale was broken into a low range which included anyone who selected below a
four on the likert scale, meaning those who would not be likely to give to a family
member. The mid-range for analysis was anyone who selected a fige semen as
their response to how much support they would give. Finally, those who chose an eight,
nine or ten were considered in the high range and therefore likely to give hasiey
could if given the ability to do so. When the victim was changed to a family member
there was a significant shift in the amount of support the students would offer. Those
who were motivated by letter one chose the high level of support 92 percent of the time,
which would indicate they would give as much as they could. This same shikevas s
in those who chose letter two. They also chose the high range 90 percent of the time
while 77 percent of those respondents selecting the greatest amount they could give.
The students were also asked to respond to their feelings on charitable giving.
The options given to them were charitable giving is; a social responsibibiyal duty, |
get psychological satisfaction, status, and achieving social agenda. \éefeund that
moral duty was selected as the number one reason for charitable giving bges# pér
all respondents. This number was evenly divided between both males and females as
well as respondents from letter one and letter two. The second reason for giwing wa

social responsibility with 30 percent of respondents in agreement followed by
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psychological satisfaction as the third rated reason for giving witngaercent of the
vote. Status was chosen by two students while social was selected bysomegse
reasons for charitable giving.

When asked how many students were currently involved in any fundraising
initiatives it was found that only 19 percent of the students were currently invaleed i
initiative, 76 percent said they were not involved in anything and the remaining five
percent left that section blank.

The final step of the survey asked the students to write an anonymous check to the
letter they felt needed it more. They were asked to make the check payabletder
of either Letter 1 or Letter 2. From this section, the importance of cleadibgaor
designation of organization was found. Even though the students were given clear
instructions to write the check to either letter one or letter two the chetkeshzck with
a number of responses from Craig King himself, the victim of letter one, to cancer,
cancer research centre, and the Hope Can’t Wait Campaign which was mentioned in
letter two. The majority of students who selected letter one as beingatrartal chose
to give their donation to this letter. From both female and male respondents the most
common donation was 100 dollars which was selected by 13 percent of the female
respondents and 21 percent of the male respondents. The rest of the donations fell
anywhere between zero dollars and various other large sums of money, thesztore th
was no clear reason for the amount chosen by the individual.

Respondents from letter two had similar results in that the majority of botk male
and females who gave to this letter chose 100 dollars as the most common gift amount

Females gave 100 dollars 12 percent of the time followed by 50 dollars eighttdérce
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the time, 200 dollars eight percent of the time and 2,000 dollars eight percent ofethe ti
Males from the letter two group gave 100 dollars 20 percent of the time and 50 dollars
ten percent of the time. Again, this group’s donation amounts ranged from fifteen dollars
and twenty five cents to as much as | could, to 12 million dollars. Again all respondents
received the same directions and the students were given complete control over the
amount they chose, yet some picked small amounts which they could likely afépve to
now and others chose large fictitious amounts.

Summary

First, from the letters analyzed hypothesis one was proven correct. lietaich
in many different forms the adversity is shown. The letter uses phrases suahas “
plays no favorites” to reinforce the need for people to fear this disease.

From the survey hypothesis number two, readers are motivated by an identifiable
victim because they feel they can make a difference, where sthsstietions appear
unattainable and therefore overwhelming was proven correct. The survey showed 63
percent of the respondents chose letter one, the letter which contained a atory of
identifiable victim and his battle with cancer, to be more effective in motivéiamm to
give. The letter that focused on statistical victims retained a 34npeesponse, while
the final 3 percent chose neither letter to be more motivational.

Hypothesis 3 was proven incorrect. It stated the number one motivating factor for
people to give is personal experience. From the survey students said their onenber
reason for donating would be that they care about cancer. This led the respdn88s wit

percent of the respondents agreeing. Personal experience was the second most popular
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selections with 22 percent of the students selecting this option, followed ity afif

20 percent of the students selecting this as the reason they would donate to cancer.
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5. Limitations and Future Research

After completing the research for this project a number of new doors have been
opened for further research based on limitations that were experienced duringlyhe s
This study has also led to interesting new directions for work that couldrzein the
area of charitable giving. While the audience for this survey wasthe asthose used
in research similar to this, the audience did have limitations. One of theibmstatas
the lack of disposable income students have. No matter how students are targeted to
give, if they chose to give the amount will be very small because they latkhthing to
make a larger donation. It would therefore be beneficial to take this surveycuneeat
market of givers and survey them based on their current giving behaviors.sDdraor
have already made the decision to give have done so because they have felt the need a
well as because many of them are in a financial position where they ate dblso. By
looking at the behaviors of those with disposable income a researcher would get a bet
idea of how philanthropists decide where to put their money. It would give a clearer
picture of what tactics specifically rendered larger donations.

The amount of money the students choose to donate also drew attention to an area
of future research. The students were given a blank check with no guideliodsas t
they should choose the amount they would give. Some gave small donations such as 20
or 30 dollars while others made donations as large as 250 billion dollars. This highlights
the question of whether some of them gave based on what they had or what they would
give if they had the ability to do so. Many people give donations based on a momentary
feeling of guilt or sympathy. They reach into their pockets and give a twath gives

psychological satisfaction for the moment; however this in no way makes a dettigiint
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lifestyle. They are sacrificing nothing to make this donation. Others gemywlollars

and it really is all they can give and they do it with a happy heart. It woukfdhebe
interesting to look at the amount the student chose to give and ask them how they decided
the amount they offered. For the students who chose smaller donation sizes it might
actually be the amount they would give. Perhaps it is the opposite, people aheaselfi

many people are unwilling to sacrifice for others.

The students might also be reacting in the way they have seen their parents do s
They may have seen their parents reach into their own pockets when someone comes to
the door and they give them whatever they have in their pocket at the time. Further
research into the amount of money a person chooses to donate as well as looking at the
giving patterns of their parents, family and friends, would help lead to a better
understanding of the decision process in making a donation. To be effective in raising
funds you need to be able to show a strong enough need to get a donor to make a sacrifice
for the cause. Future research would lead to finding the tactics that not just evoke the
desire to give but the desire to sacrifice for a need. Many of the respondimatstoidy
suggested that giving was a social responsibility and a moral duty howewe peatgie
still do not give what they are capable of giving.

Another problem with a younger audience is that many of them have yet to
experience a loss of any sort. Students often feel invincible becausedlyeyiag and
therefore have not felt the need to protect themselves in the future. Hypdihessisft
the study suggested that the number one motivating factor for people to giveisaper
experience. What was found when the students were asked was, that caringradsyut ca

was the leading reason with 39 percent of students agreeing followed by personal
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experience with 22 percent. Adults who have made a choice to donate have often done
so because they see the need. Whether it is through personal experience or that of a
friend, they are less ignorant about the possibility of needing this help as wilin W
this study it is hard to judge the degree to which the students care about cahdes. A
have more life experience and would be better able to articulate clearlyetmson for
making a donation.

Another limitation is the difference between American and Can&dialthcare
and the reluctance of Americans to give based on the costs they already entlere. T
form letters used were based on a Canadian institution. Canadians are geanted fr
healthcare and are able to receive any treatments to help preventfor career. In
the introduction the large gap in the number of Americans dying from carmteyear
compared to the number of Canadians that are dying was shown. While part of this is
due to the difference in the population another large contributing factor is that
American’s are not always able to afford the care they need therefdrle tméae cured.
Due to the high costs they already endure and the possibility they may be tonadgay
such a debt, it leaves less money for them to donate toward future research. Adgditionall
the high costs may leave bad feelings with the patient, therefore causmtpthaestion
why they should give back. This project could be expanded by looking comparativel
Canadian givers versus American donors based on the amount of money theyraye will
to give in healthcare situations. It would be interesting to understand the role public
versus private healthcare has on the amount of money patients and family sneimber

patients are willing to give to help prevent further disease.
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Brand recognition was brought to the forefront during this survey as well. The
instructions on the survey asked the students to write a check to the letteittimeyde
compelled to give to. Even though the students were given clear instructionsettherrit
check to either letter one or letter two the checks came back addressed to mafumbe
different people including Craig King himself, the victim of letter one, to@amancer
research centre, and the Hope Can’t Wait Campaign which was mentioneeritwlett
Brand recognition is critical to ensure donations are made. Foundations shoultbdesire
have their foundation be on the forefront of the brain when a donor makes the decision to
give.

One very common misunderstanding with the cancer centre is that theisiag ra
money for the cancer society rather then their specific centre. A study®dbne
using letters again, but instead focusing on the layout and graphics of the letter rathe
than the text of the letter. The research participants could be given twovetitevery
similar text but different layouts including one letter with the canestre’s logo the
other with the cancer society’s logo. After the respondents read thehetterould be
asked questions about which logo belonged to which letter. A number of different
variables could be tested to see if the placement of the logo in the letter,ttextetter,
or completely outside marketing techniques (commercials, billboards, pampblgets e
helps increase brand recognition.

The use of Walter Fisher’s narrative paradigm theory could also be imgrtsti
use in future research to better understand the stories that would evoke responses in
donors. This study looked at identifiable victims versus the use of statistiGalsvict

Prior research has show that identifiable victims are more persuasiveatstical
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victims therefore further work into the stories told and the effect they haveon t
behavior would help appeal letter writers have a better sense of whatts/eféand
what is not. Attribution theory was used to see if people made behavioral choiaks base
on their feelings towards helping or based on accountability of the victim.

The use of an appeal letter could also be looked at from a narrative perspective to
see specifically how the reader relates to the stories that are beling tioém. Looking
at the results as well, there was not as large of a difference aspeaseekin the number
of people who chose the identifiable victim over the statistical victim.ethseas though
both letters could in fact be effective if given to the correct audience. eFuegearch
into different personality types and the effectiveness of identifiablienaatersus
statistical ones would be interested. While artistic people tend to be more in ttuch wi
their emotions, analytical people would probably prefer the letters were @@ td the
point. Finding out if stories are effective to your personal audience would heip defi
how the letters should be written. The style of grateful patient lettersemaslifferent
from that used in the regular appeal letters. Further research could look aftettes clef
in the response rate from an appeal letter to a grateful patient and thrag stxite to one
that contains narratives.

An expansion of the textual analysis should be done on more than just letters from
one Cancer Centre. The centre looked at had a very specific target awstiarat all
tactics used by them will be applicable to every non-profit organizationoulidw
therefore also be worth while to look into the text used in different cancer hogpita
even broaden the study more by looking at different disease specific ineaanees.

There would clearly be a difference in approach seen in a cancer hospital fr
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children’s hospital. Also, various types of nonprofit organizations could be studied.
Hospitals have the ability to rely on the fact that everyone is going to need &haispi

some point in their life; therefore targeting an audience for a ditferganization would

need a different approach. This research should also look at different types of appeal
other than just letters. Nonprofit organizations use commercials, websites terd pos

also spread their message to the population at large. These other forms of media should
be analyzed to see what tactics work for these types of media.

Finally, a survey is only one of many ways a foundation can understand what
motivates their donors. In this particular setting a captive audience wgsotb on their
feelings. Each specific agency should make it a priority to know whaidkears like
and what they respond positively to. Some of the ways they can do this is by tlking t
donors, setting up focus groups, sending surveys out with letters, calling donors and
thanking them for the donation and ask for additional information. Some of the
information foundations should gather about their donors is household income,
educational level, job or profession, neighborhood of residence, family status (for
example, whether they have children or are caretakers for elderly paeeptexjence
with social or medical issues that an organization addresses, and recleatioigs
and hobbies. This information will all help the foundation tailor their message to their
potential donors.

Studying fundraising is a relatively new practice therefore masesareh is need
in this field. From the small number of suggestions above, it is evident that there is a lot
of work that can be done in this area. With the growth in philanthropy and the desire for

celebrities and common folk alike to make a difference, research into atjrdonations
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and motivating people to give is necessary. Nonprofits rely heavily on the donations of

those passionate for their cause to close the funding gap.
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Appendix

Appendix A ~ Letter #1

Craig King goes to work each day knowing he is making a difference. Part of it goes with the
territory. A third-grade teacher, King spends his days helping the 17 kids in his class master basic
skills in math, social studies, and language arts. But the 25-year-old brings something extra to
the classroom, too. He's living proof that cancer doesn't have to derail your plans, even if you're
young when you get it.

King's story started in 1999, when he was a 17-year-old graduate of Manning High School in
Manning. A football and baseball player, he planned to attend South Carolina State University
that fall. Those plans were put on hold in July though, after King was diagnosed with
osetosarcoma, a type of bone tumor. For months prior to his diagnosis, King had been living with
a lump below his left knee. "It didn't hurt," he recalls, and being so active, he just assumed it
was some type of sports injury and ignored it. Then one day, while making his bed, he bumped
his leg and was shocked by the pain.

Surgeons replaced King's left tibia, or shin bone, with a healthy tibia acquired from a bone bank
and attached with metal supports. During the surgery his left kneecap was also removed and
reconstructed. Following the surgery King underwent chemotherapy treatments lasting nearly a
year. It took months of physical therapy for him to learn to walk again. "l was bedridden for a
while after surgery, and then had a wheelchair,"” he recalls. "l went from the wheelchair to a
brace, to crutches, to a walker, and then walking alone."

He graduated from South Carolina State University in 2004 with a degree in elementary
education and has been teaching third grade ever since. "l love my job," he says. "What gets me
going every day is the realization that these kids could have never met me because cancer could
have taken my life. But it didn't. God spared me and | have a purpose.”

The facts are very real, and very alarming. The number of people needing cancer care is growing
quickly. Cancer plays no favorites. It attacks the young and healthy, the old and infirm, the rich
and poor alike. It touches all of us in a profound and lasting way. So, what are we doing about
this? We're fighting back, and we’re fighting hard.

Fortunately, in this region, we have a Cancer Center — a place of caring and hope.

Ours is a unique kind of healthcare facility, providing both direct patient care and leading edge
cancer research. Located in your region is a nationally and internationally recognized world-class,
state-of-the-art research and treatment facility. Thanks to the generosity of individuals in our
community, we have some of the most advanced technologies and some of the brightest
research minds in the world, working right here to improve treatments and find cures.

Yes, we have won many battles in the war on cancer — but there are more to fight. We still must
rely on donations from the people within the communities we serve — donations that help maintain
our research programs, and assist us in providing the best possible health care for our patients
and their families.

We have an incredible challenge on our hands. When cancer strikes, we must be armed with the
newest technology, if we are to combat it successfully. Each new technique, each new therapy,
each research advance must be implemented with new, state-of-the-art equipment — and this is
why we need your support. Your gift of $25, $40, $100 or more, will be used locally, enabling us
to attract and retain some of the best researchers and health care providers in the world — which
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in turn, helps ensure that we continue to make important discoveries, while providing the best
care possible.

We need you now more than ever. As the threat of cancer increases, we must increase our
efforts to find new and effective treatments. Yes, the numbers are alarming, but there is hope.
That is why we are turning to you. We need your support. Your donation will help us provide the
best possible care for someone who is battling cancer, and give relief and support to their families
and friends.

Please give whatever you can... today.
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Appendix B ~ Letter #2

The facts are very real, and very alarming. The number of people needing cancer care is growing
quickly. And cancer plays no favorites. It attacks the young and healthy, the old and infirm, the
rich and poor alike. It touches all of us in a profound and lasting way. So, what are we doing
about this? We're fighting back, and we're fighting hard.

Fortunately, in this region, we have a Cancer Center — a place of caring and hope.

Ours is a unique kind of healthcare facility, providing both direct patient care and leading edge
cancer research. Located in your region is a nationally and internationally recognized world-class,
state-of-the-art research and treatment facility. Thanks to the generosity of individuals in our
community, we have some of the most advanced technologies and some of the brightest
research minds in the world, working right here to improve treatments and find cures.

Here are the facts:

e Your regional cancer center is responsible for providing cancer treatment to an area with
a population of 1.3 million people;

e Your regional cancer center provides 100% of the radiation treatment for patients from
this area, and a portion of radiation therapy for patients from surrounding regions;

e Your regional cancer center also provides more than 60% of the chemotherapy treatment
for patients from all of these areas; treating between 700 and 800 patients a day, and

e Over 20,000 patients are cared for annually — with more than 200,000 patient visits each
year.

With the support of individuals, businesses and corporations in the communities we serve, the
Hope Can't Wait Campaign raised the funds necessary to complete a $58 million expansion of
the Cancer Center. Since the renovations, we have:

e Added five new linear accelerators for radiation treatment;

e Increased our chemotherapy treatment capacity by almost 50%;

¢ Reduced waiting times for treatment by 50%, and

e Expanded the space needed for research activities, to continue the search for better

treatment options.

Yes, we have won many battles in the war on cancer — but there are more to fight. We still must
rely on donations from the people within the communities we serve — donations that help maintain
our research programs, and assist us in providing the best possible health care for our patients
and their families.

1in every 3 people in our region will get some form of cancer during their lifetime, and by 2020,
the number of people diagnosed with cancer may increase by 70%.

We have an incredible challenge on our hands. When cancer strikes, we must be armed with the
newest technology, if we are to combat it successfully. Each new technique, each new therapy,
each research advance must be implemented with new, state-of-the-art equipment — and this is
why we need your support. Your gift of $25, $40, $100 or more, will be used locally, enabling us
to attract and retain some of the best researchers and health care providers in the world — which
in turn, helps ensure that we continue to make important discoveries, while providing the best
care possible.

We need you now more than ever. As the threat of cancer increases, we must increase our
efforts to find new and effective treatments. Yes, the numbers are alarming, but there is hope.
That is why we are turning to you. We need your support. Your donation will help us provide the
best possible care for someone who is battling cancer, and give relief and support to their families
and friends. Please give whatever you can... today.
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Appendix C ~ Survey

Attributions of an Appeal Letter

Please read the two letters provided. When you have completed tleedateer the
guestions below based on the two letters you read. Finally, finish the fyrvegking a
donation on the check provided at the end of the survey toward the lettmattatou feel more
compelled to give.

Gender (circle one) Male Female

Which letter would you make a donation toward?
a) Letter One
b) Letter Two
c) Neither

Please use one word to describe your predominant feeling to tfe@lowing statements;
Letter one made me feel:
Letter two made me feel:

Why would you make a donation to the letter you chose? (Select the answieat best
applies)

a) Personal experience

b) I care about cancer

c) Obligation

d) Guilt

e) Fear

f) Ability

Please check which letter you felt showed the listed belayualities:
Letter 1 Letter 2

a) Clarity

b) Cohesiveness

c) Authenticity

d) Ease of Response
e) Appropriateness

f) Engaging Copy

Please choose between the two diseases and select the cause ydd suapport.

Cancer OR AIDS

Cancer OR Alzheimer’s Disease
Cancer OR Blindness

Cancer OR Child Abuse

Cancer OR Drug Addiction
Cancer OR Heart Disease
Cancer OR Obesity

Cancer OR Paraplegia

Cancer OR Vietnam War Syndrome
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How likely would you be to give money to someone whm you feltwas responsible for their
misfortune?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Unlikely Very Likely
Was Craig King responsible for his plight’ (circle one) Yes No
Would you donate to help find a cure for others lile him? (circle one) Yes No

What is the level of support you would give him if you hadhe money to do so

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Not much As much as | cou

What if Craig King was a family member, what wouldyour level of support be?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Not much As muchas | coult

Charitable giving is: (Please circle all that app

a) A social responsibility
b) Moral duty

c) | get psychic satisfactic
d) Status

e) Achieving social agent

Are you currently involved in any fundraising initi atives?(circle one) Yes No

Pleasewrite an anonymous check to the letter you felt neked it more. Indicate
whom it is to by paying to the order of Letter 1 orLetter 2:




Appendix D~ Survey Results

Number collected:

220 surveys distributed, 184

survey collected
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Letter One Letter Two Neither | All Respondents
# of # of
# of Males Females % overall # of Males Females % %
Which letter would you donate
toward? 63 54 63% 38 24 34% 3%
Why did you make a donation to
the letter you chose? (Select the
answer that best applies)
a)  Personal experience 16 16 26% 6 6 17%
b) |care about cancer 21 26 38% 20 10 43%
c)  Obligation 4 5 5 4
d)  Guilt 7 1 1 1
e) Fear 3 1 1 1
f) Ability 15 10 15% 8 6 20%
Please check which letter you felt Letter 1 Letter 1 Letter 1 Letter 1
showed the listed below gualities: Letter 2 Letter 2 Letter 2 Letter 2
a) Clarity 47 35 32 Letter 2- 44% 8 38 7 20 Letter 2- 79%
b)  Cohesiveness 42 26 31 20 15 26 8 19
c) Authenticity 42 27 34 14 17 27 13 14 Letter 1- 42%
d) Ease of Response 56 11 45 7 Letter 1- 85% 19 22 8 19
e)  Appropriateness 51 23 41 20 17 28 5 22
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f) Engaging Copy 49 15 39 10 18 25 11 15
Please select the cause you would
support. Cancer Other
Cancer or AIDS Cancer 35 Cancer 2250% to each AIDS 20 AIDS 14 AIDS- 55% 49% 51%
Cancer or Alzheimer's Disease Cancer 33 Cancef Z8ncer- 53% Cancer 27 Cancer 16 Cancer- 69% 58% 42%
Cancer or Blindness Cancer 56 Cancer |4Cancer- 84% Cancer 28 Cancer 20 | Cancer-77% 80% 20%
Cancer or Child Abuse Child 28 Child 54| Child Abuse- 75% Child 27 Child 23 Child Abuse- 81% 12% 88%
Cancer or Drug Addiction Cancer 39 Cancer B£ancer- 61% Cancer 25 Drug 12 Cancer- 60% 63% 37%
Cancer or Heart Disease Heart 37 Heart 28Heart Disease- 56% | Heart 24 Cancer 15 Heart Disease- 63% 41% 59%
Cancer or Obesity Cancer 49 Cancer #iTancer- 83% Cancer 33 Cancer 23 Cancer- 90% 85% 15%
Cancer or Paraplegia Cancer 50 Cancer|3@ancer- 77% Cancer 28 Cancer 20 | Cancer- 65% 79% 21%
Cancer or Vietham War Syndrome Cancer 50 Cancef 42ncer- 79% Cancer 31 Cancer 15 Cancer- 74% 76% 24%
How likely would you be to give
money to someone whom you felt
was responsible for their
misfortune?
Low Range 24 23 40% 16 14 48%
Mid Range 21 22 38% 13 6 31%
High Range 14 10 21% 9 4 21%
Was Craig King responsible for his
plight? (circle one)
Yes 1 5 3 4 93%
No 57 36 36 20 7%
N/A 1 3

Would you donate to help find a
cure for others like him? (circle one)
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Yes 59 53 34 24 94%
No 0 4 6%
N/A 1
What is the level of support you
would give him if you had the
money to do so?
Low Range 4 1 4% 2 3 8%
Mid Range 17 16| 29% 20 12 52%
High Range 38 37 66% 15 9 39%
What if Craig King was a family
member, what would your level of
support be?
Low Range 0 0 1 0
Mid Range 4 5 5 1
High Range 53 49 92% 34 23 90%
Charitable giving is: (Please circle
all that apply)
a) A social responsibility 26 22 41% 15 12 43% 30%
b) Moral duty 56 46 88% 32 20 84% 62%
c) | get psychic satisfaction 6 6 10% 5 2 21% 7%
d) Status 1 1% 1%
e) Achieving social agenda 1 1% 1%
Are you currently involved in any
fundraising initiatives?
Yes 14 11 4 4 19%
No 43 41 30 20 81%
N/A 2
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