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(ABSTRACT) 

Economic uncertainty and heightened competition for money among nonprofits has 

necessitated more efficient and effective resource development programs. Despite the many 

significant contributions of female donors, women’s philanthropy has been largely unrecognized. 

Women have been left out of the majority of research on philanthropy, thus traditional male-

based models of fundraising may not translate well with female prospects because of gender 

differences in giving.  

This study examined motivating factors that led women to donate to nonprofit 

organizations, specifically the Virginia 4-H program. The study explored 32 female donors’ 

motivations for giving, factors that impacted their satisfaction with giving, and motivating 

factors that resulted in repeat donations and giving at higher levels. The qualitative methodology 

combined focus groups and a validation questionnaire to determine themes that explain the 

multi-faceted nature of fundraising and the complexity of exploring and understanding female 

donor behavior. Results of this study are consistent with the six Cs of female philanthropy as 

proposed by Shaw and Taylor (1995), and findings corroborate other literature on female 

philanthropy. Expanding the six Cs to include compassion and community may provide more 

definitive answers to motivational factors impacting female philanthropy. 

Knowledge of these variables will enable the Virginia 4-H Foundation Board of Directors 

to refine development efforts by implementing a development plan that respects altruistic 

characteristics of both men and women. Additionally, the findings contribute to the growing 

literature on female donors, an acknowledged need.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Philanthropy is highly valued in American Society. Since Colonial days, societal issues 

have resulted in Americans giving their personal assets to address these issues. America’s first 

documented fundraising campaign was deemed a success when in 1643, Harvard University 

raised 500 pounds (Worth, 1993). According to Tullock (2005) the current public funding crisis 

is the worst since World War II. Impact of the crisis is felt in nearly every state and local 

jurisdiction in the country and is driven primarily by the downturn in the economy and state and 

federal tax cuts. The steady retreat of government funding in support of community-based 

cultural, social, and human services, along with medical, educational, and arts organizations in 

America and throughout the world has led to a variety of responses, ranging from panic to 

creative problem solving by nonprofit organizations (Grace, 1997). 

People in the United States and throughout the world are being forced to find alternative 

solutions to issues confronting communities. The retrenchment of the social welfare system, 

coupled with declining local, state and federal resources amidst pressures to cut government 

spending, have shifted social burdens onto nonprofits. This trend will intensify as 76 million 

baby boomers continue to retire (Brahs, 1998). These retirements and other factors, according to 

Brahs, will force the government to spend an even larger share of its resources on healthcare and 

pensions.  

Baby boomers coming of age during the Vietnam War era are well aware of society’s 

problems, according to Shaw and Taylor (1995), and are more likely to donate generously to 

nonprofits. Schervish and Havens (2003), researchers at Boston College’s Social Welfare 

Research Institute, have projected $41 trillion will be transferred from estates during the next 50 

years. They estimated $6 trillion of the total from estates will benefit charities, and that baby 

boomers will play a more important role as benefactors than as beneficiaries and will control an 

estimated $7.2 trillion.  

Philanthropy and nonprofit organizations increasingly help fill gaps between social needs 

and reduced government funding. According to Salamon (2003), approximately 1.2 million 

organizations are registered with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) as nonprofit organizations. 

It is estimated that millions of additional small formal and informal associations exist that do not 
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register with the IRS because they have revenues of less than $5,000 per year. Nonprofit 

organizations in America have combined revenues of approximately $621.4 billion, representing 

6.2% of the nation's economy. An estimated 10.2 million people are employed by the sector.  

To be sustainable, nonprofit organizations must secure funding in a quickly changing 

world with a turbulent economic environment. Interest in the concept of sustainability by both 

funders and organizational leaders is mounting as the nonprofit sector moves more deeply 

toward a potential funding crisis and struggles to reposition itself with funders (Eakin, 2004; Hall 

& Banting, 1999; Scott, 2003). As governments downsize and move away from contractual 

partnerships with the sector for the provision of services, funding has become less stable, more 

difficult to obtain, and more short-term (Rice & Prince, 2000; Scott, 2003). Organizations that 

once had or might expect to eventually obtain core funding from the government now rely on 

diverse sources of funds raised from communities, grants, or contract-funded dollars (Scott, 

2003). Severe strains are beginning to show in the capacities of American nonprofits (Hall & 

Banting, 1999; Kirchhoff, 2003; Knudson, 2003; McMurtry, Netting & Kettner, 1991; Salamon, 

2003; Salamon & O’Sullivan, 2004, Scott, 2003).  

Leslie and Ramey (1988) stated that philanthropic support frequently provides the margin 

of excellence, the element of vitality that separates one nonprofit from another and allows 

nonprofits to escape the routine sameness of fully regulated organizations. Pervasive declines in 

resources have raised the importance of voluntary support for nonprofits to a critical level. 

Philanthropic support, according to Leslie and Ramey (1988), is becoming the only real source 

of discretionary money and, in many cases, is assuming a critical role in balancing nonprofit 

budgets. In 2004, according to estimates by Giving USA (2005), charitable giving from all 

sources reached $248.52 billion, a new record for philanthropic giving in the United States. 

Individual contributions, the greatest percentage of giving, reached $187.9 billion. Wolverton 

(2003) asserted that economic uncertainty and heightened competition for money among 

charities has resulted in creating more efficient resource development programs, particularly 

programs designed to cultivate affluent individual donors. 

Despite the many significant contributions of female donors, women’s philanthropy has 

been largely unrecognized. Women throughout history have been taught it is inappropriate to 

discuss financial affairs, and have left financial decisions, including benevolence, to their fathers, 

husbands, or sons. Consequently, women have been left out of the majority of research on 
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philanthropy (Shaw & Taylor, 1995). However, fundraisers are beginning to realize that more 

women have control over more money. At the same time, these women are realizing their own 

tremendous potential to apply their charitable dollars to shaping the future of society. According 

to a Merrill Lynch (1999) report, women live longer than men by an average of 7 years, leaving 

85-90% of them in charge of family financial affairs. Cochran (2006) stated that 83 percent of 

household spending in the United States is controlled by women, and that women have a 

combined worth of almost $2.2 trillion. McIlrath (2005), during an address to the Seventh 

Biennial Forum on Women and Philanthropy, stated the figure as $4.2 trillion. 

In a review of women and philanthropy, the Agnes Scott College Alumnae Magazine 

cited the following regarding the giving potential of women: 

 In 2000, 50% of this country’s wealth transferred into the hands of women.  

 Among top women wealth holders in 1995, the average net worth was $1.38 million, 

slightly higher than for male wealth holders. Women carried less debt.  

 In 1999, there were 9.1 million women-owned firms with 28 million employees 

generating $3.6 trillion in sales.  

 High net worth female business owners/executives are active, generous 

philanthropists. More than 50% give in excess of $25,000 annually to charity, while 

19% contribute $100,000 or more.  

 By the close of this century, 90 women’s funds were established, up from 11 in the 

1970s.  

As nonprofit organizations continue to experience increased stressors, success will be 

achieved through new resource development approaches. Traditional development models, 

including effective solicitation and recognition techniques, as cited in Shaw and Taylor (1995), 

are based upon Seymour’s seminal work, Designs for Fundraising (1966), and what he calls 

“universal motivations” for giving. These motives lead to a decision by individuals to donate 

money to an organization. Shaw and Taylor, co-founders of the Women’s Philanthropy Institute, 

further concluded that Seymour’s universal motivations apply almost entirely to men, are based 

upon studies of male donors, and, as a result, Seymour’s theories are not cross-gender truisms. 

Male models of fundraising may not translate well with female prospects because of gender 

differences in giving. Traditional development models tie women’s philanthropic activity and 

social status to a husband’s wealth, but the transition to accommodate female philanthropy holds 
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rewards for every charitable organization according to Bender (1986). Bender further stated that 

charities should refine their approach to women as individuals and as powerful forces in 

fundraising.  

Purpose and Justification of the Study 

Since its beginning in 1909, 4-H has focused on providing quality educational programs 

based on research generated by the land-grant university system. Millions of youth, according to 

Meadows (2003), credit becoming better contributing members of society to their involvement in 

4-H. Further, Meadows has asserted that 4-H is Virginia’s largest youth development program. 

In Virginia, 4-H is a joint program of the land-grant universities, Virginia Tech and Virginia 

State University, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and local governments. Virginia 4-H holds 

true to the commitment to “assist youth, and those adults working with them, in acquiring the 

knowledge, life skills, and attitudes that will enable them to become self-directing, contributing, 

and productive members of society” stated Meadows. According to Meadows, Virginia 4-H has 

addressed the needs and interests of youth for over 90 years. 

During fiscal year, 2002-2003, Virginia Cooperative Extension experienced a 12% state 

budget cut, significantly impacting the ability of Virginia 4-H to educate youth across the State. 

As Dooley (1995) pointed out, Virginia 4-H operates under a unique funding formula with 50% 

from the public sector and the remainder from private sources. A key factor to improving the 

“health” of Virginia 4-H, according to Meadows (2003), is increased funding from external 

sources. 

The Virginia 4-H Foundation serves as the private support arm of Virginia’s 4-H program 

and operates under a traditional fund development model that includes strong appeals to 4-H 

alumni. In 2005, there were 157,068 4-H members in Virginia (51% female; 49% male). One in 

six Virginians is a 4-H alumnus, with Virginia population figures currently around seven million, 

there are an estimated one million alumni in the State.  

To be successful, the Virginia 4-H Foundation must continuously identify new sources of 

revenue and new ways to appeal to prospective donors. 

An increasing need for private resources and new donors indicates a strong call for 

research to examine donor behaviors and motivations. However, a review of the literature on 

philanthropic behavior in America revealed that most research focuses on donor behavior of the 

general population with little analysis of data by gender. Based on their work with more than 150 
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female philanthropists and scores of development professionals, Shaw and Taylor (1995) 

concluded that previous studies in philanthropy and fundraising reported on the way men give. 

With regard to women, however, it is often noted that they give for different reasons than men, 

and their reasons are based on their experiences as women. In light of the fact that traditionally 

most donors have been male, and given the American patriarchal culture, development 

professionals have focused on men as the head of the household. Further, Shaw and Taylor 

(1995) stated that nonprofits must make a major commitment to involve an increased number of 

women in their organization. By implementing a development plan that respects altruism 

characteristics of both men and women, Virginia 4-H can position itself to garner support from 

the increasing numbers of female philanthropists, including the women who represent over half 

of the 4-H alumni.   

This study examined motivating factors that lead to female monetary gifts to nonprofit 

organizations, specifically the Virginia 4-H program. The study focused on women as donors to 

Virginia 4-H, exploring their motivations for giving, factors that impact their satisfaction with 

giving, and motivating factors that result in repeat donations and giving at higher levels. 

Knowledge of these variables will enable the Virginia 4-H Foundation Board of Directors to 

develop and implement a development plan that respects altruism characteristics of both men and 

women. 

Robert R. Meadows, Virginia Cooperative Extension Associate Director, 4-H, conducted 

an informal survey of state 4-H Program Leaders across the nation to collect base-line data to 

justify this study. The survey included the following questions: 

 Has your state or 4-H Foundation ever tracked why female donors give money to 4-H 

(or any other group)? 

 If yes, what did you find as the top reason(s)? 

 Have there been any studies as to why people give to 4-H (or any other group) by 

your state or 4-H Foundation? 

 If yes, what did you find as the top reasons? 

 Would you like to receive a copy of the results of this graduate student’s study? 

Of the 24 respondents, no state tracked why female donors gave, nor were any of the respondents 

aware of studies related to why anyone supported 4-H programming. All 24 state program 

leaders indicated an interest in receiving study results; 2 of the 24 took the initiative to include a 



 

6 

note with their response indicating the need for this study. Each program leader projected 

positive forecasts for 4-H development efforts should the study findings be implemented as part 

of future development strategies (R. R. Meadows, personal communication, April 18, 2005). 

Research Questions 

The following research questions directed this study: 

1. Why do women give financially to charitable organizations? Why Virginia 4-H? 

2. What factors impact female donors’ satisfaction with giving? 

3. What factors influence the decision to give to an organization repeatedly? If a  second 

gift was at a higher level, what key factors led to the larger gift? 

4. When being asked to give, does the solicitation method impact the decision to  give? 

Is there a preferred solicitation technique? 

5. Does recognition or other personal goal(s) influence a decision to give? Are there 

desired types of recognition for giving? 

Theoretical Framework 

Fishbein’s (1967) expectancy-value theory framed this study to explore female donors’ 

motivations for and satisfaction with giving to Virginia 4-H. The theory as adapted for this study 

is shown in Figure 1. 

Fishbein’s expectancy-value theory posits that human behavior occurs as a result of the 

individual’s expectations concerning the outcomes of a decision and the value placed on each 

expected outcome by the individual. Expectancy-value theory has been used to understand 

motivations underlying individuals’ behaviors and assumes humans are goal-oriented and 

respond to their beliefs and values to achieve specific results.  

According to expectancy-value theory, intent is the immediate precursor to a particular 

behavior; therefore, if elements that impact intention can be determined, a more accurate 

prediction can be made about whether an individual will engage in a particular behavior. The 

theory’s core is that “individuals choose behaviors based on the outcomes they expect and the 

values they ascribe to those expected outcomes” (Borders, Earleywine, & Huey, 2004). The 

degree to which one is willing to perform a particular behavior, according to the theory, is 

dependent on the extent to which the individual believes a consequence will follow and the value 

placed on the consequence (Mazis, Ahtola, & Kippel, 1975). The more attractive the outcome is, 
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the more likely the individual will engage in the behavior. When more than one behavior is 

possible, the behavior chosen will be the one with the largest combination of expected personal 

success and value.  

 

Out 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Value-expectancy model of philanthropy. 

As applied to philanthropy, behavior is seen as a function of (1) expected outcomes from 

giving, such as change in a young person’s life, or personal recognition received as a result of 

giving and (2) the value placed on the expected outcomes. For example, a donor may value 

social change or public recognition. Expectancy-value theory suggests that people orient 

themselves to the world in accordance with their expectations, beliefs, and evaluations of 

projected outcomes and their respective values. 

The theory purports that donors may be motivated to give based on the value they place 

on the perceived outcomes of the gift. For example, female donors who give to Virginia 4-H may 

value bringing about change in a young person’s life. They may receive gratification in a number 

of ways. Understanding the outcomes women value through giving may help to explain how 

female donors prefer to be recognized for their contributions. 

According to the theory, determining the outcomes donors expect as a result of their 

giving, and values placed by the individual on the expected outcomes, should allow an 

organization to impact the intent to perform a certain behavior. In this case, the behavior 

impacted would be the decision to donate to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. 

To operationalize the value-expectancy theory, Shaw and Taylor (1995) developed a 

model to examine women’s motivations to provide monetary support for organizations such as 4-

H. Personal rewards women receive from philanthropic deeds includes altruism, self-

empowerment, feeling part of a larger community that can  
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influence the present and future, friendships, the joy of meeting others who share similar 

interests and values, being a part of a process, and holding a privileged position for watching a 

project unfold (Shaw & Taylor, 1995, pp. 85-86).  

Shaw and Taylor (1995), cited six recurring themes from interviews with women 

philanthropists in their book Reinventing Fundraising: Realizing the Potential of Women's 

Philanthropy called "the 6 Cs": 

• Change — Women want to be an agent for immediate not gradual change and make a 

difference in society. Money is the tool for change and women desire to be active 

participants in the process. 

• Create — Women have an interest in creating new ways of operating and a 

commitment to a long-term relationship with the charity. 

• Connect — Women desire a strong, meaningful connection to the organizations they 

support with gifts. These connections should be established prior to gift giving and 

nourished throughout the relationship. Women may not support projects simply 

because they focus on women.  

• Commit — Women’s volunteer commitment is noteworthy, however, one female 

philanthropist states a new way of attracting women to charities includes making use 

of their strong volunteer orientation while focusing on major giving.  

• Collaborate — For women, working with others is an essential element in creating 

partnerships. Collaboration bypasses competition, eliminates duplication, and takes 

advantage of limited resources.  

• Celebrate — A celebratory atmosphere makes giving enjoyable for women and 

encourages philanthropy by others. Celebrations can be directed at individuals, small 

groups, or large gatherings. Celebrating philanthropic deeds and milestones makes 

everyone feel good about themselves and the organizations they support. Appealing 

to women's emotions in soliciting gifts is only one element of success. 

In the context of this study, expectancy-value theory and “the 6 Cs” were utilized to 

examine women’s motivations for donating to nonprofit organizations, and specifically Virginia 

4-H. Exploring the expectations and values held by female donors will help reveal factors that 
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motivate their giving. By adopting the expectancy-value framework and utilizing Shaw and 

Taylor’s (1995) model, this study examined how female donors make decisions to give 

monetarily to nonprofit organizations, what leads to their continued giving, and what leads to 

satisfaction when giving. These factors were examined in a group of female donors who 

currently give to 4-H youth development programs. 

Definition of Terms 

Charitable organization – Organizations that are generous in giving money, offer other help to 

the needy, or are concerned with a charitable cause, including religious, educational, scientific, 

or literary purposes. Individuals may deduct contributions to charitable organizations, although 

restrictions on allowable contributions and the amount of allowable contributions apply. Also 

known as a 501(C)3 organization (Foundation Center, 2006). 

501(C)3 – The Foundation Center (2006) defines IRS Section 501(c)(3) as the section of the tax 

code that defines nonprofit, charitable (as broadly defined), tax-exempt organizations; 501(c)(3) 

organizations are further defined by the Foundation Center as public charities, private operating 

foundations, and private non-operating foundations.  

Development – The process and activities involved in soliciting financial support for programs, 

activities, events, and projects for charitable organizations. This term is used interchangeably 

with fundraising and resource development (Rosso, 1991). 

Development officer – An individual who raises funds in support of a charitable organization 
(Rosso, 1991). 

Donor – An individual, corporation, or foundation providing financial or other support to a 
charitable organization (Rosso, 1991). 

Fundraising – The process and activities to solicit financial support for programs, activities, 
events, and projects of charitable organizations. Also referred to as fund raising, and typically 
means collecting money for a specific reason (Burlingame, 1977). 

Nonprofit – Nonprofit organizations serve a public need or have mutual benefit rather than 
generating or accumulating profits for owners or investors (Salamon, 1999). 

Philanthropy – Voluntary giving or receiving intended for public purposes (Burlingame, 1977). 
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Summary of the Chapter 

Nonprofit organizations across America struggle to have enough resources to operate. 

Cuts in public funding to these organizations force them to find alternative sources of revenue. 

Private support from philanthropists has traditionally filled the void. As the number of nonprofits 

has multiplied across the nation, competition for private dollars also has increased. New and 

more effective development models are necessary for nonprofit organizations to survive. The 

focus of development officers across the nation has switched to an under tapped, yet viable 

audience, female donors.  

Traditional development models focus on males as philanthropists, and research is almost 

non-existent on females as philanthropists. There is little evidence on why women contribute 

monetarily to nonprofit organizations, including the solicitation and recognition efforts they 

respond to positively. This dearth of research continues despite the fact that women control large 

levels of wealth, and contribute philanthropically equally to their male counterparts. 

The Virginia 4-H Foundation, a nonprofit organization, is the private support arm of 

Virginia’s 4-H program. The Foundation advocates for the 4-H program and secures funds for 

program operation. Fundraising models utilized by the Foundation are based upon traditional 

male-focused models.  

This study focused on Virginia’s 4-H program female donors and identified the reasons 

women give to Virginia 4-H, the solicitation techniques they favor, and preferred methods of 

acknowledgement of their gift. 

Findings from this study can serve as the foundation for more conclusive studies, as well 

as lay the groundwork for the implementation of a development plan that respects altruism 

characteristics of both men and women. Ultimately, implementing the results of the study could 

increase the amount of giving to and sustainability of nonprofit organizations including Virginia 

4-H. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Philanthropy has been defined as voluntary action undertaken for the public good 

(Payton, 1988). Literature focusing on the history of philanthropy, fundraising theory, models of 

fundraising, philanthropists’ reasons for giving, and women emerging as donors provides a 

contextual framework for this study. This information sets the stage for examining factors that 

motivate females to donate monetarily to nonprofit organizations. 

History of Philanthropy 

Perhaps no greater documentation of the impact of philanthropy on history has been 

provided than that presented by Bremner (1988) in his book, American Philanthropy. Bremner 

noted that over 4,000 years ago, Chinese families practiced philanthropy by providing financial 

support to widows, orphans, and the elderly. In America, the roots of philanthropy can be traced 

to Native Americans (Bremner, 1988). When Europeans first arrived in the Americas, Native 

Americans showed human concern and practiced philanthropy by sharing materials and 

knowledge needed for survival.  

The Council of Foundations (2005) further reported the hardships facing early settlers in 

North America, noting the lack of a strongly visible government. Given such conditions, 

individuals banded together to build churches and schools, fight fires, and address other 

community needs. Individual and citizen-wide efforts to promote public welfare became a 

tradition. Subsequently, immigrants began to form groups and giving organizations, along with 

giving through churches, to create new communities.  

Historically, philanthropy has been strongly connected to religious beliefs (Shervisch, 

1990; Council of Foundations, 2005). For generations, religious beliefs influenced how people 

think about and participate in philanthropy. References to philanthropy are found in the Koran, 

the Bible, and the Torah and in the teachings of many other religions and cultures including 

Buddhism, Japanese and Native American cultures, and Hinduism (Bremner, 1988). Specifically, 

the focus of philanthropy in the 19th century provided monetary support for free education to 

poor children. A great deal of support for higher education also came from philanthropy. 

Bremner stated that there were so many colleges in the United States in the 19th century the 
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public and the government could not support them all. Philanthropists helped keep these 

institutions in existence.  

In the early 20th century, individuals started to use philanthropy to solve problems, 

conduct research, and promote science (Council of Foundations, 2005). Addressing root causes 

of poverty, hunger, and diseases reflected an era of optimism and the ability of science to solve 

human problems. This notion was the rationale for modern American foundations. By the mid 

19th century philanthropists reduced support for religious and moral reform, and increased 

support for science (Bremner, 1988). Philanthropists founded the Smithsonian Institution and the 

Lowell Institute to promote learning and scientific advancement. The arts, museums, industry, 

invention, and exploration also benefited from philanthropy.  

Another change during the early years of the 20th century included the way philanthropic 

giving was organized (Council of Foundations, 2005). The influence of successful business 

leaders such as Andrew Carnegie, John Rockefeller, and Margaret Olivia Sage led to a new 

corporate organizational structure. At this point, boards of directors gained responsibility for 

overseeing philanthropic operations. 

Post-Civil War industrial development created overwhelming wealth for some 

Americans. So much wealth was created individuals could not use money as quickly as it was 

earned. In the 1890s, the New York Tribune estimated there were 4,047 millionaires in the United 

States (Bremner, 1988).  

The Great Depression of the 1930s led to an increase in philanthropy. Since the need was 

so great, philanthropists were concerned about meeting people's immediate needs for food and 

shelter rather than solving social problems. After World War II, one of the most important 

developments in philanthropy was the tax privilege granted to foundations. Under certain 

restrictions, foundation income became tax-exempt and contributions to foundations became tax 

deductible. Because income and estate taxes were so high, the idea of forming or contributing to 

foundations became very attractive to wealthy people. In the mid-1950s, there were 7,500 

foundations in the United States (Bremner, 1988). 

The 1960s were a time of increased accountability for philanthropy. The Internal 

Revenue Service expanded auditing of foundations and other tax-exempt organizations to 

prevent and discourage abuses. The Tax Reform Act of 1969 required foundations to use at least 
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6% of their income for philanthropic purposes each year and made it illegal to use foundation 

funds to influence legislation or elections (Bremner, 1988). 

The 1960s and 1970s were a time of increased public-private partnership. The public no 

longer trusted the government's ability to solve social problems. People looked to private 

organizations and philanthropy to solve these problems. State and local governments contracted 

services from private organizations, providing these organizations with needed funding for their 

activities (Bremner, 1988).  

In the early 1980s, federal expenditures were decreased for social welfare programs. 

While these reductions were taking place, a recession led to increased homelessness and 

unemployment. Nonprofit organizations were expected to care for needy people in place of the 

government, but their budgets had also been cut. The government hoped that private giving 

would make up for these cuts. There were not enough resources available so philanthropic efforts 

to create social change and innovation were reduced in favor of meeting the basic needs of the 

poor. Government funding cuts of the 1980s led to recognition of the importance of individual 

donors to philanthropy (Bremner, 1988).  

Most recently, Giving USA (2005), a publication of the American Association of 

Fundraising Counsel, researched and written at the Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University,  

estimated charitable giving reached $248.52 billion in 2004, a new record for the United States. 

Giving USA (2005) reported giving from four sources of contributions including individual 

(living) donors, and bequests by deceased individuals, as well as foundations and corporations. 

All four sources of giving increased contributions in 2004 by 4% to 9%. Individual giving, the 

single largest source, rose by an estimated 4.1% in 2004 to reach $187.9 billion. Giving to all 

subsectors increased in 2004, at rates of growth ranging from 7.0 % for environmental and 

animal welfare organizations to 0.8% for international affairs and development. Adjusted for 

inflation, all sub-sectors, with the exception of international affairs and development and human 

services, saw growth in giving in 2004 (Giving USA, 2005). 

Fundraising Theory 

Fundraising provides money to improve the quality of life for many people. It also 

promotes organizational sustainability. Fundraising ensures nonprofit organizations continue to 

exist and the United States is a more diverse and humanitarian place to live.  
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Fundraisers interact with external constituencies and attempt to positively influence their 

view of, and relationship to, the nonprofit. They attempt to bring individuals closer to an 

institution through involvement with the nonprofit to secure financial resources. Traditionally, 

men have been the focus of most fundraising efforts. Men have historically served on nonprofit 

boards and committees, and have been recognized for giving despite the fact that gifts were 

jointly given by a husband and wife (Critz, 1980; Ellis, 1997).  

Asking someone for money seems simple; however, fundraising can be complicated. 

Philanthropic fundraisers are not only asking for money, they are asking donors to support a 

mission. According to Duronio and Tempel (1997), fundraisers serve as the connector between 

the mission of an organization and the marketplace. Fundraisers must develop a system that 

ensures the nonprofit organization will perpetuate its mission. 

Understanding the fundraising process requires examining the way institutions interact 

with their environment and how/why/when nonprofits practice fundraising. Several theorists 

have examined the interactions nonprofits have with their environments based upon the need for 

philanthropic support.  

Harris (1990) identified three theories important for understanding why and how 

nonprofits interact with their environment, (1) resource dependency theory, (2) enactment theory, 

and (3) institutional theory. Resource dependency theory identifies the key element of success 

for nonprofits as the organizations’ ability to acquire and maintain resources (Harris, 1990). 

Resource dependency theory begins with the premise that organizations are open systems and 

cannot generate all the required resources internally, so therefore must mobilize resources from 

other organizations in their environment to survive. The nonprofit may choose the environment it 

relates to and/or adapt its internal structures and processes to strengthen environmental 

relationships. The emphasis of the resource dependency model is organization adaptation. The 

theory assumes individual organizations can act to improve their chances of survival (Scott, 

2001).  

The enactment theory challenges nonprofits to rethink constraints, threats, and 

opportunities within their environment. Under the enactment theory a fundraiser does not view 

the fundraising environment as set or defined (Harris, 1990). Rather, the fundraiser looks beyond 

traditional prospects and seeks to identify new linkages to create a unique fundraising 

environment.  
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The institutional theory proposes that nonprofits are under pressure by other nonprofits to 

maintain core recognized elements. Having these core elements as a part of their formal 

structure, nonprofits maintain their legitimacy as an organization (Harris, 1990). Societal 

expectations of appropriateness are followed for a nonprofit to survive. Under this theory, a 

successful fundraising campaign by one nonprofit organization may serve as the model for 

another.  

Models of Fundraising 

Another essential component to understanding philanthropy is the variety of models 

nonprofits follow in the fundraising process. Rosso (1991) conceptualized the fundraising 

process through what he defined as the fundraising cycle model, illustrated in Figure 2.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure 2. Adaptation of the Henry Rosso fundraising model (1991). 
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The model includes 14 sequential steps and activities development officers undertake in 

the fundraising process. Beginning with the development of a case for support, the cycle is a 

continuous loop and helps development officers visualize the interrelationships of fundraising 

steps. Rosso’s model will serve as the framework for the development plan of the Virginia 4-H 

Foundation. 

Step one in the fund raising cycle is what Rosso refers to as a planning checkpoint. At 

this stage, nonprofits must examine their case for support. The case provides an overview of the 

reasons donors should support the organization. The case for support is specific to the 

organization, and should remain consistent regardless of the prospective donor. The case should 

state the vision of the nonprofit, and clearly illustrate how a gift will empower the organization 

to succeed in pursuit of its mission.  

An analysis of market requirements comes next in the Rosso Cycle. Nonprofits must test 

their mission against the wants and needs of the market or that of prospective donors. 

Prospective donors must understand what issues the nonprofit is addressing and must feel that 

the approach the nonprofit is suggesting is valid. Further, prospective donors must feel the issues 

are important. If prospective donors do not understand or accept the importance of the needs 

being addressed by the nonprofit, fund raising faces a serious obstacle. Donors will give to 

organizations they care about that address needs they care about. In meeting clearly identified 

community needs understood to be of value to the potential donors, the nonprofit can formulate 

compelling arguments for why its work merits philanthropic gifts.  

Next is the preparation of a needs statement. This is the organization’s plan for carrying 

out its work toward mission fulfillment. This is where the organization clearly defines the kinds 

of resources needed to carry out services, thus justifying fundraising. The needs statement clearly 

defines fundraising goals. 

The organization next defines its objectives to prospective donors. During this stage the 

organization gives definition to the programs or services it will provide to address the issue or 

need. This includes how the organization will do the work with specific action plans for 

providing solutions to the issues the organization and donors feel are important. 

Next, volunteers are involved. Development officers are limited in the number of 

prospective donors they can reach. Volunteers are critical to the success of fundraising as they 

increase outreach. According to Rosso (1991), the most effective fundraisers are those that are 
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passionate about the cause. Paid staff is often considered to be doing their jobs when soliciting 

funds; however, an unpaid solicitation of peers reflects passion and concern for the cause. 

The next step in the cycle is an evaluation of gift markets to determine their ability and 

perceived willingness to fund the nonprofit’s programs through charitable gifts. This step 

includes making informed judgments about which markets to approach and the gift amounts to 

be sought.  

Identifying potential gift sources is the next planning step in the cycle. Each prospective 

donor is identified and qualified by three criteria: linkage to the organization, ability to give gifts 

at the level being sought, and interest in the organization’s work.  

In the tenth step of the cycle the fund raising plan is prepared. During this step the 

organization clearly defines how it will communicate with prospective donors. Donors must 

clearly understand through communication strategies implemented what the organization is 

doing and how donor involvement assures success. Communication must move the prospect to 

action and donors must be made aware that their gift will in fact make a difference.  

The next action step in the cycle is to activate a volunteer corps of solicitors. Fund raising 

in the United States has been largely a volunteer activity. Action is taken by people so committed 

to a cause that they make their own gifts and then eagerly invite others to join the cause. No 

solicitation is more compelling, even today, than one carried out by a volunteer advocate who 

personally solicits gifts to support a nonprofit to which he or she is passionately devoted.  

With 12 steps now completed, the gift is solicited. This step includes implementing the 

fund raising plan with the broader constituency and is the culmination of all actions. Planning 

continues with careful selection of fund raising vehicles or strategies. Fundraisers must apply 

their marketing skills in this step, to determine which fund raising techniques will be most 

effective in each market. Fund raising strategies or methods include direct mail, phone-a-thons, 

special events or benefits, grant seeking, personal solicitations, recognition groups, and e-mail 

and Internet sites. Just as market evaluation calls for diversity of funding, selection of fund 

raising methods should explore every opportunity for raising gift funds to carry out the 

organization's mission.  

Traditional effectiveness charts of solicitation techniques may not hold true when 

working with female audiences. It is important during this step, and a purpose of this research, to 

determine which solicitation techniques are preferred by female donors. 



 

18 

Soliciting and receiving the gift is not the end of the process. In fact, it is only the 

beginning of a deepening relationship between the donor and the nonprofit. Proper gratitude for 

and acknowledgment of the gift must be expressed by the nonprofit. The nonprofit must also 

disclose how the gift will be used and demonstrate the highest level of accountability and 

stewardship in the appropriate and wise use of the gift. Properly thanking donors, reporting the 

use of gifts, and demonstrating wise stewardship of contributed funds makes renewal of the gift 

possible. According to Shaw and Taylor (1995), recognition models are based upon research of 

men. While men would prefer public personal recognition, named gift opportunities such as 

buildings, the limited research available related to female philanthropy indicates these methods 

do not hold true when recognizing women. It is an objective of this research to determine what 

type of recognition is preferred by women. 

The renewal process, step 14, restarts the cycle. The organization must evaluate how 

effective they have been in pursuit of their mission, decide if their mission remains relevant, and 

forecast additional monetary and other resource needs. If the organization has undertaken a 

multi-year campaign, it is at this point in the cycle that they will evaluate where they stand 

relative to their goal. Further, they will look at options for moving lower level donors to higher 

levels of gifts, work to identify and evaluate the capacity of additional donors, and most 

importantly, reexamine their case for support to assure it remains consistent with the issues faced 

by the audiences they seek to serve.  

Kelly (1993) reviewed four models of fundraising, including press agentry, public 

information, two-way asymmetrical, and two-way symmetrical. The press agentry model focuses 

on propagandizing a cause, and its practice is based on principles of manipulation and control. In 

the press agentry model, fundraisers may see themselves as cheerleaders, evangelists, and arm 

twisters. The public information model is based upon the theory of enlightenment and the belief 

that truth is important.  

The foundation of the two-way symmetrical model of fundraising is reaching mutual 

understanding. Communication in this model is two-way between groups with balanced or 

symmetrical effects. This model uses formative research to balance the needs of the nonprofit 

and donors. The effectiveness of this model is evaluated by its contribution to enhancing and 

protecting organizational autonomy through the fundraising process. An underlying assumption 

of the two-way symmetrical model is that donors benefit from making gifts because the nonprofit 
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benefits; therefore, society benefits. The core purpose of the two-way-symmetrical model is to 

scientifically persuade giving through two-way communication.  

Kelly (1993) stated that most fundraisers and nonprofits undertake the two-way 

symmetrical model more often when focusing on major gifts, rather than when soliciting annual 

funds. Further, Kelly concluded that most managerial tasks in fundraising are correlated with the 

two-way model rather than other models. Further, he noted that most fundraisers practice a 

mixed-motive model which includes both symmetrical and asymmetrical elements.  

Smith (1993) introduced the Cultivation Cycle in 1975. The Cultivation Cycle, popularly 

known as the Five I’s of Fund Raising, includes identification, information, interest, 

involvement, and investment, in that order. There have been modifications to Smith’s (1993) 

model over the years. Prather (1981), for example, adapted the Cultivation Cycle to include the 

five steps of identification, cultivation, planning the approach, solicitation, and follow-up.  

Daily (1986) built upon Smith’s model and included seven steps in the process: prospect 

research, research and qualification, strategizing the approach, involving the prospect, making 

the ask, closing the solicitation, and after-solicitation follow-up. Dailey stated that every gift 

solicitation is a separate mini-campaign and that annual gifts in small amounts are provided for 

projects in which donors have interest or involvement. Donors, however, often only provide gifts 

in larger amounts for projects to which they are committed.  

Wood (1989) also adapted the Cultivation Cycle and summarized the fundraising process 

in four steps. The steps include research, cultivation, solicitation and recognition. Wood (1989) 

further described the process as 25% research, 60% cultivation, 5% solicitation, and 10% 

recognition.  

Mount (1996), through her empirically based model of personal donorship (Figure 3), 

conceptualized individual donating behavior in terms of largesse. Largesse refers to  either a gift 

or a donation that has been given generously. The concept is operationalized by the size of the 

gift.  

Five variables were proposed as predictors of personal donating behavior: involvement, 

predominance, self-interest, means, and past behavior. Moreover, Mount (1996) proposed that  

donating occurs for causes that the donor considers worthy, that offers the donor an opportunity 

to feel useful, and results in self-actualization 
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Figure 3. Mount’s empirically based model of personal donorship (1996). 

According to Mount, involvement means people expect some kind of satisfaction from 

giving and involvement depends on expected satisfaction. Knowing they have done their part 

allows donors to be involved in the cause and to experience joy or satisfaction through their 

donation. Predominance is defined by Mount as a subjective measure of the extent to which the 

cause stands out in the donors’ hierarchy of philanthropic options. Self-interest, according to 

Mount, is the degree to which the cause is aligned with the donor's self-interest. The interest 

could be that the reward for giving matches a personal goal, such as a tax incentive, or the cause 

of the nonprofit could be aligned with a donor's interest. Finally, means and past behavior refer 

to the donors’ ability to give and history of monetary giving. 

Kelly (1991) identified a theoretical framework for fundraising which draws upon 

systems theory and conceptualizes fundraising as donor relations. Within this conceptual 

framework, relationships between nonprofits and donors are viewed as environmental 

interdependencies. Fundraising is defined as the management of relationships between a 

nonprofit and its donor publics, and the major principles and tenets on which fundraising rests 

are linked to particular communication theories. 

In summary, various models of fundraising have been proposed in the literature. There 

are similarities in each of the models, though adaptations have been made to all of them. The 

best summarization of the varying models of fundraising may be that gifts are produced as a 

result of the interaction between the donors’ motives and organizational prerequisites (Cook, 

1997). 
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Philanthropists’ Reasons for Giving 

Individuals who invest wealth carefully in the nonprofit sector in a purposeful effort to 

benefit the general good of humanity, as well as to effect substantive positive change in society 

are generally thought of as philanthropists (Rafferty, 1999). Philanthropists have become 

increasingly selective in awarding gifts and grants to nonprofits. Under-financed and duplicative 

nonprofit organizations have had to contend with the inability of private funders to finance the 

explosive growth of this sector. One consequence of this development has been the rise in 

nonprofit bankruptcies and closings (Hager, Galaskiewicz, Bielfeld, & Pins, 1996). For 

nonprofits, changes in the way contributions are made leads to more fundraising work, along 

with a greater need for an understanding of why donors give. This combination is referred to as 

the intersection of donor motives and organizational requirements (Cook, 1997).  

Private Benefits 

There is a strong argument that in addition to the nonprofit's output there are many 

benefits which only the contributor experiences (Andreoni, 1989; Arrow, 1974; Cornes & 

Sandler, 1984; Schiff, 1990; Steinberg, 1987). A number of private benefits that individuals may 

experience when donating have been identified. To some, the benefit of donating is no different 

from the purchase of any other private good. Some nonprofits offer donors actual goods in 

exchange for their gift, (e.g., recognition, membership benefits such as free tickets, etc.)  Larger 

donors might have buildings named after them, receive exclusive dinner invitations, or have 

opportunities to interact with those in power in exchange for their gift. In most cases, these 

rewards can only be received by making donations to the nonprofit, and donors may view part of 

the motivation as a mere purchase of the associated rewards. 

Other private benefits may be less tangible. Tullock (1966) stated that when evaluating 

gift decisions and amounts, individuals consider how the gift will affect their reputation. Becker 

(1974) stated that a motivation for giving is either the avoidance of the scorn of others or the 

receipt of social acclaim. Glazer and Konrad (1996) conceded that individual donations to 

nonprofits are a result of the donor’s ability, through the gift, to signal wealth in a socially 

acceptable way. The literature suggests other motives for individual giving including that it 

alleviates a sense of guilt (Sen, 1977).  
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Harbaugh (1998) modeled a preference for prestige and suggested that charities, by 

publishing donations in ranges, actively affect the prestige associated with a gift. He argued that 

prestige can be valuable to individuals either because it directly addresses the individual’s need 

or because being known as a generous donor increases income and business opportunities. 

Private benefits from donating may also be more intrinsic in nature. It has been argued 

that an individual’s welfare is dependent upon not only his own needs and the needs of others, 

but his contributions to the needs of others (Arrow, 1974). That is, a donor derives welfare not 

only from the increase in another person’s satisfaction, but also from knowing that she/he has 

contributed to that satisfaction (Arrow). Andreoni (1989, 1990) suggested that people may 

experience a “warm-glow” from having contributed. Perhaps the emphasis on sending thank-you 

notes is evidence that fundraisers try to maximize the warm-glow the individual feels from 

having made a contribution.  

Donors may want to feel they are doing their share. It is also possible that they may 

believe they are able to give back to society for the fortune afforded them. Or perhaps 

individuals are motivated by a “buying-in” mentality where they are prevented from feeling good 

about a charitable program unless they have made a fair-share contribution to it (Rose-

Ackerman, 1982). 

Three categories of internal motivations and three categories of external influences 

explain why people give (Mixer, 1993). The three categories of internal motivations include 

personal factors, social factors, and negative factors. Personal factors refer to acceptance or self-

esteem, achievement, cognitive interest, growth, guilt reduction or avoidance, meaning or 

purpose of life, spirituality, immortality, personal gain or benefit, and survival. Noted social 

factors for giving are status, affiliation, group endeavor, power, family altruism, and 

interdependence. Negative factors include frustration, insecurity, fear, and anxiety. According to 

Mixer, people are more likely to give when they are treated appropriately during the fundraising 

process, when they have an interest in the organization or the cause of the organization, and 

when they get rewarded for their support in ways consistent with their personal motivations and 

values. 

The three categories of external factors that influence people to give are rewards, 

stimulations, and situations. Stimulations include human needs, vision, personal request, private 

initiative, efficiency, effectiveness, and tax deductions. Situations that determine why people 
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give include peer pressure, personal involvement, planning and decision-making networks, 

family involvement, culture, role identity, tradition, and disposable income. Rewards can be 

recognition by the organization or other personal or social benefits.  

Reciprocity 

Both everyday experience and social scientific research suggest that reciprocity often 

drives philanthropic acts, but what is meant by reciprocity varies. Sometimes the reciprocity 

involved is very direct, (e.g., donors require something tangible “in return” for their gift). Donors 

may require some form of recognition or a more substantial material return (e.g., a business 

owner may donate to a cause primarily to get some advertising and draw in new customers). 

Sometimes, of course, when such direct reciprocity is not stated as a motive in the account given 

by the donor, it is attributed by others who believe the gift was given solely to “get something in 

return.”  

More commonly, however, the form of reciprocity connected to philanthropy is indirect. 

For example, when someone says they are “grateful” for the advantages or good fortune they 

have gained in life and want to “give something back somehow,” they are still talking about 

reciprocity. In fact, one type of indirect reciprocity is central to the practice of philanthropy, what 

Boulding (1981) has labeled “serial reciprocity.” Serial reciprocity exists when people repay the 

benefits they have received, (e.g., from a parent, a friend, a mentor, an anonymous stranger, a 

previous generation) by providing benefits to a third party, someone other than their benefactor. 

Serial reciprocity is what people mean when they say, “pass it on,” “one good turn deserves 

another,” or “don't pay me back, do something similar for someone else instead.”  

In scholarly work, reciprocity is characterized in many ways. Applied to philanthropy, 

reciprocity can be a motivation for philanthropy; a justification for philanthropy offered in ex 

post facto accounts; an ethical virtue similar to gratitude and the Golden Rule; a moral norm that 

serves to keep the chain of good works going in a society; or a cultural value celebrated as part 

of the conception of what is good about society.  

Philosophers have long identified reciprocation and gratitude as indispensable elements 

of the virtuous life. Becker (1986) summarized the philosophical understanding of reciprocity as 

a virtue by saying it requires “fitting and proportional” returns for benefits received. In other 

words, donors are likely to give to a third party who is similar to their own benefactors, if they 

can. 
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Identification Theory 

A motivational paradigm can be used to examine women’s reasons for giving and factors 

that impact their satisfaction with giving. The identification theory, developed from extensive 

research on charitable giving through survey and ethnographic methods, serves as a general 

framework for understanding both charitable behavior and interpersonal transfers (Schervish & 

Havens, 2003). The major principle of the theory asserts that it is self-identification with other 

people in their needs, as opposed to selflessness, that motivates transfers of wealth, and gives 

donors the satisfaction of fulfilling those needs. The identification theory refers to transfers of 

wealth to individuals, as well as to philanthropic organizations.  

There are two central components of identification theory. The first major component 

identifies philanthropic behavior, including both charitable donations and transfers to families, as 

a manifestation of care or caritas. Such philanthropic behavior, according to the theory, is aimed 

at meeting another person’s needs. It is further asserted that care radiates from the self, and is 

first learned in the context of family relationships. Care ultimately expands to include others in a 

person’s network, such as friends, neighbors, and associates. The manner in which care is 

expressed can be direct through interpersonal care or indirect through nonprofit organizations, 

and may even extend further to nations, communities, or organized groups (Schervish & Havens, 

2003).  

The second major component of identification theory, as well as its core, is the 

assumption that caring behavior is reflective of self-identification with other people, as opposed 

to the absence of self, or selflessness. More specifically, the theory asserts that the provision of 

care is the result of the donors’ recognition of the similarity between an individual or group’s 

needs and those personally experienced in their own lives or by their families. Providing care for 

another individual or group is a mutually beneficial effort since the caregiver receives some 

emotional satisfaction as the needs of the recipient are addressed (Schervish & Havens, 2003).  

Schervish and Havens (2003) reported that donors often give based on past experiences, 

both positive and negative. An individual who has lost a loved one to drunk driving, perhaps, 

will contribute to after-prom and substance abuse education programs. As well, those who had 

positive experiences with camping and hiking will be more inclined to give to environmental 

protection efforts.  
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Women: The Emerging Donors 

Shaw and Taylor (1995) reported that previous studies in philanthropy and fundraising 

address the giving manners and motivation of men, and stated that only women give for different 

reasons. Seymour’s book, Designs for Fundraising, the Fundraiser’s Bible (1966), features an 

entire chapter devoted to a discussion of universal motivations that lead to popular funding 

support for programs. Seymour’s universal motivations, however, according to Shaw and Taylor 

(1995), apply almost entirely to men. The authors asserted that Seymour’s theories do not hold 

for all groups of donors, as their research with donors revealed differences in the motivations of 

men and women with respect to donating (Shaw & Taylor, 1995). Although Seymour’s model 

worked well for years, and remains effective today when working with male audiences, it does 

not apply to female audiences. 

Despite this lack of recognition, women have been involved in philanthropic activities 

since the 18th century when developing charities to aid the disadvantaged and indigent while 

promoting positive social change (McCarthy, 2001). However, Diebolt (2001), in her study of 

women and philanthropy, suggested this area of inquiry had not been taken seriously or 

addressed analytically until very recently and asserts the work to date has been largely historical, 

with women’s philanthropic roles linked principally to religious organizations and their causes. 

Moreover,  Kaplan-Daniels (1988) stated that within the last decade a real interest in learning 

more about women and philanthropy has emerged largely because women possess financial 

resources that until recently had not been leveraged efficiently or effectively on behalf of 

philanthropic causes, even for female-specific causes.  

Traditional donor development activities have largely ignored the giving interests and 

habits of women. Institutions that choose to ignore the potential of women as philanthropists will 

be limited not only in financial support but also in donor commitment that produces true change. 

Nonprofit organizations are seeking to tap new markets of potential donors, and women, 

identified by several philanthropic research sources, have the greatest unrealized potential in the 

charitable giving arena. In fact, findings from several national and regional surveys revealed that 

women give and volunteer to charitable organizations in greater percentages than men. In fact, 

more than a decade ago, women were identified as the target group for philanthropy (Ferguson-

Patton, 1993).  
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More contemporary and journalistic sources of information assert there are differences in 

giving patterns between men and women (Alexander, 2006; Capek & Mead, 2006; Cochran, 

2006; Green, 2001; Newman, 2000; Polanecszky, 2004; Shaw, 1993; Van Slyke & Eschholz, 

2002). A number of scholarly and professional articles suggest that giving is different among 

“women of business achievement,” that women give to women’s causes, that women respond to 

different solicitation techniques than men, that women are motivated to give for reasons other 

than tax advantages, and that women of business achievement represent an untapped donor 

market (Clary, Snyder, & Stukas, 1995; Greer, 2000; Kaplan & Hayes, 1993; Newman, 2000; 

Ostrander & Fisher, 1995; Reis, 2000; Richardson, 2000; Shaw, 1993; Sublett, 1993; Wilson, 

2000).  

Bartling (1999) suggested guidelines about the “psychology of asking and giving,” 

highlighting the importance of giving back to a community as well as the desire to enact positive 

social change. This is consistent with the study conducted by Ostrander and Fisher (1995). They 

suggest that in cultivating women philanthropists it is important to emphasize the cause for 

which gifts of time and money are being sought, as well as stressing the impact that giving and 

volunteering can have on one’s connectedness to community. This important element of social 

capital is a motivating factor that resonates more for women than men. 

Clary, Snyder, and Stukas (1995) reported that giving and volunteering can be motivated 

by a range of psychological functions, such as interest in serving others, advancing careers, guilt, 

self-esteem, and experiential learning. Kaplan and Hayes (1993) suggested that women may be 

motivated to give and volunteer for reasons different from men. They stated that while 

recognition and status may be what men cherish, involvement with the organizations to which 

they are donating is what women stating that women value relationships with organizations to 

which they contribute and aspire to understand these organizations and help shape their 

programs. The process of converting women into committed donors involves getting them to see 

that they share experiences and values with the nonprofit (Cohen, 1996). Women are likely to 

give volunteer time first before committing to make a major gift. This is one way they establish 

trust and confidence in an organization. Work as a volunteer helps many women test fit their 

values with the interests and values of the organization soliciting support. 

In addition to establishing the relationship and analyzing shared values, there are other 

reasons for women’s contributions. Ostrower (1995) stated that being engaged and active in 
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philanthropic activities is an important method for building and maintaining social and 

professional networks. Kaplan-Daniels (1988) further asserted that women’s involvement in 

philanthropic activities is important because it provides a context for their “invisible careers.”   

Shaw (1993) argued that it is also important to explicitly communicate images, roles, and 

values that are shared by many women when seeking to cultivate women as donors. Within the 

context of soliciting gifts, such communication techniques might include a focus on family, on 

community involvement, and on the demands of balancing family and work.  

Another finding of the early research on female donors is that women desire details, 

including organizational facts, a clear philanthropic mission, assurance that money is going to 

assist people the organization serves without high overhead, and a thorough understanding of the 

programmatic process of the organizations they support (Shaw & Taylor, 1995). Providing such 

information creates an understanding that donated funds will be used for their intended purpose. 

The work that women also typically do to assist local organizations allows them to see how their 

contributions are being used and if the funds truly make a difference.  

Understanding more clearly what motivates women to give would prove beneficial to 

institutions in the nation due to the vast amount of wealth that women control along with the 

special perspectives and insights that women can contribute to organizational leadership. The 

challenge, according to Ferguson-Patton (1993) is finding the best methods to reach them. By 

regularly studying females, fundraisers learn who their prospects really are, the methods of 

communicating with them, and what messages will encourage continual giving. However, an 

understanding of the role females play as donors is at its inception and must be investigated 

further (Kaplan & Hayes, 1993).  

Summary of the Review of Related Literature 

Bremner provides a compelling analysis/review of the impact of philanthropy on 

American history in his book, American Philanthropy (1988). Beginning with the formation of 

our nation, philanthropy continues to facilitate avenues for the betterment of the quality of life by 

filling the gap between public support dollars and achievement of social, human and capital 

goals. Statistics from Giving USA (2005) indicate that philanthropy contributes $248.52 billion to 

America’s economy. Of this amount, an estimated $187.9 billion is contributed by individual 

donors.  



 

28 

It is the job of fundraisers or development officers to facilitate the linkage between these 

philanthropists and the nonprofit organizations they represent. This is by no means an easy task. 

With competition for funding increasing in the nonprofit sector, the manner in which fundraisers 

interact with prospective donors; the manner in which they connect them to the organization; and 

ultimately their strategic approach to secure their gift is critical to the survival of the nonprofit 

sector. 

The literature provides several explanations relative to how and why nonprofits must 

secure external funding, as summarized in Table 1.  

Table 1 

Summary Table of Literature Related to Fundraising Theory 

Author(s) Contribution to Literature on 
Philanthropic Behavior 

Elements 

Harris 
(1990) 

How and why nonprofits interact with 
their environment 

Resource Dependency Theory, Enactment Theory, and 
Institutional Theory 

Rosso 
(1991) 

Conceptualization of the fundraising 
process through Fundraising Cycle. 

Fourteen sequential steps and activities undertaken by 
nonprofits in the fundraising process 

Kelly 
(1993) 

Four communication models utilized 
by nonprofits as part of the fundraising 
process 

Press agentry, public information, two-way asymmetrical, 
two-way symmetrical 

Smith 
(1993) 

Cultivation Cycle Five Is of Fundraising: identification, information, interest, 
involvement and investment 

Prather 
(1981) 

Adaptation of Cultivation Cycle Identification, cultivation, planning the approach, 
solicitation and follow-up 

Daily 
(1986) 

Adaptation of Cultivation Cycle Prospect research, research and qualification, strategizing 
the approach, involving the prospect, making the ask, 
closing the solicitation, and after-solicitation follow-up 

Wood 
(1989) 

Adaptation of Cultivation Cycle Research, cultivation, solicitation and recognition 

Mount 
(1996) 

Model of Personal Donorship-five 
variables proposed as predictors of 
donating behavior 

Involvement, pre-dominance, self-interest, means and past 
behavior 

Kelly 
(1991) 

Conceptualizes fundraising as donor 
relations 

Fundraising is management of relationships between a 
nonprofit and its donor publics. 

 
Harris (1990) provided three theoretical explanations: resource dependency, enactment, 

and institutional. Resource dependency theory validates that nonprofits are dependent upon the 
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generation of resources from their external environment. This ability to generate resources is 

subject to the needs and wants of the potential funding partner, as well as the nonprofit 

organization. Therefore, nonprofits must adapt their operational philosophies to the wants and 

needs of the potential donor.  

Enactment theory suggests that nonprofits look beyond traditional funding sources and 

attempt to link new prospects with their organizational vision. The institutional theory holds that 

nonprofits as a whole are under scrutiny to operate in a legitimate manner to assure their 

survival.  

All summed, these theories validate the need for this study. As implied in the resource 

dependency theory, nonprofits are unable to generate monies internally sufficient to fund 

operations and must, therefore, secure funds externally. In doing so, the enactment theory posits 

that nonprofits can not only look to traditional sources of funding and must act to engage sources 

with whom they have had no connection. As the literature supports that nonprofits have 

traditionally looked at males as primary donors, this theory supports the needs to look to women 

as potential donors. The institutional theory holds that while conducting effective fundraising 

efforts, nonprofits must hold true to core models of social responsibility and business ethics; that 

efforts be legitimate and contain formal structure; and that models from one organization may 

serve as a framework for others. Here again, the literature of limited campaigns that have 

successfully targeted female donors can be built upon to create effective strategies to engage 

these valued resources. 

The review of literature also reveals several models of fundraising. Rosso (1991) was 

among the first to conceptualize the concepts and principles of the planning model known as the 

fundraising cycle. The Rosso fundraising cycle includes 14 sequential, discrete steps that 

nonprofits implement to assure success. The cycle is continuous and is graphically illustrated as 

a loop with arrows indicating its ongoing nature. Steps in the model begin with a review of the 

nonprofits examination of its case for support through solicitation and recognition of the gift. 

Again, the continuous nature of the fund raising cycle illustrates that soliciting the gift (step 13) 

is not the end of the process. Rather, it is the renewal of the process in that development officers 

desire to move donors to higher levels of giving. 

Four models presented by Kelly are based upon how a nonprofit communicates with 

prospects: press agentry, public information, two-way asymmetrical, and two-way symmetrical. 
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The key to effective communication is that communication between the prospective donor and 

the nonprofit be two-way. The nonprofit must communicate the need for monies, but prospective 

donors must be given an opportunity to communicate their ideas for addressing societal issues to 

nonprofits. The donors, in fact, wish to be partners in the change, and the application of 

approaches to reaching the desired outcome, not simply a response to a one-way communicated 

need. 

Smith (1993), through his cultivation cycle, was the first to place the fundraising process 

into a model format, in that he proposed five ordered steps in the cultivation process: 

identification, information, interest, involvement, and investment. Through this model Smith 

suggests that the first step in the fundraising process is for the organization to identify 

prospective donors. Prospects include those individuals with the ability to make a financial 

contribution to the nonprofit, and are linked to the nonprofit or the nonprofit’s mission. 

Information is the second step in the model. In applying two-way communication 

strategies, Smith (1993) holds that not only should the nonprofit provide information to the 

prospect relative to the nonprofit, but should also secure from the prospects, information about 

them, their desires and needs.  

Information both given to the donor, and derived from the donor should then be 

combined to determine interest. Shared interest in the mission is core to facilitating a partnership 

between donors and nonprofits. Donors must have an interest in the mission of the organization 

and desire the same societal outcomes as the nonprofit. Likewise, the organization must 

understand the internal and external needs of the donors and have an interest in assisting them to 

reach their personal goals through the partnership. 

The remaining steps in the model, involvement and investment maintain that prospective 

donors prefer to be involved with an organization to which they give. Involvement is often 

facilitated through volunteerism; however, may also be established through communication or 

being involved in some way with the organization beyond the gift. Once the donor is involved 

with the organization, and are comfortable that the organization demonstrates positive 

stewardship of support, they are more likely to invest monetary support. Determining the manner 

in which to facilitate involvement is one objective of this research. 

The literature review identified adaptations to Smith’s model with perhaps the most 

applicable model for this research presented by Mount (1996) through her empirically based 



 

31 

model of personal donorship. She proposed that the size of the gift, termed largesse, is dependent 

upon the donors involvement with the nonprofit organization; predominance of the organization, 

or the cause the organization supports, in the mind of the donor; the degree to which the mission 

of the organization addresses the self-interest of the donor; the means available to the donor to 

make a gift, and a history of philanthropic activity. 

The literature also identified reasons that philanthropists give money to support causes. 

Based on ever increasing competition for donations and the fact that donors have more choices 

than ever before of potential recipients, nonprofits must be knowledgeable of these motives and 

provide an opportunity for donors to fulfill their needs.  

The literature supports that donor motivations are personal and are both intrinsic and 

extrinsic in nature. Regardless of the motives, the literature documents that motivations between 

male and female donors are different and that women give for different reasons than men. All 

donors do, in fact, expect some reward in return for their contribution. Reciprocity often drives 

philanthropic acts. Further, the literature suggests women give through identification; giving is a 

manifestation of care and caring behavior is reflective of a self-identification with other people. 

Through the review of literature, the potential philanthropic capacity of women was 

evident. Despite this potential, traditional development efforts have largely ignored that women 

are an untapped resource. In relation to the cultivation of women as donors it is crucial that 

research clearly define the most effective manner for engaging this philanthropic audience. 

Questions left unanswered include the manner in which women prefer to be recognized for their 

contributions, and even prior to giving, the manner in which they prefer to be solicited for a gift. 

The literature provided no studies on the motivations for female philanthropy beyond the 

study Shaw and Taylor presented in their book, Reinventing Fundraising: Realizing the Potential 

of Women’s Philanthropy (1995). They presented six motivations for female philanthropy, which 

they refer to as the six Cs of women’s giving: change, create, connect, commit, collaborate and 

celebrate, as described in Chapter 1. This research is designed to assist the Virginia 4-H 

Foundation to understand the motivations for female giving to the organization. Although this 

study is narrowly focused on 4-H, findings may be applicable to other nonprofit agencies as well 

as useful to other researchers working with women on philanthropic issues.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The choice of methodology for this study included a combination of focus groups and a 

written validation questionnaire. This choice optimized the research objective of ascertaining the 

best approach for the Virginia 4-H Foundation to utilize in order to secure donations from female 

philanthropists. Specifically, the research explored potential motivations for a female 

philanthropist to donate or not to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. While the research was based on 

the broader ideological and economic issues related to philanthropy in America outlined in 

previous chapters, this study had a narrow organizational and regional focus. The methodology 

for this research supported that narrow focus. The following research questions directed this 

study: 

1. Why do women give financially to charitable organizations? Why Virginia 4-H? 

2. What factors impact female donors’ satisfaction with giving? 

3. What factors influence the decision to give to an organization repeatedly? If a second 

gift was at a higher level, what key factors led to the larger gift? 

4. When being asked to give, does the solicitation method impact the decision to give? 

Is there a preferred solicitation technique? 

5. Does recognition or other personal goal(s) influence a decision to give? Are there 
desired types of recognition for giving? 

Several fundamental facts served the foundation of this study.  According to prior 

academic research, female philanthropists make donations for different reasons than men 

(Alexander, 2006; Capek & Mead, 2006; Cochran, 2006; Eschholz & Van Slyke, 2002; 

Polanecszky, 2004; von Schlegell, 2006). Furthermore, many more women are likely to make 

donations if they are offered incentives different from those conventionally offered to potential 

male donors. Research suggests women philanthropists have been neglected or ill-approached by 

organizations seeking funding. Given these assumptions, this research explored factors affecting 

the philanthropic decisions of women who have donated to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. Results 

were used to make suggestions to improve the approach of the Virginia 4-H Foundation toward 

potential female donors.  
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In this context, three main components shaped the methodology for this study: (1) female 

philanthropists; (2) the Virginia 4-H Foundation; and (3) the researcher’s experiences. The 

women whose opinions were elicited are extremely busy individuals; therefore, too much of their 

time could not be consumed, yet much information on their perspectives was gathered. The 

nature of the Virginia 4-H Foundation determined the selection of the subjects for this study. 

Female philanthropists selected for this study had a history of donating to the Virginia 4-H 

Foundation. This selection criterion is consistent with Shaw and Taylor’s advice “the 

information that is truly useful concerns what motivates people who already give to your 

organization” (1995, p. 144). Regarding the researcher and the pertinence of this methodology, it 

is important to acknowledge that the researcher served as the Executive Director of the Virginia 

4-H Foundation for four years and is acquainted with many of the study participants. However, 

that professional role ended four years ago and the researcher is currently serving in a different 

capacity. The researcher continues to work closely with Virginia’s 4-H programs and has access 

to confidential donor information. 

Given the study’s objectives, a methodology was needed that efficiently, accurately, and 

expressively solicited the philanthropists’ opinions surrounding their decisions to donate to the 

Virginia 4-H Foundation. This research addressed the need for efficiency by offering a 

framework that was easily implemented, relatively low-cost, and highly focused. To address the 

need for the subjects’ expressiveness, study participants were to be provided ample opportunity 

to articulate their personal views and ensure their feedback was heard, respected, and accurately 

reported throughout the research. 

A Qualitative Approach 

Given the above expectations and boundaries of this study, qualitative inquiry was 

chosen.  Strauss and Corbin (1990) defined this approach to inquiry as any kind of research that 

produces findings not arrived at by means of statistical procedures or other means of 

quantification. Unlike quantitative researchers, who look for causal determination, prediction, 

and generalization of findings, qualitative researchers look for illumination, understanding, and 

extrapolation to similar situations. While qualitative inquiry is increasingly accepted as a valid 

methodology in social science investigation (Yin, 1989), the qualitative approach fit this study 

because it allowed for detailed subjective input from study participants. Creating a space for  

subjective articulation brought out the views of female philanthropists who have not historically 
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had a venue to give voice to their motivations and preferences as philanthropists.  

Qualitative inquiry was also suitable because it assumes “that meaning is embedded in 

people’s experiences and that this meaning is mediated through the investigator’s own 

perceptions” (Merriam, 1998, p. 6). This assumption is pertinent to this study due to the  

experiential nature of philanthropy, the act of giving, why one gives, the significance one 

attaches to giving, the meaning derived from giving, and the idea that women view philanthropy 

differently than men.  The investigation at individual levels determined the meaning of 

philanthropy from the perspective of women who have had to exist in a male-dominated world. 

This study was well-served by a qualitative inquiry. Since the investigator had been part of the 

Virginia 4-H Foundation and acquainted with the women targeted by this study, it was 

particularly appropriate to employ the qualitative methodology as it allowed the researcher to 

assume the role of mediator. Qualitative methodology, in short, supported the experiential, 

interactive, and mediated aspects of creating and exploring meaning for women in male-

dominated philanthropic research and practice. The meaning of philanthropy has, thus far, been a 

matter of a set of assumptions entrenched in a male convention, which, in turn, has often 

preoccupied itself with extrinsic measures, such as financial statistics rather than intrinsic 

measures of personal meaning or motivation. 

Other aspects of qualitative methodology made it suitable for this inquiry. For example, 

according to Patton (1990), qualitative research uses a naturalistic approach that seeks to 

understand phenomena in context-specific settings. While Patton’s imprecise labeling of the 

approach as naturalistic might for this study be more appropriately called social, attention to the 

context-specific nature of the approach was particularly applicable. Since large-scale 

philanthropy as defined by this research is rarely engaged in, it is specialized and context-

sensitive. Philanthropy has grown in sophistication and customization over the decades and so 

has its sensitivity to context. People increasingly give for particular causes, in response to very 

specific reasons, and may want very specific restrictions on the use of their donations. The 

context of philanthropy may also be regional, professional, age-driven, and gender-related. 

Consequently, context was paramount to this research. Context gained significance since this 

study was conducted from the perspective of a given organization and a specific group of female 

philanthropists. In short, the contextually sensitive nature of the study made the qualitative 

approach the best methodological choice. 
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Strauss and Corbin (1990) claim qualitative methods may better explain little known 

phenomenon or gain in-depth information that may be difficult to convey quantitatively. Thus, 

qualitative methods are appropriate to identify variables to later test quantitatively, or when the 

researcher determines quantitative measures cannot adequately describe or interpret 

phenomenon. The choice of qualitative methodology corresponded to both of these criteria. 

Given the state of research and practice in philanthropy, quantitative measures could not 

adequately capture the viewpoint of female philanthropists. The situation was heightened by the 

lack of research for the Virginia 4-H Foundation context. Given that an outstanding substantive 

record of women philanthropists is by-and-large missing from the organization’s database and a 

targeted approach to research female philanthropists had not yet been tried, a qualitative profile 

was needed of these donors. Since few female philanthropists had successfully been courted by 

the organization, there was little quantifiable data. The small regional context of the inquiry also 

supported an in-depth study rather than a statistically-based study. 

As Lincoln and Guba (1985) pointed out: "If you want people to understand better than 

they otherwise might, provide them information in the form in which they usually experience it" 

(p. 120). Stake (1978) also pointed out that qualitative research findings, typically rich in detail 

and insights into participants’ experiences of the world, "may be epistemologically in harmony 

with the reader’s experience" (p. 5)—and thus more meaningful and communicable. 

Lastly, qualitative inquiry suited this study because “the design of a qualitative study is 

emergent and flexible, responsive to changing conditions of the study in progress” (Merriam, 

1998, p. 8). This approach allowed greater investigative and communicative flexibility to gain 

valuable and uncollected perspectives of female philanthropists. Many women may have 

formally articulated their views on philanthropy for the first time. Even though the researcher 

approached these philanthropists as a class of females residing in Virginia with a prior history of 

donating to the Virginia 4-H Foundation, there were individual differences in their viewpoints 

that required flexibility throughout the inquiry process. To fully capture the experiences, 

motivations, and preferred recognition of these women donors, the study was emergent and 

adapted to modifications, changes, and transformations. A qualitative approach supported this 

need for malleability and dynamism. 

Methodological Tools: Focus Groups and Validation Questionnaire 

Two methodological tools were utilized to conduct this study. Focus groups were 
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facilitated at varying locations across the Commonwealth, with attention to securing as diverse a 

sample as possible. A validation questionnaire allowed the researcher to capture initial themes or 

categories from focus groups transcripts, and then test these preliminary findings with study 

participants. The validation questionnaire also afforded the opportunity for participants to share 

thoughts they either did not feel comfortable sharing during the focus group session or may have 

thought of later. 

Focus Groups 

The qualitative inquiry framework, focus groups, was used because of their success “to 

examine areas of concern that have considerable complexity and are typically dependent on 

motivational forces and characteristics of human behavior” (Krueger, 1994, p. 8). A focus group 

“is typically composed of seven to 10 participants who are selected because they have certain 

characteristics in common that relate to the topic of the focus group” (Krueger, 1994, p. 6). For 

this study, small focus groups comprising of seven to eight participants were to be used. They 

were all to be female Virginian philanthropists with a history of giving to the Virginia 4-H 

Foundation. Inquiry in each group focused on motivational factors and preferred solicitation and 

recognition driving their philanthropy, especially in regards to the Virginia 4-H Foundation.  

Although some researchers advocate for a larger focus group of 10 or 12 participants, this 

study used three separate smaller groups. Several considerations supported this approach. 

Krueger (1994) noted that “[s]maller groups of five, six, or seven participants not only offer 

more opportunity for individuals to talk but are considerably more practical to set up and 

manage” (p. 9). Krueger warned against using solo focus groups because, with only one group, 

“moderators run the risk of encountering ‘cold’ groups—groups in which participants are quiet 

and seemingly reluctant to participate” (p. 17). Krueger adds, “focus groups can be influenced by 

internal or external factors that may cause one of the groups to yield extraordinary results” (p. 

17). Accordingly, using three separate groups provides an important safeguard against abnormal 

results from a single group.  

Focus groups were most suited for this study for a number of other reasons. The focus 

group is recommended by Shaw and Taylor (1995) for research in the field of female 

philanthropy. Shaw and Taylor point out that focus groups “are very popular with women, who 

have too seldom been asked for their opinions” (p. 142). The use of focus groups for this study 

was also consistent with setting a comfortable context for expressiveness or articulation by study 
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participants. 

A well planned and effective focus group should not make participants feel 

“interrogated.” The objective is to facilitate the articulation of the subjects’ views on the topic. 

This is consistent with Rossman and Rallis’ idea that “the trick” in a focus group interview “is to 

promote participants’ talk through the creation of a permissive environment” (1998, p. 135). 

Krueger (1994) suggested eight focus group leader roles, “the seeker of wisdom,” “the 

enlightened novice,” “the expert consultant,” “the challenger,” “the referee,” “the writer,” “the 

team-discussion leader and technical expert,” and “the therapist.”  The researcher’s role in this 

study was “the seeker of wisdom” regarding philanthropy and specifically the wisdom of female 

philanthropists. This role was methodologically significant for conducting the focus group 

discussions since it shaped the responses generated from the discussions.  

Krueger argued that the “focus group…allows for group interaction and greater insight 

into why certain opinions are held” and that “focus group discussion is particularly effective in 

providing information about why people think or feel the way they do” (1994, p. 3). Since this 

study’s intent was to develop an understanding of why women donate to the Virginia 4-H 

Foundation versus other organizations and what would further encourage them to continue to 

donate, or to donate larger amounts, the focus group was the most suitable method for this 

research. 

The focus group was methodologically suitable since it encouraged “self-disclosure 

among participants” (Krueger, 1994, p. 11). This impacted the study in two ways. First, the 

research objective was to identify the genuine views held by the study participants. Second, the 

researcher did not exercise power or influence over the participants. The participants were not 

obligated to respond to the research queries. There were no incentives offered for their views. It 

was crucial that the researcher approach them as a solicitor of opinions. The focus group 

provided an environment for women to share their views on giving. Since the process brought 

them together to discuss a common topic it promoted self-disclosure. A sense of commonality 

also enhanced deeper discussion. 

The focus group also suited this study because it capitalized “on the strengths of the 

decision makers: knowledge of the program and an ability to talk to clientele” (Krueger, 1994, p. 

10). Since every effort was made by the researcher to maintain objective professionalism, the 

researcher was well positioned to conduct focus group interviews due to the knowledge of the 
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Virginia 4-H Foundation and prior acquaintance with the women as donors. The researcher 

brought a unique intersection of knowledge about process and content to the focus group 

experience. The researcher’s professional position is that of a State Program Leader for Virginia 

Cooperative Extension. In this capacity it is the researcher’s professional role to establish state-

wide programmatic direction for one of Extension’s four program areas. Program direction is 

determined through a needs assessment based on multiple methodologies, including focus 

groups. The researcher has conducted focus groups over a career of 15 years and brought this 

experience to this study methodology. 

The focus group brought the best qualities of the qualitative approach to the research. As 

Krueger (1994) has stated, “The technique is a socially oriented research method capturing real-

life data in a social environment, possessing flexibility, high face validity, relatively low cost, 

potentially speedy results, and a capacity to increase the size of a qualitative study” (p. 37). 

While all of these traits supported the goals of the inquiry, the realistic gathering of the views of 

the female philanthropists in a relatively realistic setting was highly valued so “participants are 

influencing and influenced by others—just as they are in real life” (Krueger, 1994, p. 19). Since 

philanthropy is a highly social activity influenced by perceptions of social significance and 

status, ideas about it are perhaps most suitably gathered in a focus group environment. Due to the 

realistic nature of the experience, safeguards in the research design were observed to alleviate 

undue group pressures on individuals. 

Validation Questionnaire 

A validation questionnaire was utilized because it complemented the use of focus groups. 

Unlike the focus group, the validation questionnaire focused on individual participants. The 

validation questionnaire allowed the researcher to garner individual opinions. It also allowed 

respondents to check the researcher’s statement of opinions from the focus group transcript for 

accuracy. If a participant felt information was omitted or misunderstood, details of the personal 

expressions could be provided on the questionnaire. Thus, the respondents validation 

questionnaire was an important crosscheck of the accuracy of the researcher’s account of the 

focus group. Also, since opinions may transform during a focus group discussion, this post-facto 

questionnaire allowed participants to indicate if they experienced any change or development in 

their thoughts.  

At the conclusion of each focus group session participants were informed that a 
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validation questionnaire would follow. Respondents were informed of the purpose of the 

validation questionnaire and encouraged to complete and return it to the researcher. 

The validation questionnaire included the researcher’s summation of responses for each 

question from the focus group in which the person participated. Participants were provided space 

following each question for comment. In addition to summarization of responses and space for 

input, the questionnaire included space for participants to provide additional information they 

felt appropriate to be included in this study. 

The validation questionnaire was mailed via the U.S. Postal Service to each study 

participant within two weeks after the date of the focus group in which they were a participant. 

Participants were requested to return the questionnaire within a two-week time frame of receipt. 

Included with the validation questionnaire, participants were provided a pre-addressed, stamped 

envelope for ease of return to the researcher. Participants were also provided the email address of 

the researcher should they wish to return the questionnaire in this format. 

Participant Selection 

The key criteria for selecting subjects for this study were gender and philanthropic 

history with the Virginia 4-H Foundation. As a result, non-probability purposive sampling was 

utilized. Patton (1990) argued that “the logic and power of purposeful sampling lies in selecting 

information-rich cases for study in depth. Information-rich cases are those from which one can 

learn a great deal about issues of central importance to the purpose of the research,” (p. 169, 

emphasis in original).  

Since theory development rather than statistical generalization was the aim of this study, 

“probabilistic sampling is not necessary or even justifiable” (Merriam, 1998, p. 61). Within non-

probability sampling, purposeful sampling suited this inquiry because it “is based on the 

assumption that the investigator wants to discover, understand, and gain insight and therefore 

must select a sample from which the most can be learned” (Merriam, p. 61).  

The execution of the sampling was a mix of “convenience” and “snowball” styles 

(Merriam, 1998, pp. 62, 63). Convenience sampling fit the study since the researcher knew the 

prospective interviewees through professional contact. Convenience sampling had been deemed 

suitable for exploratory research and developing general ideas. The advantage of this type of 

sampling included the interest and willingness of participants to engage in the research and easy 

access to the subjects. 
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The researcher knew the sample of interviewees through each other and through 

professional networking. The researcher was already forming a snowball sample which 

“involved asking each participant or group of participants to refer you to other participants” 

(Merriam, 1998, p. 63). In the words of Patton (1990), the researcher inadvertently identified the 

participants or “cases of interest from people who know people who know people who know 

what cases are information-rich, that is, good examples for study, good interview subjects” (p. 

182). 

Snowball sampling also helped overcome problems associated with sampling concealed 

populations (Faugier & Sargeant, 1997). It also has been argued that snowball sampling is part of 

a wider set of link-tracing methodologies (Spreen, 1992) that take advantage of social networks 

of identified respondents providing a researcher with an ever-expanding set of potential contacts 

(Thomson, 1997). This process assumes a bond or link exists between the initial sample and 

others in the same target population, allowing a series of referrals to be made within a circle of 

acquaintance (Berg, 1988). The real promise of snowball sampling lies in uncovering aspects of 

social experience otherwise hidden from both the researcher’s and lay person’s view of social 

life. Female philanthropists appeared to be one of these hidden populations.  

Research Design 

Yin (1989) defined research design as the logical sequence connecting the empirical data 

to a study’s initial research questions and its conclusions. A research design is an action plan for 

getting from here to there, where “here” is the initial set of questions to be answered, and “there” 

is a set of conclusions about those questions. The research design for this study had four central 

components: (1) Questions and Propositions, (2) Unit(s) of Analysis, (3) Analysis and 

Interpretation, and, (4) Conclusion. 

Questions and Propositions 

For this study, the key research questions explored why women make 

philanthropic contributions generally, and specifically to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. As 

Merriam (1998) has suggested, qualitative research “is designed to inductively build rather than 

to test concepts, hypotheses, and theories” (p. 45). This researcher was guided by Shaw and 

Taylor’s (1995) proposition that if there are universals in what motivates women to give, they 

can be summed up in six categories, all beginning with the letter C: the desire to change, create, 

connect, commit, collaborate, and celebrate their philanthropic accomplishments. (p. 88)  
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Links were made between study results pertaining to the Virginia 4-H Foundation and the 

general propositions put forth by Shaw and Taylor. This linking was particularly relevant to the 

proposition concerning the desire to “connect,” as Shaw and Taylor have argued that “Women 

want to feel connected with an organization when they give money” (p. 90). In other words, the 

researcher considered whether the women interviewed felt connected with the Virginia 4-H 

Foundation and then determined what sort of connection they prefer. Shaw and Taylor (1995) 

provided suggested questions that should be considered for inclusion when developing focus 

group interview guides for use with female groups. Their recommendations were incorporated 

into this study. 

Units of Analysis 

There were two primary units of analysis for this study. The first, responses from three 

sets of women in focus group interviews where informal written notes were also taken. The 

second, individual responses, were gained through a focus group validation questionnaire. 

Written notes capturing the group as a unit of analysis are deemed “essential” by Krueger (1994), 

who quotes Murphy’s Law “that the most insightful comment will be lost when the tape is being 

switched or when background noise drowns out voices on the tape” (p. 111). Written notes of 

content and observations complemented audiotapes and transcripts. The audiotapes also 

complemented the transcripts since they contained tonal and other contextual clues not found in 

transcripts.  

The questionnaire following the focus group interviews presented key questions raised by 

the focus groups. It also contained a summary of the findings from the focus groups. This 

feedback gave participants an opportunity to reflect on their experience and to interpret the 

discussion, and to make any corrections from their perspective. The questionnaire also gave 

participants a final opportunity to share comments or concerns that arose since the group meeting 

or offer thoughts and comments they were uncomfortable sharing publicly. 

Analysis and Interpretation 

Merriam (1998) has defined “data analysis” as a “process of making sense out of data” 

(p. 192). In her view, “it can be limited to determining how best to arrange the material into a 

narrative account of the findings. More commonly, researchers extend analysis to developing 

categories, themes, or other taxonomic classes that interpret the meaning of the data” (p. 192). 
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The data analysis for this study was therefore a close, sensitive, and yet alert, reading of the 

transcribed texts against the audiotapes. This included the researcher’s memory of the actual 

discussions, awareness of the Virginia 4-H Foundation, and research thematic categories from 

the literature. Nevertheless, for the sake of simplicity and communicability of the research 

results, initial efforts were made to classify individual responses from the focus group interview 

texts, audiotapes, validation questionnaire, and informal notes within the context of the five 

research questions. Since close attention was focused on the story or expressive aspect of the 

responses the approach was similar to “narrative analysis” (Merriam, 1998, p. 157). 

The act of classifying data into categories was consistent with what Merriam would call 

interpretation because the classification reflected the particular objectives of this research. The 

responses themselves, on the other hand, may be viewed as relatively freewheeling reactions to a 

set of themes. Interpretation, in this sense, was a matter of orienting the data toward the 

objectives of the study without biasing the interpretation. As the interpreter, the researcher 

reviewed the data for those expressions of relevance to the research objectives and also 

expressions that confound the objectives. 

With two units of analysis, the researcher developed a holistic sense of female 

perspectives overall and individual differences or stances of respondents. Instead of approaching 

the responses with a fixed set of interpretative rules, the responses stood individually for the 

researcher as interpreter. However, no reader approaches a text without preconceptions. This 

researcher, instead of believing that a pre-existing set of interpretative laws leads to the meaning 

of what is said, believed that newer, challenging ideas might be shared by the respondents. The 

researcher was prepared for these ideas invitingly. This stance helped guard the researcher 

against the “danger” noted by Seidman (1998) of trying to force excerpts into preconceived 

categories. Rather, the researcher allowed categories to develop from the experience of the 

participants as presented in the interviews.  

Seidman further asserts that the reason a researcher spends so much time in conversation 

with participants is to learn of their experiences and to discover from them the meaning they 

make of the experience. The researcher can then make connections among the experiences of 

people who share the same structure. 
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Conclusion 

Merriam (1998) stated that by reducing and refining categories and their properties, then 

linking them together by tentative hypothesis, the researcher is moving analysis of the data 

toward the development of a theory explaining a large number of phenomena and defining how 

they are related. 

The research design for this study included a “third level of analysis.”  In addition to 

highlighting argumentative and ideological commonalties and differences among the 

participants’ viewpoints on issues of central importance to this study’s objectives, the findings of 

the study were also contextualized within pre-existing research on female philanthropy. The 

findings suggest implications for future research and policy reform, especially for the Virginia 4-

H Foundation and similar organizations. Grounding the findings in pre-existing research on 

female philanthropy, although limited, accords more general meaning and relevance to responses 

received through this study and contributed to external validity. 

Validity 

Validity: Internal 

The internal validity of this study was enhanced by ensuring the overall project was 

soundly planned, the focus group interviews and validation questionnaire were rigorously 

constructed, and both the procedures and the findings were trustworthy. Guba and Lincoln 

(1985) suggested establishing the internal validity of a study by ensuring  “the content of the 

documents” is “properly analyzed,” and “the conclusions of the case study rest upon data” (p. 

378). The above traits are perhaps best summed up by Kvale’s (1996) idea that validity concerns 

the “quality of craftsmanship” of research that makes defensible knowledge claims. 

Merriam (1998) suggested six strategies to ensure qualitative research has high internal 

validity: “triangulation,” “member checks,” “long-term observation,” “peer examination,” 

“participatory or collaborate modes of research,” and a “bold attempt at transparency” (pp. 204-

205). Project resource constraints ruled out “long-term observation” of the study participants’ 

evolving attitudes toward philanthropy. The timeline for the inquiry also prevented “repeated 

observations” of the subjects “over a period of time in order to increase the validity of the 

findings” as Merriam’s strategy of “long-term observation” stipulates (p. 204). Similarly a full-
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blown participatory or collaborative mode of research was not viable although there were several 

points of close contact between the researcher and the study participants. However, the other four 

strategies that Merriam has suggested were employed. 

Triangulation, or the use of “multiple methods,” was employed since the study included 

focus group interviews to seek the study participants’ opinion on the issue of female 

philanthropy, observations of focus groups, and a formal written validation questionnaire 

(Merriam, 1998, p. 204). The questionnaire confirmed claims that study participants made 

through the focus group interviews. This triangulation strategy was important since there were 

multiple units of analysis. As noted in the section titled “Units of Analysis,” both audiotapes and 

transcripts of the focus group discussions, the researcher’s informal written notes and 

observations from the interviews, and texts of the discussants individual responses to the 

validation questionnaire were reviewed. These various units of analysis increased the overall 

internal validity of the study. 

Gathering individual data after the group interviews served as member checks. Merriam 

(1998) has defined this as “taking data and tentative interpretations back to the people from 

whom they were derived and asking them if the results are plausible” (p. 204).  

The researcher also used peer examination by seeking peer review on the focus group 

structure and questions from three professional fundraisers from the Virginia Polytechnic 

Institute and State University College of Agriculture and Life Sciences development office. One 

of these professional fundraisers is female. Fundraising for the Virginia 4-H Foundation is under 

the purview of this office, so these professionals were knowledgeable peer examiners.  

When the interview guide was developed, it was pilot tested with five female Virginia 4-

H volunteers. The researcher conducted a mock focus group with these volunteers, along with a 

female State 4-H Specialist to verify understanding and relevance of questions being asked. The 

pilot also afforded the researcher the opportunity to practice the focus group session. Volunteers 

and the 4-H Specialist provided positive input as to understanding, flow and relation of questions 

being asked. 

Research methods, findings, and implications also underwent review by dissertation 

committee members to contribute toward the study’s validity.  “Clarifying assumptions, 

worldview, and theoretical orientation at the outset of the study” as defined by Merriam (1998, p. 

205) was accomplished in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2.  
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Another way to ensure the internal validity of the study was holding three small focus 

groups rather than one large group. Multiple groups enabled the researcher to counterbalance, 

crosscheck, or account for any group that was unusually reticent or might have made 

idiosyncratic claims. This framework also ensured an automatic and general critical comparison 

among the three focus group interviews, thus ensuring a higher validity for data interpretations 

than one large group would allow. 

Validity:External 

According to Merriam (1998), external validity is “the extent to which the findings of one 

study can be applied to other situations” (p. 207). External validity as an issue of generalization 

has been conceptualized in a variety of ways. Cronbach (1975) and Donmoyer (1990) framed 

generalization as working hypotheses noting that: “When we give proper weight to local 

conditions, any generalization is a working hypothesis, not a conclusion” (pp. 124-125). 

Erickson (1986) suggested concrete universals, “arrived at by studying a specific case in great 

detail and then comparing it with other case studies in equally great detail” (p. 130). Stake (1978) 

proposed naturalistic generalization of data that shifts the responsibility of generalizing to the 

reader or user of a study. “Full and thorough knowledge of the particular,” he argued, lets one 

see similarities “in new and foreign contexts” (p. 6). Walker (1980) also suggested the 

responsibility to generalize is the role of the reader or user of a study. “It is the reader who has to 

ask, what is there in this study that I can apply to my own situation…?” (p. 34). 

This researcher viewed external validity not as a matter of raw data, but of what the 

researcher did with the data to make it relevant to the general research theme as well as what 

future researchers would do with the research findings. The latter depends on the role of the 

readership, as some methodological researchers, noted above, have argued. Given that the 

researcher’s viewpoint, analysis, and interpretation of the data were situated within existing 

research on female philanthropy, this approach yielded a meaningful contribution within an 

expanding constellation of studies devoted to female philanthropy.  The researcher ensured high 

external validity for this study by providing rich, accurate profiles of the focus-group 

participants’ experiences. These descriptions allow readers “to determine how closely their 

situations match the research situation, and hence, whether findings can be transferred” 

(Merriam, 1998, p. 211). This practice is consistent with Seidman’s (1998) thoughts on the 

validity of an interview study:  
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Because hypotheses were not being tested, the issue was not whether the 

researcher could generalize the findings of an interview study to a broader 

population. Instead the researcher presented the experience of the people 

interviewed in compelling enough detail and in sufficient depth that those who 

read the study can connect to that experience, learn how it is constituted, and 

deepen their understanding of the issue it reflects (p. 44). 

With this in mind, the external validity of this study rested on a thorough, analytical, and 

highly readable articulation of the study participants’ viewpoints. The readability of the analysis 

contributed to the external validity of the study through its appeal to the reader. 

Procedures 

The prospective study subjects received a letter from Robert R. Meadows, Associate 

Director, Virginia Cooperative Extension (VCE), 4-H, explaining the research and requesting 

their participation. Directions were provided and participants were asked to respond to Dr. 

Meadows via email, telephone, or by a pre-addressed stamped envelope and response card. 

Those expressing an interest in participating were grouped by regions of the state and invited to a 

tea hosted by a female donor in her home. The tea hostess sent a formal invitation for the focus 

group in her area. 

The focus groups were organized in Fall 2006 in various locations across Virginia. 

Taking advantage of the researcher’s acquaintance with select female donors and their personal 

interest in the research project, each agreed to host a tea, and to personally invite a given set of 

fellow study participants to the tea, which ended with the focus group conversation. The 

invitations, aesthetically designed, were in writing. 

Organizing a focus group interview at a study participant’s residence may seem 

unconventional and problematic; however, the approach suited studying the unconventional 

subject of female philanthropy. Shaw and Taylor (1995) favored precisely this kind of format 

and ambience, writing that  

women regard focus groups as entertainment and a way to get together with other 

women not only to express their views but also to hear what the others have to 

say. Focus groups nowadays seem to be taking the place of coffees, luncheons, 

and receptions because they recognize the importance of women’s values, help 

raise consciousness, and build self-confidence  (p. 142). 
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In summary, the tea provided convenience for all involved in the study and stood in 

opposition to the rigidities of egocentric frameworks of interaction typically associated with the 

patriarchal world. This choice of venue allowed for conducting research within the women’s own 

environment, and in a subjective and communal space. The format also reflected the snowball 

sampling since the invited study participants were individuals the researcher met through the 

other study participants. 

During the focus groups, the researcher was a curious, respectful, but alert facilitator. 

When refreshments were served and the group was seated, the hostess reminded everyone of the 

purpose of the tea, introduced the researcher, and asked participants to introduce themselves 

briefly to the group. The researcher expressed appreciation of the attendees’ participation, and 

explained that the meeting was being held to share and elaborate upon their feelings toward their 

philanthropic behavior in support of the Virginia 4-H Foundation. 

As facilitator, the researcher followed the advice given by Shaw and Taylor (1995) that 

the facilitator ask the questions and be prepared to give some examples or analogies. Each person 

had an opportunity to respond to at least the first question. This helped make people comfortable, 

and the dialogue began. The focus group leader was cautious of people trying to dominate the 

conversation, remained aware of how long each person was speaking, and moved the discussion 

along. While keeping the discussion flexible and the questions as open-ended as possible, the 

researcher followed Krueger’s advice that questions be fielded “in a focused sequence that seems 

logical to participants” (1994, p. 67).  

Focus groups were audio recorded and transcribed, using a model M-2000 Sony 

Microcassette-Transcriber. This machine is small and has voice activation capability which 

allowed the tape to run only when engaging in conversation. A video camera was not be used 

because it was felt it could be distracting. This decision was consistent with Krueger’s (1995) 

advice that “the true benchmark is the quality of the discussion, which can easily erode when 

participants are overly fascinated, annoyed, or distracted by such devices as one-way mirrors, 

television cameras, and knobs and buttons” (p. 10).  

Transcription of the focus groups was completed by a professional with previous research 

transcription experience. This individual was fully aware of the importance of professional 

confidentiality; however, as a safeguard against identification of any study participant, 

participants were identified only by the initial of her last name for accurate, but confidential 
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identification of her voice throughout the transcription. Only this initial was used to reference or 

document participant discussion. In the event an initial was common to more than one 

participant, a combination of the participants’ first and last initials was used. Only the other 

study participants, the hired assistant, and the researcher know the participants’ full names. Due 

to the social nature of the study experience and the fact that participants gathered for a social 

time in advance of the actual focus group, introductions could not be avoided. The social activity 

allowed female participants to interact with one another and by doing so, facilitated a key 

recommendation of Shaw and Taylor (1995).  

Study participants were made aware of the need for names and information shared to 

remain in confidence. To protect the identities of the study participants, the tapes, transcripts, and 

research notes were locked in a filing cabinet in the researcher’s private office on the campus of 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University during data analysis. Access to this cabinet 

was limited to the researcher. Following analysis, the audio tapes, notes, and transcripts will be 

preserved in the researcher’s bank safety deposit box for five years, after which time the material 

will be destroyed. 

The Interview Guide 

Patton (1990) has explained that an interview guide is a listing of questions, in order, to 

be asked during an interview. Although questions are pre-determined, the qualitative nature of 

focus groups allows the researcher to pursue unanticipated topics participants may bring up and 

serves to keep the interview on schedule. 

Questions included in the interview guide reflect the interest of the researcher and study 

stakeholders as well as reflect the literature related to the focus of the study (Yow, 1994). In 

order to assure that the interview guide for this projected study met the expectations of 

stakeholders, a focus group was conducted with the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 

University College of Agriculture and Life Sciences Development staff. Input from this group of 

three professional development officers was utilized in drafting the interview guide for this 

study. The focus group interview guide used with the development staff is included as Appendix 

A. Specifically, the stakeholder focus group interview guide was developed to address the 

following questions: 

1. In your opinion, what giving experiences should be explored with female donors? 

2. If you were conducting this study, what topics would you address? 
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3. What information do you feel would be beneficial to development officers from this 

study? 

Table 2 lists questions of interest expressed during the focus group.  

Table 2 

Key Questions Identified for the Study from the Professional Stakeholder Focus Group 

1.  How can we assure that female donors know their gift makes a difference? 

2.  Do female donors want to be involved with the Foundation? Should we involve them 
in volunteer roles? Are there other ways we can involve them so they see their money 
in action? 

3.  Do women want to be a part of conversations related to the program their money will 
benefit? 

4.  Do they want to know the objectives of the department and then recommend 
programmatic responses they would like to see created via their gifts? 

5.  Is it important that we connect the donors with the people that they are impacting with 
their gift? Should we give them an opportunity to guide the process (give them some 
ownership)? 

6.  What makes the donors feel good about their gift? 
Note: Development officers for the Virginia Tech College of Agriculture and Life Sciences were included in a focus 
group and asked what questions they would like to explore as part of this study. 
 

Additionally, Shaw and Taylor (1995) provided a list of questions for consideration when 

conducting a focus group discussion devoted to the topic of female philanthropy. Shaw and 

Taylor based their recommendations on work with over 150 women philanthropists they 

interacted with either through discussions, focus groups or interviews. Recommended questions 

include: 

1. What kind of solicitation do you like the least? 

2. What characteristics of an organization are important to as you make your 

decisions about giving? 

3. Once you give to an organization, how likely are you to continue giving to the 

same organization? Why? 

4. What do you like about the Virginia 4-H Foundation? 

5. What do we need to do to improve the organization? 

6. What information do you get about [the organization]? Does it match your 
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areas of interest? (p. 145) 

Combining results of the stakeholder focus group, recommendations of Shaw and Taylor, 

and variables identified in the literature, the interview guide was developed and is included as 

Appendix B. Questions one and two of the interview guide deal with factors or motivations that 

lead to charitable giving by female philanthropists. More specifically, these questions enabled 

the researcher to explore expectations donors have as a result of their giving; not only what they 

expect to personally receive or feel, but what expectations they have of the organization as a 

result of their gift. To guide or probe responses the researcher utilized factors derived from the 

literature.  

Mount’s theory of personal donorship was applied in asking how the five identified 

variables of involvement, predominance, self-interest, means, and past behavior impacted a 

decision to give. Additionally, Kelly’s (1991) theory of donor relationships was utilized as a 

probe since the theory implies that gifts are a result of the relationship the donor has with the 

organization.  

Probes were also derived from the literature related to giving impacting the donors’ 

reputation, the donor receiving social acclaim, the gift providing social acclaim to the donor, the 

avoidance of the scorn of others by giving, the prestige associated with giving, warm glow from 

giving, the feeling of having done one’s part, or the feeling of giving back. 

Interview guide questions, along with their relation to research objectives is listed in 

Table 3. A detailed discussion follows the table. 
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Table 3. 

Interview Guide Questions and their Relation to Research Objectives 

Interview Guide Question  Research Objective 
Addressed 

1. Each of us share a unique characteristic; we are all philanthropists. We have all 
contributed financially to the Virginia 4-H Foundation, and some of us have contributed 
to other organizations including our church, or alma mater or other nonprofit 
organization(s). Share with me your thoughts on being a philanthropist. More 
specifically, why are you a philanthropist? 

Why women give financially to 
charitable organizations, more 
specifically, why Virginia 4-H? 

2. Looking at the Virginia 4-H Foundation as a recipient of your gift, a) Tell me about the 
most important factor that influenced your decision to give to 4-H. b) Were there other 
factors influencing your decision to contribute to 4-H? c) Have you made charitable gifts 
to other organizations? If so, did you give to these organizations for reasons different 
than those of 4-H? If so, what? 

Why women give financially to 
charitable organizations, more 
specifically, why Virginia 4-H? 

3. How important are the following to you in the decision to make a financial gift to an 
organization: (use the following to probe or explore where needed/if responses haven’t 
included or addressed or if additional information/clarification is needed related to any 
factor).  

Factors impacting satisfaction 
with giving. Giving at higher or 
lower levels 

4. How many of you have given multiple gifts to the 4-H Foundation? a) If you have given 
multiple gifts, were your subsequent gifts at higher or lower levels? b) Why did you 
make subsequent gifts? c) Were there specific reasons that your subsequent gifts were at 
higher or lower levels? Did 4-H provide you with, or do anything that helped you decide 
or feel that additional gifts were needed? d) Those who have not made more than one gift 
to 4-H, what could 4-H do to encourage a second gift?  

Factors impacting satisfaction 
with giving. Giving at higher or 
lower levels 

5. Let’s assume that you were asked by Virginia 4-H to ask other women for gifts, and you 
agreed to do so, tell me how you would fulfill this task. Please design and share with me 
your ideal solicitation technique. Include any information you would provide prospective 
donors, how you would approach them, what you would offer them, etc.  

Impact of solicitation 
techniques. Preferred 
solicitation techniques. 

6. Now that we have solicited the gift, we need to recognize these women and their gift. a. 
How important is recognition to you? b. Is recognition best in the form of something 
tangible or intangible? c. How has recognition impacted your decision to give? d. How 
do you think Virginia 4-H should recognize donors?  

Impact of recognition. Preferred 
method of recognition. 

7. Are there any questions you have or additional comments you would like to make? Opportunity to share additional 
information or suggest 
additional questions participants 
feel will be beneficial to the 
study. 

8. Is there additional information any of you feel should be included in my study? Opportunity to share additional 
information or suggest 
additional questions participants 
feel will be beneficial to the 
study. 

9. Are there any questions I didn’t ask that I should have asked? What are they? How 
would you have answered them? 

Opportunity to share additional 
information or suggest 
additional questions participants 
feel will be beneficial to the 
study. 
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Questions one and two of the interview guide addressed the research objective of 

examining why women give financially to charitable organization, more specifically, why they 

give to Virginia 4-H. 

Questions three and four of the interview guide addressed research objectives two and 

three by examining factors impacting satisfaction with giving, and factors impacting a decision 

to give again, and to possibly give secondary gifts at higher levels. Again with this question, 

Kelly’s theory of relationships could be used as a probe. The six Cs of giving as identified by 

Shaw and Taylor (1995), allowed the researcher to examine their impact on a decision to give, 

and to give again.  

Question five in the interview guide examined the impact of solicitation techniques on 

the decision to give, and provided the opportunity for participants to share their preferred method 

of solicitation and to design a gender sensitive solicitation model. Question five addressed 

research objective four: when being asked to give, does the solicitation method impact the 

decision to give, and is there a preferred solicitation technique. 

Question six for the focus group interview examined recognition and allowed the 

researcher to apply probes as needed to elicit participants’ views on appropriate recognition and 

if recognition can be tangible, intangible, or both. Ultimately, question six allowed study 

participants to share thoughts on how the Virginia 4-H Foundation should recognize donors. 

Question six addressed research objective five: does recognition or other personal goal(s) 

influence a decision to give and if so, are there desired types of recognition. 

Questions seven, eight, and nine provided an opportunity for participants to share 

additional information or suggest additional questions they feel will benefit the study. 

Institutional Review Board 

Protocols of the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University Institute Review 

Board (IRB) were followed in this study. The purpose of the IRB is to assure the safety of human 

subjects in research conducted by faculty, staff, and students of the University. Since this study 

did not involve children, experimental drugs and/or treatments, nor did it employ invasive 

procedures, or involve deceit, the study qualified for exempt status. Per requirements of the IRB, 

an application for exempt status was submitted for review (see Appendix F), and approved (see 

Appendix G).  
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Summary of the Methodology 

The methodology for this study combined focus groups and a validation questionnaire. 

Focus groups were appropriate for this study since they allowed the researcher to learn first-hand 

from participants what it means to them to be philanthropic. Through a guided conversation, the 

researcher could also ask topical questions and probes to discover specific information in a given 

area. Three focus groups were conducted across Virginia with women who had a history of 

giving to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. Three female Foundation donors agreed to host the 

groups in their homes, and include a tea or luncheon. Three locations allowed for studying a 

diverse group of female philanthropists. The validation questionnaire facilitated gathering and 

affirming specific female perspectives on giving.  

The interview guide for each focus group contained nine questions with related probing 

questions. This guide was based upon a review of literature, specifically the six Cs of female 

philanthropy as presented by Shaw and Taylor (1995) through their pivotal work with female 

philanthropists. Fishbein’s Expectancy-Value Model was used as the framework for the study. 

The model illustrates that actions are a result of a person’s expectancy gratification. 

Understanding what type of gratification women donors prefer and the value they place on the 

gratification drove this study. Stakeholder input into the development of the guide was facilitated 

via a focus group session with members of the development staff of the Virginia Polytechnic 

Institute and State University College of Agriculture and Life Sciences.  

Each focus group was audio taped and transcribed by a hired assistant who attended each 

session and took notes. As a follow-up to each focus group, the researcher compiled results for 

each question and sent these findings in a validation questionnaire to each participant from their 

respective session for review and input. Participants could provide additional information they 

did not share during the focus group or may not have been comfortable sharing. Regardless of 

additional input, participants were asked to provide affirmation of findings to the researcher by 

mail, email, or telephone call. 

Because the questions and probes may have provided insights into more than one of the 

five research questions for the study, the research questions, rather than the interview guide, was 

used to organize the presentation of findings. The research questions follow: 

1. Why do women give financially to charitable organizations? Why Virginia 4-H? 

2. What factors impact female donors’ satisfaction with giving? 
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3. What factors influence the decision to give to an organization repeatedly? If a second 

gift was at a higher level, what key factors led to the larger gift? 

4. When being asked to give, does the solicitation method impact the decision to give? 

Is there a preferred solicitation technique? 

5. Does recognition or other personal goal(s) influence a decision to give? Are there 

desired types of recognition for giving? 

Data were analyzed and findings developed from two perspectives: a) a descriptive 

summary of the responses pertinent to each research question; and b) classification of focus 

group data into the six Cs of giving as proposed by Shaw and Taylor. This same sequence was 

used to present the findings. 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

This chapter presents findings related to this study of female donor support for the 

Virginia 4-H Foundation. A qualitative research approach was used to understand why women 

give to Virginia 4-H and what contributed to or detracted from their satisfaction. The findings 

were generated in November 2006 through three focus group interviews involving 32 

participants and a validation questionnaire.  

The focus group methodology was successful and consistent with recommendations of 

Shaw and Taylor in that the structure established a comfortable context for expressiveness and 

articulation by the female donors. The women were open and frank with their opinions which 

contributed depth and breadth to the study findings. 

Following the focus group interviews with Virginia 4-H Foundation donors, the 

researcher sent participants from each group a summary of the questions asked and associated 

responses. Participants were encouraged to add comments that may have been omitted, 

reflections they had after the interview session, or comments they felt uncomfortable mentioning 

during the focus group. Twenty-two of the 32 study participants returned the validation 

questionnaire for a response rate of 69%. All 22 validation questionnaires confirmed the initial 

findings presented by the researcher. The 10 participants that did not respond to the validation 

questionnaire were contacted via telephone by their respective focus group hostess. All 10 

expressed agreement with initial findings; however, because they did not formally respond to the 

researcher they were not included in the response count. 

The interview guide for the focus group sessions included nine questions and related 

probes (see Appendix B for focus group questions). Because the questions and probes may have 

provided insights into more than one of the five research questions for this study, the research 

questions, rather than the interview guide, will be used to organize the presentation of findings. 

The research questions follow: 

1. Why do women give financially to charitable organizations? Why Virginia 4-H? 

2. What factors impact female donors’ satisfaction with giving? 

3. What factors influence the decision to give to an organization repeatedly? If a  second 

gift was at a higher level, what key factors led to the larger gift? 
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4. When being asked to give, does the solicitation method impact the decision to  give? 

Is there a preferred solicitation technique? 

5. Does recognition or other personal goal(s) influence a decision to give? Are there 

desired types of recognition for giving? 

Data were analyzed and findings developed from two perspectives: a) a descriptive 

summary of the responses pertinent to each research question; and b) classification of focus 

group data into the six Cs of giving as proposed by Shaw and Taylor (1995). This same sequence 

is used to present the findings. 

Descriptive Summary of the Research Questions 

Following are descriptive summaries of the findings related to each research question. 

Direct quotes elucidate the findings. To maintain the anonymity of the study participants, a 

number was assigned to each focus group participant. 

Research Question 1: Why do Women Give Financially to Charitable Organizations? Why 

Virginia 4-H? 

The philanthropic motivations expressed by individual focus group participants varied, 

but there was consistency among all groups that they gave based upon a desire to give back or 

repay benefits received. They also consistently reported that they gave because of the good 

feeling they received. The realization that they contributed toward another person’s benefit, or 

that their gift contributed to the satisfaction of another, produced an internal feeling or emotion 

important to these donors. Yet that “good” feeling was balanced by an expectation or assumption 

of a personal responsibility to give. 

The donors reflected that they frequently gave to signal or validate commitment to 

organizations whose vision they share. Other reasons cited for giving included compassion or 

caring for others as well as the desire to bring about change and to make a difference in the lives 

of others. As an extension of the focus on individual change, many of the study participants 

indicated that giving was motivated by a strong sense of community and the desire to support 

community-based efforts. 
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Table 4 illustrates common themes identified by study participants regarding their 

reasons for giving to charitable organizations including the Virginia 4-H Foundation. Focus 

group(s) during which the themes or common ways of thinking were identified are indicated by 

an X. A discussion of each theme follows. 

Table 4 

Themes Explaining Why Women Give      

Reason for Giving Theme Identified in: 
 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Give Back X X X 

Good Feeling X X X 

Responsibility-Expectation X X X 

Commitment X X X 

Compassion-Care X X X 

Change X X X 

Community X X X 

 
Giving back. As previously mentioned in this study, Boulding (1981) referred to giving 

back as serial reciprocity. Serial reciprocity occurs when people repay the benefits they have 

received, by providing benefits to a third party, or someone other than the benefactor. Findings 

from this study are consistent with Boulding’s definition, in that of the 32 study participants, 26, 

or 81%, shared giving back as a reason they gave to nonprofit organizations. Sometimes this 

meant their reason for giving was to give back to the community where they currently live or 

grew up, and other times it meant they gave to organizations through which they personally 

derived benefit.  

Participants shared experiences of their involvement in 4-H and indicated that 4-H 

involvement changed their life or contributed to their success as an adult. This involvement and 

change was identified as a reason for giving. Participants discussed the 4-H legacy and shared 

stories of their parents and/or grandparents being 4-H members or volunteers, and told how 4-H 

had positively impacted their lives. Several donors were overwhelmed with emotion when they 
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shared their 4-H experiences and mentioned a desire to repay, or give back to 4-H, to assure that 

other youth and families have these same opportunities. This sentiment resonated throughout all 

three focus group conversations, as illustrated by the following comments: 

I was a 4-H member, a 4-H community club leader, an advisory board member, 

and I am a 4-H All-Star. 4-H played a significant role in my upbringing. The life 

skills I learned through participation in 4-H are too numerous to ever be able to 

share. When I grew up, a girl had limited career choices–secretary, teacher, or 

nurse. However, my role models were the county extension agents. I saw them as 

people who made learning fun. As the years have passed, I am still a supporter of 

4-H and its mission…I want to assure that kids today have this same opportunity 

(17). 

4-H was a big part of me learning how to be a leader. I attribute my business 

success to my training in 4-H. 4-H was alive, it was fun, it was an ‘in thing.’ I 

help with 4-H because I value what they teach; I value children (28). 

Another participant added: 

I was a 4-Her as a child and feel that 4-H helped contribute to who I am today. If 

it were not for many of the skills given and enhanced by 4-H, I would not be the 

woman I am today (6).  

Another donor shared her strong belief in the 4-H program and the benefits she had seen it 

provide to youth with whom she is familiar:  

I have seen what 4-H does in the lives of kids. The ones that participate in 4-H 

and become leaders time and time again tribute 4-H as contributing to their 

success. I give to keep 4-H here. Here in my community (12). 

Several participants shared that they grew up in rural or isolated areas with little or no 

contact with the outside world. They shared stories of not having transportation to participate in 

activities outside of school. Because 4-H was a part of the in-school curriculum, they were able 

to participate. Many participants referred specifically to their 4-H projects and one shared that 

“making a presentation to my class and then to my school taught me self confidence. I won my 

school competition, and then went to district and ultimately state. I didn’t win at state, but the 

experience changed me” (2).  

Similarly, another donor shared:  
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I went to Congress at Virginia Tech because of my winning presentation. I had 

never even been outside [my hometown]. I couldn’t believe it when I got to Tech. 

The buildings were huge, the people were nice, and I knew then, I wanted more. 

Because of going to Congress, I decided I was going to attend Tech, which I did, 

and I am now a successful woman. Gosh, I would have never had the courage to 

stand up, let alone attend Virginia Tech, had it not been for 4-H. I want to give 

this same opportunity to other girls…I want 4-H to change them the way it did me 

(24). 

Good feeling. According to female donors in this study, they are motivated to give in 

response to the private, intrinsic good feeling they get. Consistent with theory previously 

mentioned in this study, an individual’s welfare is dependent upon not only his own needs and 

the needs of others, but his contributions to the needs of others (Arrow, 1974). In other words, a 

donor is motivated to give not only because of the increase in another person’s satisfaction, but 

also from knowing that he/she contributed to that satisfaction.  

Andreoni (1989) suggested that people may experience a “warm glow” or “good feeling” 

from having contributed to the satisfaction of another, which the women in this study confirmed. 

One donor shared, “when I give, I get a warm, fuzzy feeling, knowing my money will make 

someone happy and help someone besides myself” (25). Another shared, “I get good feelings by 

helping those in need, and doing good for others” (27). Another donor added, “I give because it 

just feels right. It’s the right thing to do, and I feel good knowing I’ve put in my share” (4).  

These statements were echoed throughout each focus group session by comments and 

gestures of agreement. Although donors did not expound on this factor with great spoken detail, 

their statements of “yes,” and “I agree,” confirmed that the donors in this study make financial 

contributions toward others’ satisfaction and are motivated by the warm or good feeling they get 

from knowing they contributed to the satisfaction of others. 

Responsibility-expectation. Participants described giving as an expectation or 

responsibility instilled in them through family or other significant people in their lives. The 

women felt it was their responsibility to provide support for those less fortunate than themselves 

and to make their communities a better place to live. Participants related that they were taught to 

give through life experiences, especially through their religious expectations.  

Religion or religious beliefs was a common theme throughout the focus group sessions. 
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One participant stated, “I think my religious background has a lot to do with my giving. Have 

God provide for you ten-fold the amount you give or do for others is a pretty sobering concept” 

(16).  

Several participants described their giving or tithing as biblically based; an expectation or 

responsibility to share their wealth or resources with others. One donor referred to giving as her 

“calling” (32). Another donor shared, “Having a serving attitude, philanthropy just comes 

naturally for me. I have been blessed and it is my duty to assist others and share those blessings” 

(7). Another donor shared,  

My giving is biblically based. I give a percentage of my gifts to further the Lord’s 

work. Helping youth, widows, and others in need is an expectation…that’s why 

we have been given the resources. God tells us to do so in the Bible (2). 

A focus group participant summarized her giving, based upon the biblical 

application and her view of giving as a responsibility, as “a woman’s calling” (32). 

Commitment. Women in each focus group explained their giving as a form of 

commitment to others. They explained that they give to organizations because they are 

committed to the mission of the organization, or share the organization’s vision. The donors 

specifically discussed 4-H and other youth serving organizations as recipients of their gifts. 

Donors indicated giving to 4-H, Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, and Boys and Girls Club, all because of 

their commitment to and focus on youth. 

The donors also shared a commitment to supporting organizations that “assist the elderly” 

(9) and those they [the donors] view as less fortunate than themselves. One donor shared,  

Demonstrating my commitment to what the organization is all about through my 

gift is important to me. I’m committed to the same issues they are. I am especially 

committed to helping those organizations that benefit those less fortunate than I 

(1). 

Compassion-care. Schervish and Havens (2003) stated that care radiates from the 

self, and the context in which care is first learned is that of family relationships. Care 

ultimately expands to include others in a person’s network, such as friends, neighbors, 

and associates. The manner in which care is expressed can be directly through 

interpersonal care or indirectly through nonprofit organizations, and may even extend 

further to nations, communities, or organized groups. The women in this study illustrated 



 

61 

that they give to express compassion and care for others. Participants discussed giving as 

an expression of their “motherly instinct to have compassion for others and to show that 

they care” (22).  

Change. Results of this study indicate that the women interviewed place great value on 

creating change and are more likely to respond positively to requests for support when they 

know their gift will enable change or make a difference in the lives of others. Likewise, the 

women shared that they are not inspired to give when their gift will be used to maintain the status 

quo. The following quotes illustrate this finding: 

I’m all for helping someone have a better life and for helping them do things that 

they otherwise could never do. I want to give people a chance to change. I want to 

help them go to places they have never gone and do things they have never done. 

That’s how we learn. That’s how I learned; I learned from doing. I want to help 

kids go to school. I want to see the change education and exposure makes in their 

life, and I want to be a part of the change (14).  

When I was in 4-H we learned how to cook and how to sew. These skills were 

important for girls at that time, but times have changed. Now children need to 

know how to operate computers, they need to know how to navigate in a global 

economy, they need to know how to survive. I give to support education that 

helps the children change. I give to fund programs and initiatives that empower 

children and change their lives (9). 

Through 4-H, children in my small community are able to do things that they 

have never done before. 4-H is making a difference in their lives (23). 

Kids learn things through 4-H that change their lives. They meet and form 

friendships that last forever. They come to do a presentation with their little 

trembling hands, but they learn. The next time you see them do a presentation, 

they’re like a pro. You see the change that 4-H makes and that’s why I give (5). 

Supporting young women particularly in leadership roles is important. This helps 

prepare them for the future so they can be and do whatever it is they want (18). 

Findings also indicate that female donors want to see or to be a part of the change 

their money brings about. They are, therefore, more likely to be motivated to give monies 

that support local programming, as noted by one donor, “I want to create change, and I 
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want to see it. That’s why I give locally (3). Another donor stated,  

People need so much that the government just isn’t providing any more. They 

can’t better themselves or do better for their families if we don’t help them 

change. I give my money to help people change and better themselves when they 

can’t get anyone else to help them. I support the literacy group, and there isn’t 

anything better than hearing someone learn to read. I support these local groups so 

I can see and hear the difference my gift makes (8). 

Community. Findings of this study indicate a strong sense of community and a preference 

to support local programs and organizations. Participants shared that they are motivated to give 

by a desire to build their community and give local residents opportunities. Results of this study 

indicate that women are more likely to give to organizations that impact their personal 

community versus giving to a larger organization that serves multiple areas. One woman stated, 

“I give because I see a need locally, and give to make it better” (14). Another stated, “I give to 

the local Cancer Society, American Heart Association, American Veterans, fire departments and 

rescue squads. I give because of compassion, but it’s also good business, making a financial 

investment in these local services” (30). 

Many of the women shared their perspectives related to the advantages of living in their 

community, and expressed giving as a result of the desire to improve the quality of life in their 

communities even further, as illustrated by the following comments: 

I had so many opportunities by growing up in [name of community], and I can’t 

imagine raising my kids anywhere else. I give back to my community because I 

want my kids and grandkids to have the same benefits that I had from living in 

[name of community]. Our government doesn’t provide the money for all the 

services we have, so we have to help fund them. I give to keep my community 

alive. I give so we can bring big plays and other cultural activities into [name of 

community] and we don’t have to go to [name of neighboring city] (20).  

Research Question 2: What Factors Impact Female Donors’ Satisfaction with Giving? 

Results of this study consistently indicated that women are satisfied with giving when 

they know and can trust that the organization(s) to which they donated are acting as good 

stewards of their gift(s). Women indicated that their satisfaction increased by being involved 

with the donor organization through activities such as serving on the board of directors, serving 
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on committees, or volunteering as an instructor. 

Another contributor to the women’s satisfaction with giving was the knowledge that their 

gift(s) had impact or brought about positive change. As discussed previously, knowledge that the 

gift had impact or brought about change could occur through direct contact with the benefactor 

or through communication or contact with the organization. Personal acknowledgement of the 

gift was a final factor in donor satisfaction. 

Table 5 illustrates common themes the study participants identified as affecting their 

satisfaction with giving. Focus group(s) during which the themes were identified are indicated by 

an X. A discussion of each theme follows. 

Table 5 

Themes Related to Factors Impacting Satisfaction with Giving 

Factor Impacting Satisfaction  Theme Identified in: 
 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Trust-Stewardship X X X 

Involvement  X X X 

Impact-Positive Change X X X 

Personal Acknowledgement X X X 

Trust-stewardship. Trust was identified as an important factor in the satisfaction with 

giving, whether to 4-H, or other organizations. Participants repeatedly expressed their trust in 4-

H to deliver quality educational programs and to promote positive youth development in the 

donor’s community. Experiences were shared regarding other philanthropic organizations, some 

outside the donors’ communities, some within, that disappointed the donors following a gift. 

When asked to discuss the details, participants shared that they were not “told or shown where 

their money had gone, or how their gift had helped” (29). Others shared that organizations had 

not communicated outcomes with them, nor acknowledged their gift, yet continued to solicit 

them for additional monies. The donors were disappointed by these practices and indicated that 

they were unwilling to make additional gifts to the organization. One donor illustrated the 

frustration through the following quote: 

I gave a gift, and then they didn’t stop sending me stuff. I was disappointed by 

this. They just about harassed me to death to give more and more, and I didn’t 
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even know what they had done with my first gift. I wanted to say to them, stop 

sending me so much junk, save your money to do something good (31). 

Participants communicated satisfaction with their experiences giving to the 4-H program, 

and indicated that it stemmed from their trust that the 4-H program was a good steward of their 

money. One donor stated, “4-H gave me the facts about my gift. I knew that all my gift went 

directly to the kids and projects, not to some high salary” (12). Another donor stated, “you trust 

that your gift will help someone in the 4-H program” (10). Similar comments followed including, 

“it’s a trust factor that satisfies you and your giving” (30).  

Study findings indicated the significant impact giving money locally, to their 

communities, had on trust. The donors shared a commitment for giving to groups and individuals 

who they “know and trust” (23). One donor illustrated this idea through the following quote:  

Knowing the agent and the people in the Extension office, I know that they are 

good, honest people. I know that when I make a gift to 4-H through them, that 

they will use the money like they told me they would (11). 

Involvement. Kaplan and Hayes (1993) suggested that women may be motivated to give, 

and be satisfied with their giving for reasons different from men. They stated that recognition 

and status may be what men cherish, while women want involvement with the organization. 

Shaw and Taylor (1995) echoed this sentiment, and stated that women value relationships with 

organizations to which they contribute, and aspire to understand these organizations and help 

shape their programs.  

Findings in this study are consistent with these conclusions. The female donors expressed 

that their satisfaction from giving was derived from their involvement with 4-H or other 

organizations to which they gave. Donors shared experiences of developing and implementing 4-

H programs. One donor shared her experience of developing a gardening program and then 

teaching the program at 4-H summer camp. She shared that her giving supported the program 

financially, but it was her involvement that allowed her to “experience the impact of my gift 

first-hand, to see the results in the faces of the kids” (9). This involvement, according to the 

donor, was important to her satisfaction with giving. Other donors shared similar experiences 

with programs they, too, created and/or funded, as illustrated by the following quotes: 

A portion of my 4-H gift goes to fund Reality Store [a 4-H reality based financial 

management educational program]. I also volunteer with Reality Store, and trust 
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me, these kids have no idea of reality. They come into the program with a “I’m 

too cool attitude”, and they leave knowing what it’s like to support a family, and 

pay their bills. Right when they think they have it all together, in comes Uncle 

Sam, a character in the Reality Store, and it’s tax time (13).  

I fund the presentations contest and I know it makes a difference with the 

children, because it made a difference for me. Organizing their thoughts and 

speaking. 4-H connects you with the kids and lets you see them as they learn. You 

know your money is working when you see it right before your eyes (10). 

Impact-positive change. The donors involved in this study frequently expressed the 

significance of knowing that their gift created impact, and brought about positive change. 

Participants in each focus group identified these factors as both a reason for giving and a 

contributor to their satisfaction in giving. One donor aptly reflected the comments of the women 

when she stated “I give because I want to have an impact on a kid’s life. I want to make a 

difference. I want to help them change through knowledge and be the best they can be” (10). 

Like others, she reflected, “I’m satisfied with my giving when I know the difference my gift 

made, or know that I helped change a person’s life for the better” (10). 

When asked how they became aware of the outcomes of their gift, the women frequently 

stated that they had witnessed the impact through involvement with the organization. Often the 

impact had been communicated to them by the organization or benefactor. When asked to 

elaborate, the women shared similar situations to those previously mentioned about involvement. 

The donors, in various contexts, related the significance of involvement with the organization to 

their personal satisfaction from giving. “Being able to witness and be a part of the impact my gift 

makes, made me happy and satisfied that my money made a difference” (16). Regarding 

communication efforts by the organization, the focus group participants stated the significance of 

newsletters and other communication mediums utilized by organizations that, according to them, 

“keep me informed about my investment” (27). Related to communication, the donors frequently 

stated that newsletters had proven successful in communicating program impacts and program 

updates. One donor illustrated as follows: 

The 4-H office sends me a newsletter every month or so, letting me know what’s 

going on in the county and what the 4-H club is doing. It’s funny when I’m 

reading, and all of a sudden I read about a program I helped to fund. It’s always 



 

66 

nice to see the pictures of the 4-Her’s with their trophy. All smiles. You know that 

your money has gone to good use then (21). 

Personal acknowledgement. Personal acknowledgement of their gift was important to 

satisfaction from giving among these donors. A donor illustrated this finding when she shared,  

I paid to send a young boy to camp last year. His family couldn’t afford to send 

him. When he got back from camp, he saw me at church, and came up and said 

thank you. I also received a card from him, handwritten, saying thank you. He 

told me a little about what he learned at camp. This confirmed that my giving was 

the right thing to do (26). 

This personal contact was not perceived as personalized attention or recognition of self. 

Women donors in this study wanted results. They wanted their investment to make a difference, 

and they wanted to hear about it through personal testimony. They also wanted to know that they 

provided others an opportunity to better themselves. 

Research Question 3: What Factors Influence the Decision to Give to an Organization 

Repeatedly? If a Second Gift was at a Higher Level, What Key Factors Led to the Higher Gift? 

Mount (1996), through her empirically based model of personal donorship, 

conceptualized donating behavior in terms of largesse. Largesse refers to the size of the gift. 

Mount proposed five factors as indicators of personal donating behavior: involvement, 

predominance, self-interest, means and past behavior. Mount theorized that giving, repeat giving, 

and repeat giving at higher levels were the result of these five indicators. For example, the more 

the donor is involved in the organization, the greater the probability that repeat gifts will follow 

and follow in larger amounts. Participants in this study confirmed Mount’s theory, and identified 

corresponding indicators of involvement, being asked, information, change, connection, and 

ability.  

Table 6 illustrates common factors identified by study participants that lead to 

repeat giving and repeat giving at higher levels. Focus group(s) during which the themes 

were identified are indicated by an X. A discussion of each theme follows. 
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Table 6 

Themes Related to Factors Impacting Repeat Giving and Repeat Giving at Higher Levels 

Factor Impacting Repeat Giving Theme Identified in: 
 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Involvement X X X 

Being asked  X X X 

Information  X X X 

Change X X X 

Connection  X X X 

Ability X X X 

Involvement. As in Mount’s theory, donors in this study indicated that they were more 

likely to give repeatedly and to give subsequent gifts at higher levels if they were involved with 

the organization. This is not surprising as the donor’s reported satisfaction with giving increased 

with the degree to which donors were involved. In response to the inquiry related to subsequent 

giving, donors simply echoed their previous responses. 

Being asked. The women in this study shared that their decision to give subsequent gifts 

and to give at higher levels resulted from being asked. Very simply put, the women indicated that 

they gave repeat gifts because the organization asked them to do so. Further, participants stated 

that many organizations, including 4-H, often failed to ask for subsequent gifts. 

Information. Information or communication from the organization was stressed as a key 

factor leading to subsequent gifts. Receiving information from the organization validated that the 

donor’s gift had brought about positive change. The women stated that knowing what their initial 

investment accomplished, enticed them to make greater investments in the organization, 

program, or the program participants. It’s crucial that the organization maintain positive 

communication standards with donors related to program impacts and results, and not only 

communicate with donors through solicitation of gifts. 

Taken together as shared by the donors in this study, being asked for another gift and 

receiving information about their investment, imply that the organization kept in contact with the 
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donors and kept them informed about organizational outcomes and events. These efforts suggest 

that the organization established pre-dominance, defined by Mount as a subjective measure of 

the extent to which the cause or organization stands out or predominates in the donor’s hierarchy 

of philanthropic options. Pre-dominance, as measured in this study, as organizational efforts to 

ask for future donations and to involve donors through frequent communication, therefore, led to 

subsequent giving by these women. 

Change-connection. Other findings indicated that women give to bring about change, and 

give as a method of connecting with organizations or the organization’s benefactors. These ideas 

also support the concept of organizational pre-dominance.  

The donors in this study further indicated that evidence of change or the feeling of being 

connected led to their subsequent giving, and subsequent giving at higher levels. This finding 

validates that women give repeatedly and at higher levels as a result of self-interest, as defined 

by Mount, or the degree to which the cause is aligned with the interests of the donor. 

Ability. Another factor identified by these donors as having impact upon a decision to 

give repeatedly and to give at high levels was ability. The women reported that when asked to 

give or to give subsequent gifts, they had to consider the impact the gift would have on their own 

financial resources. The donors indicated that their ability to give, or available financial 

resources at the time of the solicitation impacted their decision as illustrated by the following 

quotes: 

When I’m asked to give or to give again, I have to think about how the gift will 

impact me paying my house payment. I have to set my priorities, and although I 

might want to give, the truth is, there are times I simply can’t afford it (15). 

I’m young, and I struggle just to pay for my car and gas. When I’m asked to give I 

have to decide, do I want to drive to work, or do I want to walk to work. It seems 

like I always like to drive, so sometimes I just have to say no (19). 

Research Question 4: When Being Asked to Give, Does the Solicitation Method Impact the 

Decision to Give? Is There a Preferred Solicitation Technique? 

Mixer (1993) proposed that people are more likely to give when they are treated 

appropriately during the fundraising process. Mixer purported that organizations treat donors 

appropriately by discovering their personal intrinsic and extrinsic needs that they attempt to 

satisfy through giving, and to satisfy those needs as part of the process. The women in this study 



 

69 

identified “appropriate treatment” as being asked personally to give, being provided accurate 

facts, knowing potential impacts of their gift, and having an exact amount requested.   

As illustrated in Table 7, participants identified common themes related to 

Research Question 4. Focus group(s) during which the themes were identified are 

indicated by an X; a discussion of each theme follows. 

Table 7 

Themes Related to the Impact Solicitation Methods Have on the Decision to Give, and Preferred 

Solicitation Techniques 

Solicitation Technique Theme Identified in: 
 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Personal X X X 

Facts X X X 

Impacts  X X X 

Exact Amount X X X 

Personal. The women in this study confirmed that the solicitation method utilized in 

asking them to give did impact their decision. The women stated a strong preference for personal 

contact, and further indicated a preference for personal contact by someone they know.  

The women indicated that knowing the person soliciting them added trust, as illustrated 

by the following quotes:  

I give when I know the person asking me for the gift, especially if they are my 

friend. I think, if they are asking me, it has to be a good cause. I know I can trust 

them not to steer me in the wrong direction (1). 

Referring to the researcher, one donor stated, “I would trust [name of hostess]. I wouldn’t trust 

you, because I don’t know you” (23). Another donor stated,  

When someone comes to my door from the volunteer fire department, I give to 

him. I know him, and appreciate what he is doing for me. When I get calls from 

professionals wanting me to give to the police department, I always tell them I am 

not giving to them over the phone, and I ask them to take me off their calling list. 

They still call, and I continue to tell them no. I am not going to give to someone I 

don’t know, especially over the phone (22). 



 

70 

When this statement was made, the group laughed and agreed enthusiastically. Several 

participants indicated that they had received similar calls and had also asked to be 

removed from the calling list. Other donors added, “it is proven that trust gets my 

donation” (26), and, “as long as it is someone you know and trust, you will give” (8). 

Although the findings of this study indicate that personal face-to-face solicitation is the 

preferred solicitation method of these donors, findings indicated that personal letters and 

telephone calls from a known person are effective solicitation techniques as well. The need to 

know and trust the person contacting them, or feeling connected to the person are key factors. 

As a point of clarity, and in relation to the current development structure of the Virginia 

4-H Foundation, the researcher asked the donors their feelings about a professional fundraiser 

soliciting them on behalf of 4-H.  The donors indicated that they would likely give. However, 

they added that they would be more likely to respond positively if the fundraiser was 

accompanied by someone from their community or if the professional’s visit was preceded by a 

telephone call or letter of introduction from someone the donor knew. 

Facts-impacts-exact amount. Findings from the study indicate that the projected female 

donors prefer to be provided details or facts about the need and the use of the funds as part of the 

solicitation. One donor stated,  

I want to know exactly how you are going to spend my money. I want an account 

of every dime. I want the facts about the program, I want to know the overall 

program budget. I want to be able to look at a chart and see where my gift fits in. 

If I’m being asked to pay for awards, I want to know that, and I want to know 

how you came up with the amount. If the awards are going to cost $5.00 each, and 

you need 10 of them, I want to know. Facts and details are very important to me 

(14). 

Included with facts, the female donors indicated that when soliciting a gift, or 

when being solicited, it is important that the prospective donor be given a specific 

program or child to support. Using 4-H as an example, participants indicated a preference 

to give to a specific program or an individual child versus giving more globally to 4-H. 

Clear and factual identification of a local need increased the likelihood of giving, as these 

donors preferred to give locally. 

Communicating the potential impacts of their gift to the prospective donor was also 
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identified as important to these donors. They also shared that they want to know how the 

program could make a difference for a child or for their community. Along with proposed 

impacts, the donors stressed the need to provide prospects with real descriptions of outcomes or 

testimonies from similar programs. 

The results also indicated that the donors in the study preferred being asked to donate a 

specific amount as illustrated in the following quotes: 

When I’m asked to give, I want them to give me an amount. I don’t like it when 

someone comes to me and they don’t tell me how much they want me to give. 

Chances are, if they don’t tell me how much they want me to give, and illustrate 

to me exactly what the money covers, they’ll leave empty handed or with a check 

for a lot less than they expected (11).  

Another donor stated, “if I’m not given an amount, I give $25.00. They can talk to me an 

hour about a million dollar project, and if they don’t give me an amount, they get the two 

five” (12).  

Research Question 5: Does Recognition or Other Personal Goal(s) Influence a Decision to 

Give? Are There Desired Types of Recognition for Giving? 

Shaw and Taylor (1995) proposed that proper gratitude for and acknowledgement of 

giving must be expressed by the nonprofit to make the renewal of the gift possible. Consistent 

with Shaw and Taylor, findings of this study indicate that women do not place value on public 

recognition and prefer instead personal/intrinsic recognition, or recognition of their giving as part 

of a celebration. The women in this study indicated that validation of their gift, rather than 

recognition, fostered greater satisfaction with giving, and increased chances of subsequent gifts.    

Table 8 illustrates common themes identified by study participants related to, 

Research Question 5. Focus group(s) during which the themes or common ways of 

thinking were identified are indicated by an X. A discussion of each theme follows. 
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Table 8 

Themes Related to the Impact of Recognition and Preferred Type of Recognition 

Recognition Technique Theme Identified in: 
 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Personal/Internal X X X 

Celebration  X X X 

Validation X X X 

Involvement X X X 

Women in this study were adamant that recognition was not important to them and that 

recognition was not an important factor in a personal decision to donate. Participants preferred 

that funds normally spent on donor recognition be used instead to benefit clients of the 

organization. Regarding plaques and what donors identified as “other tokens,” there was 

consensus in each focus group that plaques and tokens were not important. One woman stated, 

“We don’t put up plaques. If we put them up, we’d have to dust them” (22). Another donor 

shared, “Keep your trophies and plaques. Boys love trophies. They’re always comparing their 

trophies. Mine is bigger than yours. Girls, girls love a pizza party, a joint celebration” (32). 

Personal-intrinsic. The women shared that they felt “properly recognized” through 

personal, handwritten thank you cards or letters from program participants detailing the 

opportunity the money afforded them. They also expressed that they considered handwritten 

thank you notes or cards or personally signed letters from the organization or organizational 

leadership enough recognition. One participant illustrated this through the following quote,  

I work with the retired teacher’s group in the county. We give money, not a lot of 

money, but hard earned money. 4-H sent us a personal thank you letter, and we 

appreciated it greatly. This is the first thank you letter we have ever received, and 

it meant the world to us. We put it in our scrap book, and we look at it every time 

we’re asked to give. Other organizations should use 4-H as an example (21).  

Another donor shared, “When I gave to an organization they sent me information to keep me 

informed, and to let me know what my gift was doing. This to me is recognition and why I 

continue to give to them” (26). Another donor stated,  

We give to [name of children charity]. Each year we get a letter and a picture 
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from the girl we sponsor. In her letter she always tells us how she used the money 

to help herself. This year she bought a pair of shoes. The note and picture let us 

know how our money is helping her, and her thank you is recognition enough 

(27). 

Celebrate. The donors also revealed that celebration was a significant form of 

recognition. They sternly made the point that they were not implying a celebration of their 

giving, but instead a celebration of member accomplishments. They stated that they were not 

recognized personally at the celebration and that they did not expect or want to be personally 

recognized. Instead, they preferred experiencing the celebration and recognition of 4-H 

members’ accomplishments, and knowing that as donors, they helped to make available the 

opportunity that they were celebrating. Multiple participants in each focus group shared 

examples of 4-H awards night, recognition banquets, and other member or organization events. 

One woman stated, “this is what it’s all about [referring to a 4-H awards night] (16). Another 

donor shared,  

I really enjoyed the recognition night. It was a great honor to be with the group of 

people who had also given. They asked for all the donors to stand, and that’s all 

the attention we received, and I loved it (18).  

Validation. The donors shared a preference for validation of their gift instead of personal 

recognition for their gift. When probed on the meaning of validation, the donors stated that they 

wanted to see and experience their gift and know that it made a difference. On-going 

communication with the organization was an expectation of the donors, as was specific 

information related to the impact of their gift. “I would be happy if they simply told me, your gift 

did this” (25) is how one donor described validation of a gift. Confirming to the donors that their 

gift made a difference, letting them know that the money was used for the purpose intended, and 

letting them know the benefit a child received from the gift were all shared by the donors as 

effective gift validation strategies. 

Although the donors expressed concern with organizations using donations to create high 

cost, glossy publications, they acknowledged the importance of newsletters or brochures, to 

inform donors about how their money impacted the program. More specifically, these donors 

wanted to know the impact the gift had on an individual child or participant. One donor said, “it 

would be nice to know the results of my gift and the impact it accomplished. We want to know 
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what it [her gift] accomplished” (7). 

Involvement. Gifts were also validated for these donors through their personal 

involvement with the organization or with the benefactors of the organization. The donors shared 

experiences of attending an organization’s program that their money sponsored or attending a 

day observing 4-H youth at camp. These female donors described how this type of involvement 

allowed them to see the impact of their gift and to experience a deep sense of satisfaction. These 

examples of extrinsic and intrinsic validation were repeatedly cited by these female donors. 

Although consistent with research on other female donors, these findings suggest marked 

differences in the recognition expectations of male and female donors in that men are more likely 

to desire public recognition (Tullock, 1966) or recognition that in some way signals their wealth 

through giving (Glazer & Konrad, 1996). 

Findings and Their Relationship to the Literature 

As previously mentioned in this study, the literature provides several explanations related 

to how and why people make philanthropic gifts. Fishbein’s (1967) expectancy-value theory 

suggests that people orient themselves to the world in accordance with their expectations, beliefs, 

and evaluations of projected outcomes and the respective value placed on those outcomes. Shaw 

and Taylor (1995) have argued that previous studies have been with men, and as such apply only 

to men. They argue instead that women are motivated to give for different reasons. Table 9 

summarizes literature that explains indicators of giving by female donors, and reports if the 

earlier explanations were affirmed by the findings of this study.  
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Table 9 

Reasons from the Literature for Female Donors’ Giving  

Author (s) Indicators of Giving  Affirmed in Study 

Arrow (1974) Knowledge that gift contributes to 
another’s satisfaction 

Communication from organization, sharing impact of gift 

Arrow (1974) Donor derives welfare from knowledge of 
contributing to other’s satisfaction 

A sense of doing for others, or motherly instinct to do for 
others led to giving to make others happy 

Boulding (1981) Serial reciprocity: People repay the benefits 
they received by providing benefits to a 
third person 

Giving back, benefiting community, affording others the 
same opportunities they had, giving to organizations that 
helped them. 

Andreoni (1989, 
1990) 

Warm glow or good feeling from 
contributing 

Warm glow/good feeling from contributing 

Kaplan & Hayes 
(1993) 

Involvement with the donor organization  is 
what women want 

Giving increased opportunities to connect with the 
organization and provided opportunities for new or increased 
participation. Going to 4-H Camp, or creating and teaching a 
course at camp were examples. 

Mixer (1993) People are more likely to give when treated 
appropriately during the fundraising 
process, when they have an interest in the 
organization or the cause of the 
organization, and are rewarded for support 
in ways consistent with their personal 
motivations and values.  

Knowing the solicitor; interest; cause of the organization. A 
desire to trust the organization, confidence of good 
stewardship of their investment, and connection with youth 
recipients as desired recognition for giving. 4-H provides 
this; therefore, reward is consistent with personal 
motivations and values. 

Ostrander & 
Fisher (1995) 

Women: emphasize the cause and stress the 
impact that giving can have on connecting 
with community 

Cause, need for information, need for facts, need to know the 
impact their gift will have. Community and local benefit are 
important 

Bartling (1999) Need to highlight giving back to 
community and  the desire for positive 
social change with women donors 

Sense of community, importance of community 

Schervish & 
Havens (2003) 

Identification Theory:  
• Philanthropy aims to meet other’s 

needs.  
• Philanthropy as an expression of 

caring.  
• Philanthropy from self- identification 

with other people. 

Motherly instinct, compassion, having passion for others’ 
needs, seeing themselves in the children they help, seeing 
their children in the children they help. 

Shaw & Taylor 
(1995) 

Women value relationships with 
organizations to which they contribute, and 
aspire to understand these organizations 
and help shape their programs 

Facts and information desired both before and after a gift. 
Willingness to create and teach programs. 

Shaw & Taylor 
(1995) 

Women want details, including 
organizational facts and assurance that 
money assists people.  

Facts, information, detail, validation of impact from giving 
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Author (s) Indicators of Giving  Affirmed in Study 

Not Identified by Women in This Study 

Tullock (1966) How giving will affect donor’s reputation  

Becker (1986) Avoidance of scorn from others or receipt 
of social acclaim 

 

Glazer and 
Konrad (1996) 

Signaling wealth in a socially acceptable 
way 

 

Sen (1977) Alleviates a sense of guilt  

Harbaugh (1998) Prestige  

 (table continued) 

Shaw and Taylor (1995) theorized that motivations for female giving can be grouped into 

six categories all beginning with the letter C—the desire to change, create, connect, commit, 

collaborate, and celebrate their philanthropic accomplishments. Table 10 lists these six Cs, and 

indicates the Cs affirmed in this study. 

Table 10 

Six Cs of Female Giving as Proposed by Shaw and Taylor (1995) 

C Implication Affirmed/Not Affirmed 

Change Women give to make a difference. Affirmed: Women in the study indicated a desire 
to bring about change or to make a difference as a 
reason for giving, and as a factor impacting their 
satisfaction with giving. 

Create Women want to create new solutions to 
problems. 

Affirmed: Women in the study wanted to create 
programs and to create opportunities for others as 
a reason for giving and as a factor impacting their 
satisfaction with giving. 

Connect Women prefer to see the human side their 
gift affects.  

Affirmed: Women in the study indicated 
connecting with others and community as a reason 
for giving, a factor impacting their satisfaction 
with giving, and a desired method of recognition. 
Connecting with the benefactor and seeing the 
impact of the gift was important. 

Commit Women give from a commitment to a cause 
or to commit to a cause 

Affirmed: Women viewed giving as a form of 
commitment to the organization, the mission of 
the organization, or their community.  

Collaborate Women prefer to work with others as part 
of a larger effort. 

Not affirmed: Women did not identify 
collaboration as a factor in this study. 

Celebrate Women seek to celebrate member 
accomplishments. 

Affirmed: Women stated that celebrating the 
benefactors’ accomplishments provided adequate 
recognition giving and shared that celebration 
contributed to their satisfaction with giving. 
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Findings of this study confirmed Shaw and Taylor’s theory that women give to create, 

change, connect, commit, and celebrate; however the findings did not affirm that women give to 

collaborate. The focus group interview guide included probes related to collaboration; however, 

at no time during the research did a female donor express a desire to collaborate or partner with 

others, or were other associated ideas or terminology related to collaboration stated.  

Finding of this study extended the literature on reasons for female giving to include 

compassion and community. The women in this study expressed compassion for others as a 

reason for their giving. Because of compassion, these women wanted to give of their resources to 

help others. 

The women in this study shared a strong sense of community and a commitment to 

making their community the best it could possibly be. Their giving and reasons for giving were 

consistently local; giving was focused on the needs of the community and the people within that 

community. 

Table 6 also provides evidence to support Fishbein’s value-expectancy theory by 

articulating the outcomes expected by giving, as well as the value placed on those outcomes by 

the donors. These two components impact donor intent to perform donating behavior as 

suggested by the Fishbein theory. 

Summary of the Findings 

This chapter presented findings related to this study of female donor support for the 

Virginia 4-H Foundation. A qualitative research approach was used to understand why women 

give to Virginia 4-H, and what contributed to or detracted from their satisfaction. The findings 

were generated in November 2006 through three focus group interviews involving 32 

participants and a validation questionnaire.  

The interview guide, included as Appendix B, for the focus group sessions included nine 

questions and related probes. Because the questions and probes may have provided insights into 

more than one of the five research questions, these questions, rather than the interview guide, 

were used to organize the presentation of findings.  

Data were analyzed and findings developed from two perspectives: a) a descriptive 

summary of the responses pertinent to each research question; and b) classification of focus 

group data into the six Cs of giving as proposed by Shaw and Taylor. This same sequence was 

used to present the findings. 
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Findings from the study revealed that the reasons these women give financially to 

charitable organizations is multi-faceted. Specifically these women give because it is a way to: 

• give back for benefits they received; 

• experience the good feeling they get from giving; 

• satisfy a sense of responsibility or expectancy; 

• make or express commitment; 

• demonstrate compassion for others, or care about others;  

• bring about change; and, 

• promote a sense of community, or to support the betterment of their community. 

Findings from the study indicate that the following factors contribute to the women’s 

satisfaction with giving:  

• trust in the organization or trust that the organization would demonstrate good 

stewardship to manage their gift;  

• involvement with the organization that would enable the donors to experience the 

impact of their gift;  

• impact or positive change in their community as a result of their gift; and 

• personal acknowledgement of their gift. 

Findings from the study indicate that subsequent giving or larger gifts by women are 

motivated through the following:  

• involvement with the donor organization;  

• future solicitations by the organization;  

• information from the organization that communicates the impact of their gift;  

• evidence that their gift brought about, or enabled change;  

• opportunities to connect with the benefactors of their giving and to see the human 

side of their gift; and  

• financial ability to give. 

Findings from the study indicate that these women prefer the following solicitation 

techniques:  

• personal solicitation from someone they know;  
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• factual data about the organization, the gift request, and the people the organization 

serves; 

• clearly identified potential outcomes of the organization’s program(s); and  

• definitive requests that specify the solicited amount and the proposed impacts of the 

gift. 

Findings from this study indicate that these women prefer their giving to be recognized 

by the following:  

• personal, Intrinsic recognition through personal notes or cards;  

• opportunities to celebrate accomplishments of benefactors that their gifts supported; 

• validation that their money created impact or brought about change; and 

• opportunities for involvement with the organization to witness, firsthand, the impacts 

of their gift. 

Conclusions of this study including its implication for research, theory, and the Virginia 

4-H Foundation are discussed in Chapter 5. The findings of this study illustrate the multi-faceted 

nature of fundraising and the complexity of exploring and understanding female donor behavior. 

Results of this study are consistent with the six Cs of female philanthropy as proposed by Shaw 

and Taylor (1995), and findings corroborate other literature on female philanthropy. Findings 

also suggest that expanding the six Cs to include compassion and community may provide more 

definitive answers. However, the need for additional research to provide a comprehensive 

explanation of male and female philanthropy cannot be overlooked.  
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND 

LIMITATIONS 

Chapter 5 summarizes the research described in the dissertation, provides conclusions, 

and presents implications from the study for theory and research related to the philanthropic 

motivations of female donors. The chapter includes recommendations for the Virginia 4-H 

Foundation based upon study findings, and concludes with limitations of the study. 

Purpose of the Study 

The study examined motivating factors that lead women to donate to nonprofit 

organizations, specifically the Virginia 4-H program. The study focused on women as donors to 

Virginia 4-H, exploring female donors’ motivations for giving, factors that impacted their 

satisfaction with giving, and motivating factors that resulted in repeat donations and giving at 

higher levels. Knowledge of these variables will enable the Virginia 4-H Foundation Board of 

Directors to develop and implement a fiscal development plan that respects altruistic 

characteristics of both men and women. Additionally, the findings contribute to the growing 

literature on female donors, an acknowledged need as most philanthropy research has been 

focused on men, yet women are future wealth holders.  

Significance of the Study 

For more than 100 years, 4-H has focused on providing quality research-based 

educational programs generated by the land-grant university system. Millions of youth, 

according to Meadows (2003), credit becoming better contributing members of society to their 

involvement in 4-H. The 4-H program in Virginia has experienced dramatic cuts in public 

funding over the past years, which has resulted in greater reliance by the organization upon 

private funding. The Virginia 4-H Foundation serves as the private funding partner for Virginia’s 

4-H program, and operates under traditional development models, which as noted earlier, are 

primarily male based. Membership in Virginia 4-H is divided relatively equally between the 

sexes. Furthermore, one of every six Virginians is a 4-H alumnus. By realizing the philanthropic 

potential of women, their inclusion in 4-H Foundation development efforts could hold dramatic 

impact for the future of the program. 
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The Problem 

To be sustainable, Virginia 4-H must secure funding in a quickly changing world with a 

turbulent economic environment. Wolverton (2003) asserted that economic uncertainty and 

heightened competition for money among charities has resulted in creating more efficient 

resource development programs, particularly programs designed to cultivate affluent individual 

donors. 

Despite the many significant contributions of female donors, women’s philanthropy has 

been largely unrecognized. Women have been left out of the majority of research on 

philanthropy (Shaw & Taylor, 1995), thus traditional models of fundraising, which were male-

based, may not translate well with female prospects because of gender differences in giving.  

Summary of the Methodology  

The methodology for this study combined focus groups and a validation questionnaire. 

Focus groups were appropriate for this study because they allowed the researcher to learn first 

hand from participants what it meant to them to be philanthropic. Through a guided 

conversation, the researcher asked topical questions and probes to discover the needed 

information. Three focus groups were conducted across Virginia with women having a history of 

giving to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. Three Foundation donors agreed to host the focus groups 

in their private homes in conjunction with a tea or luncheon. Three locations allowed for 

studying a diverse group of female philanthropists. The validation questionnaire facilitated 

gathering and affirming specific additional perspectives on giving from the focus groups.  

The interview guide (see Appendix B) for each focus group included nine questions with 

related probing questions. This guide was based upon a review of literature, specifically the six 

Cs of female philanthropy as presented by Shaw and Taylor (1995) through their pivotal work 

with female philanthropists. Fishbein’s Expectancy Value Model (1967) was used as the 

framework for the study. The model illustrates that actions are a result of a person’s expectancy 

gratification. Understanding what type of gratification women donors prefer and the value they 

place on the gratification was the framework for this study. Stakeholder input into the 

development of the guide was facilitated via a focus group session with members of the 

development staff of the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University College of 

Agriculture and Life Sciences. The group consisted of two males and one female. The focus 
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group interview guide was pilot tested with five female 4-H volunteers. 

The three focus groups were audio taped and transcribed by a hired assistant who also 

attended each session and took notes. The researcher also took notes during each focus group on 

content and nonverbal clues. 

As a follow-up to each focus group, the researcher compiled results for each question and 

sent those findings in a validation questionnaire to each participant from their respective session 

for review and input. Participants were asked to provide additional information they did not 

share during the focus group or may not have been comfortable sharing. Regardless of additional 

input, participants were asked to provide affirmation of findings to the researcher by mail, email, 

or telephone call. Of the 32 study participants, 22 returned the questionnaire in agreement with 

initial findings.  

Because the questions and probes may have provided insights into more than one of the 

five research questions for the study, the research questions, rather than the interview guide, was 

used to organize the presentation of findings. The research questions follow: 

1. Why do women give financially to charitable organizations? Why Virginia 4-H? 

2. What factors impact female donors’ satisfaction with giving? 

3. What factors influence the decision to give to an organization repeatedly? If a second 

gift was at a higher level, what key factors led to the larger gift? 

4. When being asked to give, does the solicitation method impact the decision to give? 

Is there a preferred solicitation technique? 

5. Does recognition or other personal goal(s) influence a decision to give? Are there 

desired types of recognition for giving? 

Data were analyzed and findings developed from two perspectives: a) a descriptive 

summary of the responses pertinent to each research question; and b) classification of focus 

group data into the six Cs of giving as proposed by Shaw and Taylor. This same sequence was 

used to present the findings. 

Summary of the Research Findings 

Findings in this study are consistent with Fishbein’s (1967) model as adapted for this 

research. Assuming that the 4-H Foundation addresses the expected outcomes through their 

fundraising plan, the intent to donate can be positively impacted. Several motivators and 

associated expected outcomes along with values were identified. 



 

83 

Why Women Give 

Findings from this study upheld several of the indicators of giving presented in the 

literature. Specifically, the study validated that women in the study give as a form of paying back 

as proposed by Boulding (1981). The focus group discussions revealed that all of the women 

were either 4-H members or had served as a 4-H volunteer. Most described or recounted the 

benefits of 4-H membership or association with 4-H that they or someone they knew had 

experienced. Their giving was in part motivated by a desire to give back to 4-H or to repay 4-H 

for the benefits they or someone else had received.  

Consistent with the concept of giving back, these women reported giving from a sense of 

responsibility. Giving was viewed by them as an expectation. This sense of responsibility or 

expectancy was cited as biblically based or as a virtue established through motherhood (motherly 

instinct to do good for others) or other life experiences, including family or parental influences.    

Findings established five of the six Cs proposed by Shaw and Taylor (1995) as reasons 

for giving: commit, connect, create, change, and celebrate, and extended the literature on reasons 

for female giving to include compassion and community. The women expressed that they have 

compassion for others and the needs of others. One response to this compassion is to give to 4-H 

or other organizations that directly serve others in the community. A desire to see youth prosper 

in 4-H and to have experiences through 4-H that they might not otherwise have was cited as a 

primary reason for giving.  

The female donors in the study viewed their gifts as an expression of commitment to 4-H, 

the mission of 4-H, or the purpose/mission of other donor organizations. Further, the women 

donors give as a means to connect with youth or others who share similar passions. The women 

in the study shared a strong sense of community and a commitment to making their community 

the best it could possibly be. Their giving and reasons for giving were consistently local; giving 

was focused on the needs of the community, and the people within that community. These 

donors recognized the impact that 4-H can have on a person’s life, and they wanted to connect 

with 4-H and 4-H members because of this important opportunity to effect change. The women 

give as a means to create new opportunities, to create change or fund innovation, rather than 

maintain the status quo, and these women shared their giving as a means through which they can 

celebrate member accomplishments. 

The study validated the proposal of Kaplan and Hayes (1993) that people give to 
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organizations with which they are involved. Women in this study clearly illustrated their 

involvement with 4-H and that this involvement established credibility for the mission and work 

of 4-H, and ultimately lead to their giving. 

Factors Impacting Donors’ Satisfaction 

Findings from the study indicated that women are satisfied with giving when they know 

that their gift made a difference. It was very clear throughout the study that these women expect 

communication from the organization to which they give. More specifically, the women wanted 

details, and wanted to understand the impact that their gift helped create.  

Consistent with the change C as proposed by Shaw and Taylor (1995), female donors 

expect that their gift will create or bring about positive change. The women indicated that 

evidence of positive change was facilitated through connection with the organization. Study 

participants stated that they want to be connected with 4-H programs and program participants, 

and they wanted to see first-hand the impact of their gift. Findings indicated that when direct 

connection is not possible or easily facilitated, study participants expected connection through 

communication. Although the women expressed that communication should not be at the 

expense of program delivery, such as the case of glossy, high cost newsletters, they shared a 

preference for facts through other methods.  

The donors placed great value on trust in an organization as a factor impacting 

satisfaction. They shared that communication helped facilitate trust. The women expressed the 

need for facts and specific details related to their gift. Knowledge that the organization exercised 

good stewardship of their funds was indicated as a critical element of trust. Donors indicated that 

their trust for 4-H was also validated through personal experiences with 4-H, and the legacy of 

the program’s 100 year history. 

The women in the study indicated the warm or good feeling they received from giving as 

both a reason for giving and as a factor impacting their satisfaction with giving. Connecting 

donors with program participants or communicating program impacts to donors facilitated this 

feeling. 

The donors stated that personal acknowledgement of their gift impacted satisfaction. 

They indicated that they are motivated by personal contact from the organization, and more 

specifically through personal acknowledgement by program participants that benefited from their 

gift. Donors shared stories of receiving personal thank you cards from benefactors that related 
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details about the program participation or experience the gift provided. Regardless of the form, 

personal contact was important to the female donors in the study.  

Factors Influencing Multiple or Larger Gifts  

Responses for this research question were very similar to those related to reasons for 

giving and satisfaction with giving. Connection, change, involvement, and information were all 

communicated by the women in the study as factors influencing a decision to give again, and to 

give again at higher levels.  

The women indicated that being connected with the organization or being involved with 

the organization were significant contributors to a decision to give multiple gifts to an 

organization or to give subsequent gifts at higher levels. Women wanted assurance that their gift 

was being utilized in the manner they expected. Donors stated that they felt connected by 

becoming involved directly with programs or through consistent communication. The women 

indicated that their need for factual information about the financial stewardship of their gift was 

significantly related to their satisfaction. Knowledge that their gift brought about positive change 

was identified by participants as a factor leading to subsequent gifts. Allowing the donors to 

experience the change they were helping to bring about illustrated that additional resources were 

needed to continue or enhance programmatic efforts. These experiences as well as direct 

knowledge of the need and the outcome lead to subsequent gifts.  

Preferred Solicitation Methods 

The study affirmed that solicitation impacted a decision to give. More specifically, the 

study indicated that the particular solicitation techniques employed by an organization to solicit 

the gift impacted the decision. Mixer (1993) maintains that people are more likely to give when 

they are treated appropriately during the fundraising process, when they have an interest in the 

organization or the cause of the organization and they get rewarded for their support in ways 

consistent with their personal motivations and values.  

Being treated, or approached, appropriately for a gift was validated as influential to these 

donors. The women in this study shared that they expect personal contact when being asked to 

provide financial support to an organization. More so, they wanted to be contacted personally by 

someone they knew and trusted.  

The women indicated resistance to giving to an unknown person such as a professional 
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fundraiser. The professional, however, could increase the chance of securing a gift from the 

prospective donor if accompanied by a person with whom the prospect is familiar or if the visit 

was preceded by personal contact from a known person. 

The women shared the importance of being presented with facts as part of the solicitation 

process. The women wanted a descriptive summary of the program including a budget and the 

exact amount they were being requested to provide. The women wanted facts about the potential 

impact of the program and evidence of impacts from similar programs. The women indicated a 

preference to fund a particular program, part of a program, an identified child, or a specific 

event, in contrast to general revenues for support of 4-H or other programs. 

Donor Recognition 

Mixer’s (1993) claim that people give when they get rewarded for their support in ways 

consistent with their personal motivations and values was validated by the women in the study. 

Results indicated that these women do not want plaques or other recognition gifts in exchange 

for their giving. Instead, they wanted to be informed personally of the outcomes of their gift. The 

donors also indicated that they considered communication or involvement with the organization 

as sufficient recognition. The women shared the need for gifts to be validated, not recognized. 

Nonprofit organizations can validate giving, based upon the findings of this study, 

through donor opportunities for personal contact with the organization or the person(s) that 

benefited from the gift. The women related stories of receiving personal visits, cards, letters or 

telephone calls from youth 4-H members as validation for their gift. The donors preferred to be 

recognized through member celebrations. They do not want their gift acknowledged at these 

celebrations; however, they expressed appreciation and recognition from being a part of 

celebrations of member accomplishments. The women wanted the celebrations to recognize what 

their money had accomplished, not what they, as donors, had done. 

Recognition to the women in this study was achieved through assurance that their money 

had been utilized in a manner the donor felt appropriate and agreed to during the solicitation 

process. The women in the study wanted to know exactly what their money provided, and to be 

informed of the impacts it generated.    
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Limitations of the Study 

This study employed a qualitative methodology. A general limitation with qualitative 

investigations is the inability to generalize the findings to other settings, populations, and 

treatment arrangements (Marshall & Rossman, 1989). Persons involved with this study were 

selected based upon a history of financial donations to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. Therefore, 

this study was limited to the perspectives of persons associated with the 4-H Foundation and 

presumably loyal to and confident in the organization. However, given the nature and size of the 

study no attempt has been made to draw inferences to a larger population.  

Additionally, this research relied solely on data gathered from focus groups and a 

validation questionnaire. Patton (1990) pointed out that data generated from focus groups may be 

distorted by personal bias, politics, and emotions. Patton also contended that focus group data are 

subject to error in recall, the interviewees’ reaction to the interviewer, and self-serving purposes.  

Sample selection for this research was a mix of convenience and snowball. Through the 

researcher’s association with the Virginia 4-H Foundation, he knew the majority of the study 

participants. The participants were also known by the hostess of the focus group in which they 

were a participant. As such, there were threats of bias, in that participants may have answered in 

manners they thought were pleasing to either the researcher or the hostess. 

These threats to reliability and validity, according to Yow (1994), can be dealt with by 

comparing accounts to other accounts provided, and probing for additional information during 

the interview. Per Yow, efforts were taken to compare accounts and probe for information. The 

researcher made every effort to act in an unbiased manner and carefully interpreted the data. A 

validation questionnaire was also utilized in an effort to eliminate bias. Through the validation 

questionnaire donors were afforded the opportunity to add information they may not have felt 

comfortable providing during the focus group, or to add additional information they felt 

beneficial to the study. Validation questionnaires were confidential, and in no way identified the 

respondent. Aside from these facts, however, it is important to note, these possibilities are 

limitations to the focus group approach of this study.  

Implications for Future Research and Theory 

From a theoretical perspective, no theory exists related to the motivations of female 

philanthropy; nor has other existing theory been applied given the limited research on female 
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philanthropy. The results of this study suggest specific motivations that lead to philanthropic 

support from female donors that are both similar to, different from, and in addition to those 

presented in the literature as explained in Chapter 4. However, all of these motivations can be 

encompassed within Fishbein’s value-expectancy theory as a framework for articulating the 

outcomes expected by donors for giving, as well as the values donors place on those outcomes. 

Because these factors help to explain donor intent to perform the behavior of donating, the 

Fishbein theory should be considered as a theoretical framework for future studies of donor 

behavior. 

Further, the results of this study extend the current literature on philanthropy by 

identifying the concepts of community and compassion, potentially bringing the total number of 

Cs as initially proposed by Shaw and Taylor to eight. Additional research will be needed to 

establish the validity of these additional Cs and to determine their broader applicability to 

donors. However, as demonstrated in this study, the Cs are consistent with value-expectancy 

theory, and when considered in light of other literature may offer a new perspective for further 

gender sensitive study of donor behavior. 

The study was exploratory and limited in scope to a small group of female donors to the 

Virginia 4-H program. However, a number of logical next steps for research became evident. 

One limitation of the study included parameters common to doctoral studies. The inquiry, 

carried out by an individual researcher, considered a limited number of cases. Future inquiry 

should include additional researchers and an increased number of donors from a broader range of 

organizations. This could offer a deeper analysis of the findings from this study and determine to 

what degree these or other motivational factors impact decisions to give. An in-depth look at the 

role of the donor’s age, race, and economic status could also refine the current findings, as could 

an exploration of the effect of household financial decision making or the effect of the 

predominate financial decision maker on household donor behavior.  

This research explored only successful donor relationships, in that each woman had 

contributed to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. Therefore, the study potentially overlooked 

important data related to unsuccessful donor relationships of the Foundation or other 

organizations. Although the study examined factors that led to subsequent gifts to the 

Foundation, and reasons for subsequent giving, the research did not probe deeply into reasons for 

not providing support to a particular cause or organization. Failure potentially plays a role in 
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understanding and implementing successful fundraising efforts. 

A limitation of the study was that only known donors to the Virginia 4-H Foundation 

were included; therefore, there is an assumption of loyalty. Additional study is needed with 

groups or individuals that have not previously provided support to 4-H to determine if 

motivations are consistent with findings from this study. 

Despite these limitations, this study is considered successful. Findings from this study 

indicate that qualitative methodology is an effective strategy for exploring a complex topic such 

as this and can contribute to a foundation for future quantitative study of the larger population.  

Implications and Recommendations for the Virginia 4-H Foundation 

If the Virginia 4-H Foundation is to develop and implement a successful fiscal 

development plan that respects the altruistic characteristics of both men and women, it must 

implement findings from this study into future fundraising approaches. Rosso’s fundraising cycle 

(1991), considered the seminal fundraising theory in America, can serve as the framework for the 

Virginia 4-H Foundation’s plan, incorporating findings from this study into the cycle. These 

findings have implications for other states in which there is a 4-H program. As discussed 

previously, in this study, Robert R. Meadows, Virginia Cooperative Extension, Associate 

Director, 4-H, conducted a survey of state 4-H program leaders across the nation. Findings from 

Meadow’s survey indicated a lack of understanding related to female philanthropic motivations. 

Step one in the fund raising cycle is what Rosso refers to as a planning checkpoint. At 

this stage, the 4-H program must examine its case for support. The case provides an overview of 

the reasons donors should support 4-H. Based upon this study, the Virginia 4-H Foundation 

should first develop a case that can be “localized” for the potential female donor. The case 

should incorporate specific details about the impact that participation in the 4-H program had on 

individuals with whom the prospective donor can identify. Second, the case must consider needs 

in the donor’s local community. The 4-H Foundation will need to quantify the 4-H mission of 

“making the best better” through real-life testimonials and evidence of programming impact. The 

Foundation should clearly illustrate how gifts will empower the 4-H program in pursuit of its 

mission. Conducting development efforts in this manner is a deviation from the traditional 

approach of requesting funding for a curriculum or other programming on a state-wide basis, but 

must be encouraged based upon the findings of the study. This study suggests that women would 

prefer to give to specific projects or programs which have either impacted their communities or 



 

90 

them personally.  

Boulding (1981) called this serial reciprocity and purported that giving back or repaying 

the benefits received was an important factor for both men and women. The women in the study 

indicated support of local issues as priority, and shared that they want their giving to be local, 

and want to see and feel the impact of their gift. Therefore, materials developed for the case 

should make clear connections between the local situation analysis data, the 4-H programming 

developed as a response, and the projected impacts. Further, the women indicated that they 

wanted to support a particular child or program, not 4-H revenues in general. Thus, materials and 

presentations with prospective donors must be developed in partnership with field faculty. 

Therefore, this approach should be effective with both men and women. 

An analysis of market requirements comes next in the Rosso Cycle. The 4-H program 

must test its mission against the wants and needs of the market or that of prospective donors. 

Prospective donors must understand what issues 4-H educational programming purports to 

address and must accept that the proposed approach is valid. Further, prospective donors must 

believe the issues are important. If prospective donors do not understand or accept the 

importance of the needs being addressed by 4-H, fundraising faces a serious obstacle. Based on 

this study, female donors will give to organizations that they care about and that address needs 

that they care about. In meeting clearly identified community needs, understood to be of value to 

the potential donors, 4-H can formulate compelling arguments for why its work merits 

philanthropic gifts. 

Virginia Cooperative Extension conducts a situation analysis in the 107 localities where 

there is an Extension office; educational programs in each locality vary, in that programs are 

locally based and reflective of local issues and needs. The situation analysis process identifies 

issues or needs within a given community based upon the perspectives of residents. Issues or 

needs identified are then addressed through Virginia Cooperative Extension educational 

programs, including 4-H.  

Information about the local situation analysis and the proposed 4-H programming will 

need to be incorporated into the case shared with prospective donors. Case materials should be 

flexible enough that potential donors can see and identify examples from their own communities. 

Virginia Cooperative Extension has developed an on-line reporting system which should enable 

needed information to be gathered in an efficient manner. Again, the Foundation will need to 
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partner with field faculty who work in the communities. 

The Virginia 4-H Foundation should stress the situation analysis process to prospective 

donors, assuring the donor that programs are locally based, and are developed and implemented 

based upon input from their respective locality.  Based on study findings, Virginia Cooperative 

Extension and the Virginia 4-H Foundation could be well served through assuring gender 

balance into the situation analysis process. Women donors in this study acknowledged a strong 

desire to be connected to the organization, and to see the change and outcome associated with the 

gift.  

Next, according to the Rosso (1991) model, is the preparation of a needs statement or 

plan for carrying out the organization’s work in pursuit of mission fulfillment. The plan should 

clearly define the kinds of resources needed to carry out services, thus justifying, in this case, 4-

H fundraising efforts. The needs statement should clearly define fundraising goals. Based upon 

findings of the study, all needs should be local and all funds requested should include a clear 

definition of the amounts needed and why. Based upon this study, women desire facts. Men, 

according to Arrow (1974) desire the same, so the Virginia 4-H Foundation should be very 

specific in identifying target programs and potential programmatic impacts on the local level. 

Components of programs should also be identified and associated costs communicated clearly to 

prospective donors (e.g. the cost for one child to attend summer camp.) Further, this study 

showed that female donors prefer to support individuals, so the foundation should work with 

local field faculty in identifying potential programming scholarships and processes to identify 

local recipients. 

In the next step of the Rosso model, the 4-H Foundation and those charged with 

development responsibilities must define the objectives of the 4-H program to prospective 

donors. During this stage 4-H must define the programs or services to be delivered to address the 

issue or need. This includes how 4-H will do the work, including specific action plans, for 

providing educational methods to address the issues that the organization and donors believe are 

locally important.  

Findings from this study indicate the importance of communicating measurable projected 

outcomes to potential donors. Consequently, the Foundation should incorporate information on 

the impact that 4-H programming has had in the lives of people in the prospective donor’s local 

community, as well as the impact the program has had on the community in general. It is also 
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important that research be conducted concerning the involvement that prospective donors have 

had with the 4-H program. If the potential donor has been involved, care should be taken to 

incorporate examples of like programming. For example, if the person exhibited swine while in 

4-H and perceived this as a positive experience, the solicitation should include information about 

the animal science or similar program efforts in order to build trust and to promote a stronger 

connection with the donor. 

Next, according to Rosso, volunteers are involved. Development officers are limited in 

the number of prospective donors they can reach. Volunteers are critical to the success of 

fundraising as they increase outreach. Rosso asserts that the most effective fundraisers are those 

that are passionate about the cause. Paid staff members are often considered to be doing their 

jobs when soliciting funds; however, an unpaid solicitation by peers, reflects passion and 

concern for the cause. According to this study, women prefer to be solicited by someone they 

know, and that they prefer solicitation to be personal, either face-to-face, by personal letter, or by 

telephone call. Further, women prefer to be solicited by someone who has been impacted by the 

program, or by someone who can share factual information about the program and its outcomes. 

Trustworthiness was a major issue identified in this study, and knowing the person making the 

solicitation increases trust.  

Virginia 4-H currently has over 17,000 volunteers throughout the state. The 4-H 

Foundation should establish a strong working relationship with local volunteer leader 

associations and local Extension Leadership Councils. In addition, the Foundation should work 

with retired extension agents. The retirees are eager to assist the organization and are very well 

recognized, community leaders who know and are passionate about the 4-H youth development 

program. Volunteers can help identify prospective donors, help develop the plan, and assist with 

“the ask.” In addition, the local volunteers will be able to validate that the gift will be used in an 

effective manner, as female donors acknowledged the importance of good financial management 

and definitive outcomes. 

The next step of the Rosso cycle (1991) is an evaluation of gift markets to determine the 

ability and perceived willingness of donors to fund the programs through charitable gifts. This 

step includes making informed judgments about which markets to approach and the gift amounts 

to be sought. This study indicates that the 4-H Foundation has not fully realized the potential of 

female donors and has not asked them to give. Women should be included in the evaluation of 
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gift markets. Because the women in this study prefer to give locally, the Foundation should 

secure female involvement at the local level. Currently, the Foundation is made up of a statewide 

Board of Trustees. It may be helpful to have several regional committees that could expand 

representation across the state, include more women, and increase the focus on localized needs. 

These committees could be instrumental throughout the development cycle and broadly enhance 

the perspectives of the Board of Trustees. 

Identifying potential gift sources is the next planning step in the Rosso cycle (1991). 

Each prospective donor is identified and qualified by three criteria: linkage to the organization, 

ability to give gifts at the level being sought, and interest in the organization’s work. Women 

have indicated their desire and linkage to youth development, and they have the resources to 

provide support. Realizing from this study that women give through a desire to give back, 4-H 

should identify female alumni and include them as giving prospects. Women 4-H alumni, 4-H 

All-Stars, retired female 4-H agents, and 4-H volunteers and their male counterparts should be 

profiled and encouraged to give to the organization. In order to accomplish this, the 4-H 

Foundation will need to work with the State 4-H office to develop and maintain appropriate 

profiling systems and a process for sharing the information.  

It would also be appropriate to include current 4-H members as giving prospects. A 

creative plan will teach youth the importance of giving, provide a giving program that they can 

be a part of, and celebrate their contribution to the organization. As indicated in this study, 

female youth who develop loyalty to and have a positive youth development experience with the 

4-H program are most likely to become the future donors to the organization. 

In the tenth step of the Rosso cycle (1991) the fund raising plan is prepared. During this 

step the organization clearly defines how it will communicate with prospective donors. Donors 

must be clearly informed about the objectives of the program, the proposed programming 

interventions, and the importance of donor involvement to success. Communication must move 

the prospect to action and donors must be convinced that their gifts will, in fact, make a 

difference. Women in the study indicated a desire for facts related to their gifts, and the literature 

agrees that men also desire factual information (Glazer & Konrad, 1996) when considering 

giving options. Thus, this approach should be effective with both men and women.  

The female donors specifically stated that they want to know an exact amount being 

requested, and desire to know how the amount fits into a specific program or will benefit a 
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particular child. Thus the 4-H Foundation should develop sample budgets for prospective 

programs that clearly illustrate the funding needs and itemize what specific gifts will support. 

Given that the female donors indicated that they give as a way to become more involved 

in youth development, the Foundation should work with both the local and state 4-H programs to 

identify meaningful ways to engage potential donors. Several donors in this study described a 

visit to campus with 4-H as a positive experience which helped to shape the vision for their 

future as adults. Thus, the organization should consider additional opportunities for 4-H 

members to visit the land-grant universities.  

Further, when members and volunteers are at Virginia Tech or Virginia State, Foundation 

members should actively interact with the youth and the adult leaders. Because the donors prefer 

to be connected to youth, the Foundation must develop strong working relationships with the 

State 4-H Cabinet made up of youth leaders from across the state. These young adults should be 

involved in telling the 4-H story. An additional strategy would be to work with field faculty and 

leaders to identify and cultivate 4-H ambassadors at the local level. Not only would the youth 

provide a way to personalize the case for giving, they would also validate that the gift was used 

in an effective way. Additionally, this interaction between the 4-H Cabinet and ambassadors 

affords the youth an opportunity to learn leadership and the importance of their personal future 

giving. 

The next action step in the cycle is to activate volunteer corps of solicitors. Fund raising 

in the United States has been largely a volunteer activity. Action is taken by people so committed 

to a cause that they make their own gifts and then eagerly invite others to join the cause. No 

solicitation is more compelling, even today, than one carried out by a volunteer advocate who 

personally solicits gifts to support a nonprofit to which he or she is passionately devoted. Female 

and male 4-H alumni should be incorporated in the corps of volunteers as well as parents of 

current 4-H members.  

Based on this study, the 4-H Foundation should develop partnerships with the faith-based 

community and with females who value education, such as retired teachers. Targeting potential 

donors whose personal values and interests align with 4-H can lead to increased giving. 

Prospective female donors should be profiled to discover past 4-H participation and to identify 

programs or events that are of a particular interest. It is important to discover the passions held 

by the prospective donor in order to tailor the solicitation; findings from this study support this 
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approach. From among the corps of solicitors, a person closely associated with the prospective 

donor, or someone who also supports the program, should facilitate contact with the prospect.  

Next, according to Rosso (1991), the Virginia 4-H Foundation must implement the fund 

raising plan with the broader constituency. Planning continues with careful selection of fund 

raising vehicles or strategies. Traditional effectiveness charts of solicitation techniques may not 

hold true when working with female audiences. For example, Rosso provided a listing of 

solicitation techniques that he refers to as the solicitation effectiveness ladder. In the following 

order, Rosso suggested their usage by organizations during the solicitation process: 

1. personal face-to-face; 

2. personal letter; 

3. personal letter through email; 

4. personal telephone call; 

5. impersonal letter, direct mail or e-mail; 

6. impersonal telephone, telemarketing; 

7. fundraising benefit, special event; 

8. door-to-door; and, 

9. media advertising, internet. 

Based on the results of this study, women respond to different solicitation techniques than 

those identified in the literature for men. The women in this study stated a preference for 

personal face-to-face, personal letter, and personal telephone call solicitations. Further, the 

women indicated negative reactions to solicitations by impersonal letter or telephone. As such, 

the Virginia 4-H Foundation should strive to solicit female donors primarily through face-to-face 

contact. Preferably the contact should be someone with whom the prospect is familiar. 

Secondary to face-to-face, Virginia 4-H should implement, in this order, solicitation via personal 

letter or personal telephone call, all of which could appeal to both men and women.  

Soliciting and receiving the gift is not the end of the process. In fact, it is only the 

beginning of a deepening relationship between the donor and 4-H. Proper gratitude for and 

acknowledgment of the gift must be expressed by 4-H. Based upon study findings, the 4-H 

Foundation must disclose during the solicitation how the gift will be used, and following the gift 

demonstrate the highest level of accountability and stewardship in the appropriate and wise use 

of the gift. Properly thanking donors, reporting the use of gifts, and demonstrating wise 
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stewardship of contributed funds makes renewal of the gift possible according to this study. 

Donors in the study indicated a desire for communication regarding their gift and its outcomes 

via cost-effective newsletters and other communication tools. High quality materials which are 

very specific concerning the impacts resulting from a gift will need to be developed and shared 

with the donors.  

Further, the donors in this study preferred not to be publicly recognized but to be invited 

to participate in celebrations of member accomplishments. They also appreciated the opportunity 

to connect with 4-H and 4-H program participants in order to experience their gift through 

involvement. Based on this study, female donors prefer to see the program that their gift 

supported over receiving plaques or other public recognition. Females value gatherings which 

highlight the accomplishments of 4-H educational programming. In other words, they would 

prefer to have a celebration of the work accomplished through their gifts as opposed to a donor 

recognition program. Men, on the other hand, prefer public recognition and opportunities for 

named gifts. For the Foundation to implement these findings at the local level, donors should be 

invited to major 4-H events and to achievements programs for 4-H members. Donors should also 

be involved in area and district competitions and contests. Should a donor provide funding for 

the camping program, efforts should be made to celebrate the gift by inviting the donor to camp. 

At the state level, the Foundation should examine the recognition activities at State 4-H 

Congress. When members are recognized, care should be given to invite donors and to develop a 

recognition program that connects the state award to the individual donor and community efforts 

of the youth recipient. This could be easily accomplished by soliciting pictures of the youth’s 

project work which could be shown as a slide show while the youth is accepting the state award.  

Although this study reports findings based upon female donors, the preferences of male 

donors were derived from the literature. The incorporation of both male and female altruistic 

characteristics holds great potential for the Virginia 4-H Foundation and 4-H members across 

Virginia. Realizing the economic reality that two separate development plans are not viable, the 

Foundation should work to include factors for both male and female donors. It’s unlikely that the 

Foundation can or should drop the tradition of awarding plaques as a signal of appreciation, nor 

is it likely or advised that the Foundation offer recognition solely through involvement. The 

Foundation instead, should offer the opportunity for involvement to both men and women, and 

likewise, offer plaques or other tokens as recognition and gratitude. Possibly by offering plaques 



 

97 

or other forms of public recognition to those donating at higher levels, or offering periodic 

incentives, the Foundation could incorporate a variety of recognition strategies and maintain 

respect for gender diversity.  

The Virginia 4-H Foundation has a successful record of securing funds in support of the 

4-H program, but the economic environment of the future will necessitate greater donor support. 

Although this study was oriented toward discovering the motivations of female philanthropists, 

and relied upon the literature related to men, it can be assumed that the findings from the female 

donors in this study will assist in forming a comprehensive resource development plan. By 

taking what the literature proposes for male philanthropy and combining it with the knowledge 

generated through the findings of this and other studies of female philanthropists, development 

efforts of the future are certain to benefit. 
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APPENDIX A 

STAKEHOLDER FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Thank you for participating in this research. As I think each of you know, I am pursuing 

my PhD at the university in Resource Management. My research objective is to understand the 

motivations for female philanthropy. More specifically, I am interested in exploring particular 

motivations females have to contribute financially to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. Since each of 

you are development officers for the Virginia Tech College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, 

including Virginia’s 4-H program, your input is very important to me and the success of this 

study. 

We know that women give financial resources differently than men. As Virginia’s 4-H 

program continues to grow, and state funds to support the program continue to decrease, it is 

important for us to understand why women donate monetarily to the program, what they expect 

from 4-H as a result of their gift, and how 4-H can inspire donors to give again and to give at 

higher levels. Specifically, the objectives of my research are: 

1. To explore why women give financially to charitable organizations. More 

specifically, why they give to Virginia 4-H. 

2. To explore factors that impact female donors’ satisfaction with giving.  

3. To explore what factors influence the decision to give to an organization repeatedly. 

If the donor has given repeatedly to an organization to explore key factors that led to 

the gift and, if the second gift was larger, explore factors that led to the larger gift. 

4. To evaluate if when being asked to give, if the solicitation method impacts the 

decision to give, and if so, if there is a preferred solicitation technique? 

5. To explore if recognition or other personal goal(s) influence a decision to give, and if 

they do, to explore desired types of recognition for giving. 

Let me go over how we will conduct our time together. I have prepared a set of questions I 

want to ask you. It’s important that you understand that I want to hear from you. I want to 

understand your responses and feelings about the question, and as such, there are no right or wrong 

responses. Some of you may be like me, and be a little more talkative than others, so I’ll ask that 

we give everyone a chance to speak and share their opinions. I am interested in the opinions of all 

three of you. I will ask the questions and keep our conversation going. Let’s begin. 
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Questions 

1. In your opinion, what experiences should be explored with female donors? 

2. If you were conducting this study, what topics would you address? 

3. What information do you feel would be beneficial to development officers from this 

study? 

This concludes the questions I have for you. Are there questions you have of me 

regarding this study? Is there additional information you would like to add that you feel would 

impact this study? 

Again, thank you for your time today. Once my research is complete, I look forward to 

sharing the results with you. 
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APPENDIX B 

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR FEMALE PHILANTHROPY FOCUS GROUPS  

Good evening and thank you for participating in our discussion on women and 

philanthropy. I am Brian Calhoun, a PhD student in Virginia Tech’s College of Liberal Arts and 

Human Sciences. As some of you know, professionally, I have been associated with Virginia 

Cooperative Extension more than 15 years, four years of which I served as the Executive 

Director of the Virginia 4-H Foundation. Assisting me today is Patty Mitchell. 

Research shows that women and men have different motivations for giving. As Virginia’s 

4-H program continues to grow and state funds to support the program continue to decrease, it is 

important for us to understand the motivations of women donors, what they expect from 4-H as a 

result of their gift, and how 4-H can inspire donors to give again and at higher levels. 

Let me go over how we will conduct our time together. I have prepared a set of questions 

I want to ask you. It’s important that you understand I want to hear from you. I want to 

understand your responses and feelings to each question, and as such, there are no right or wrong 

answers. Some of you may be like me, and be a little more talkative than others, so I’ll ask that 

we give everyone a chance to speak and share their opinions. I am interested in the opinions of 

everyone in this room.  

I will tape record our time together and my assistant, ____________, will assist by taking 

notes. The recording of our time today will be transcribed so that I may conduct an analysis of 

your comments. Your participation in this study will be held in the utmost confidence. We ask 

that each of you respect this same confidence. Although we were formally introduced to one 

another during the tea/luncheon, and may have become somewhat familiar with one another 

during our tea/lunch conversations, I ask that you not share the names of today’s participants or 

any information shared. To assure that your names are unknown and that you are not associated 

with any response, or identified by any comment you may make, I have assigned each of you an 

initial corresponding to the first letter of your first name that will be utilized when the tapes are 

transcribed. In the event two or more of you share the same initial, I will use a combination of 

your first and last name initials.  

Before we begin, let me again thank you for your time and participation in this study. At 

any point during our session should you wish to terminate your participation, please let me 
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know, and I will gladly honor your request. Do you have questions? Let’s get started. 

1. Each of us share a unique characteristic; we are all philanthropists. We have all 

contributed financially to the Virginia 4-H Foundation, and some of us have 

contributed to other organizations including our church, our alma mater or other 

nonprofit organization(s). Share with me your thoughts on being a philanthropist. 

More specifically, why are you a philanthropist? 

2. Looking at the Virginia 4-H Foundation as a recipient of your gift,    

a. Tell me about the most important factor that influenced your decision to give to 4-

H.  

b. Were there other factors influencing your decision to contribute to 4-H? 

c. Have you made charitable gifts to other organizations? If so, did you give to these 

organizations for reasons different than those of why you gave to 4-H? If so, 

what? 

3. How important are the following to you in the decision to make a financial gift to an 

organization: (use the following to probe or explore where needed/if responses 

haven’t included or addressed or if additional information/clarification is needed 

related to any factor). 

a. The mission of the organization 

b. Making a commitment to the organizational mission via your gift 

c. Opportunity to bring about change 

d. Experience with the organization as a member or volunteer 

e. Involvement with the organization’s board or administrative staff  

f. Ability to create programs with/for the organization 

g. Giving back 

h. Knowing the organization can make a difference, bring change 

i. Opportunity to connect with members/other volunteers 

j. Collaborating with other donors to have greater impact 

k. Experiencing and celebrating member accomplishments 

l. Personal goal achieved through giving 

4. How many of you have given multiple gifts to the 4-H Foundation?  
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a. If you have given multiple gifts, were your subsequent gifts at higher or lower 

levels? 

b. Why did you make subsequent gifts? 

c. Were there specific reasons that your subsequent gifts were at higher or lower 

levels? Did 4-H provide you with, or do anything, that helped you decide or feel 

that additional gifts were needed?  

d. Those who have not made more than one gift to 4-H, what could 4-H do to 

encourage a second gift? Can you share these with me, please? 

5. Let’s assume that you were asked by Virginia 4-H to ask other women for gifts, and 

you agreed to do so, tell me how you would fulfill this task. Please design and share 

with me your ideal solicitation technique. Include any information you would provide 

prospective donors, how you would approach them, what you would offer them, etc. 

Should you wish to map out your plan prior to sharing, there are notepads and pens 

around the room. 

Following presentation of plans, if needed, ask for specific examples of solicitation 

techniques that have been used with them successfully, and unsuccessfully 

6. Now that we have solicited the gift, we need to recognize these women and their gift. 

a. How important is recognition to you?  

b. Is recognition best in the form of something tangible or intangible? 

c. How has recognition impacted your decision to give? 

d. How do you think Virginia 4-H should recognize donors? 

7. Are there any questions you have or additional comments you would like to make?  

8. Is there additional information any of you feel should be included in my study?  

9. Are there any questions I didn’t ask that I should have? What are they? How would 

you have answered them? 

Let me explain to you the next steps in this study. Within two weeks each of you will 

receive a letter from me. Included in the letter will be a validation questionnaire. Please take the 

time to complete this form and return it to me within a two week period in the self-addressed, 

stamped envelope that I will include in the mailing.  The form will include my summation of this 

group’s responses to each question I have asked today. I would like to ask you to add, delete, or 

comment on my summation. Please feel free to make corrections in a manner you feel best 
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matches what you have heard today. The form will also include space for you to provide 

additional comments on any question, plus space for you to provide additional information you 

feel is important. My goal is to assist the Virginia 4-H Foundation in developing a gender 

sensitive fundraising plan. Your time and input is greatly appreciated in this effort. Travel safely, 

and again, thank you for your assistance today, and your support of Virginia’s 4-H program. 
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APPENDIX C 

LETTER TO POTENTIAL FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANTS 

 
Dear ________________, 
 

Thank you for your ongoing support of Virginia’s 4-H-Youth Development program. 
Because of supporters like yourself, Virginia 4-H continues to “make the best better” for youth 
across the Commonwealth. 
 

As a donor to Virginia 4-H, I’m certain you are aware of the importance private 
donations hold to the viability of our program. Previous years have seen substantial decreases in 
state and federal support of our program. Fortunately, private support has filled the gaps created, 
and because of loyal supporters like yourself, Virginia 4-H is stronger than ever. 
 

As we look to the future of Virginia 4-H, we realize we need to work closely with donors 
and potential donors. We need to identify best practices of donor relationships we can employ to 
strengthen our partnerships and validate our stewardship of funds. With current enrollment of 
females in Virginia 4-H being greater than 51%, we are looking more specifically at ways we 
can enhance our capacity with female donors and female prospective donors. We need your help. 
 

We will be conducting three focus groups of female donors across the state over the next 
couple of months, and as a female donor, we would like to invite your participation. Three 
female donors have volunteered to host the groups at their homes, beginning with a tea or 
luncheon and ending with a confidential focus group discussion. The discussion sessions will 
take about one to one and a half hour. 
 

Answers to questions presented during the focus group sessions will be analyzed by D. 
Brian Calhoun, former Executive Director of the Virginia 4-H Foundation, and current PhD 
student at Virginia Tech. Brian will use the study as his dissertation research, through which he 
will make recommendations to the 4-H Foundation toward the development of a gender sensitive 
fund raising plan. 
 

Confidentiality will be our main priority, and please be assured that your responses and 
your participation will be held in strictest confidence. Your participation will not be known by 
anyone other than the hostess of your session, Brian, an assistant Brian has hired to take notes, 
and other participants from your focus group session. We won’t even be using your name as part 
of the study; you will be referred to by your initials. We will require that each participant uphold 
this same level of confidentially by not sharing any information related to the session or other 
participants.  
 

Your thoughts are very important to us. Your ideas will help us make the Virginia 4-H 
program better than ever. If you are interested in participating, please notify me by email at 
bmeadows@vt.edu, or by phone at 540-231-6371. Only when you have responded with your 
willingness to participate will we provide your name and contact information to the session 
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hostess closest to you. You will receive details regarding the date, time and location from the 
hostess. 
 

If you are aware of other female donors to the Virginia 4-H Foundation that might be 
willing to share their opinions during a focus group session, please ask that they make me aware 
of their interest. We welcome them to participate in this important study. 
 

Again, thank you for your support of Virginia 4-H, and your consideration of this request.  
Should you have questions, or need additional information regarding this study or Virginia 4-H, 
please contact me. 
 
My best in 4-H, 
 
 
 
Dr. Robert Ray Meadows 
Associate Director, Virginia 4-H 
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APPENDIX D 

CARD OF INVITATION TO FOCUS GROUP SESSION 

 

 

You’re invited..... 
 
To a tea/luncheon in support of Virginia 4-H! What? You might 
ask….remember your letter from Dr. Meadows with Virginia 4-H. I will be 
hosting the tea/luncheon and focus group session with Brian Calhoun. 
 
Come join me and other female supporters of Virginia 4-H at my home 
located at 212 Any Street, Any City, Virginia, DATE, at TIME. 
 
RSVP to me at: Telephone number of hostess 
    Or email address of hostess 
 
I look forward to seeing you DATE! 
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APPENDIX E 

INFORMED CONSENT FOR PARTICIPANTS 

IN RESEARCH PROJECTS INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS 

 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University Informed Consent for Participants In 

Research Projects Involving Human Subjects 

Project Title: Philanthropic Motivations of Female Donors to Virginia's 4-H Program  

Investigator: D. Brian Calhoun, Doctoral Candidate, College of Liberal Arts and Human 
Sciences  

Advisor: Dr. Ruth Lytton  

I. Purpose of Research  
The purpose of this study is to examine the motivations of female donors to the Virginia 4-H 
Foundation in able for the Virginia 4-H Foundation to develop a gender sensitive fiscal 
development model.  

II. Procedures  
In order to learn of reasons female donors give to Virginia 4-H and to examine ways the 
Virginia 4-H Foundation should solicit and recognize their contributions, I would like to 
conduct focus groups with women who have provided financial support to the program. The 
focus group will be tape recorded.  

III. Risks  
The risks are minimal since your name or other identifying information will not be used in any 
documents. You are asked to respect the confidential nature of this study and not share any 
personal information you have may have learned during the tea/luncheon, nor any comments or 
participants from our interview session together.  

IV. Benefits  
Virginia’s 4-H program relies on private contributions to fill financial gaps created as a result of 
declining public support of the program. The results of this study will inform the Virginia 4-H 
Foundation and Virginia 4-H how they can best partner with female donors to assure continued 
successful 4-H programs across the Commonwealth.  

V. Extent of Anonymity and Confidentiality  
Exchange of names and personal information may have occurred during the social portion of this 
project; however, names will not be utilized as an identifier in any part of this study, related 
study materials (including transcripts of focus group session) or results. Subjects will be 
identified only by initials in all data, data analysis and findings. It is requested that personal or 
any other information not be shared outside the focus group session today.  
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VI. Compensation  
There will no compensation provided to you as a result of your participation.  

VII. Freedom to Withdraw  
There is no penalty if you decide to withdraw from participating in this focus group. If you 
decide to give me permission today, and then decide to withdraw at a later time or during the 
session itself, please let me know. There will no penalty or negative consequences to you as a 
result of your withdrawal.  
 
VIII. Subject’s Responsibilities  
You are requested to participate in the focus group session by sharing your thoughts on each 
question being asked today. There are no right or wrong answers, the researcher wants your 
opinions. Please be respectful of others by allowing each participant to answer each question 
fully. You are responsible for maintaining participant personal information and all input in the 
utmost confidential nature.  

I voluntarily agree to participate in this study. I have the following responsibilities:  
 
X. Subject’s Permission  

I have read the Consent Form and conditions of this project. I have had all my questions 
answered. I hereby acknowledge the above and give my voluntary consent:  
 
__________________________________________ Date_____________________ Subject 
signature  
 
Should I have any pertinent questions about this research or its conduct, and research 
subjects’ rights, and whom to contact in the event of a research-related injury to the subject, I 
may contact:  
 
D. Brian Calhoun (540) 231-5798 dcalhoun@vt.edu 
Investigator Telephone/e-mail  

Dr. Ruth Lytton  (540) 231-6678 rlytton@vt.edu Faculty 
Advisor Telephone/e-mail  

Dr. LuAnn R. Gaskill (540) 231-6179 lagaskil@vt.edu 
Departmental Reviewer/Department Head Telephone/e-mail  

David M. Moore  540-231-4991/moored@vt.edu Chair, 
Virginia Tech Institutional Review Telephone/e-mail Board for the Protection 
of Human Subjects 
Office of Research Compliance 
1880 Pratt Drive, Suite 2006 (0497) 
Blacksburg, VA 24061  
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APPENDIX F 

IRB PROTOCOL AND INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

OUTLINE FOR PROTOCOL TO ACCOMPANY IRB REPORT 

 
Investigator: D. Brian Calhoun, PhD Candidate, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 

University, College of Liberal Arts and Human Sciences 
 
Advisor: Dr. Ruth Lytton, Ph.D., Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University College of 

Liberal Arts and Human Sciences 
 
Title: Philanthropic Motivations of Female Donors to Virginia’s 4-H Program 
 
Justification for Project 
 
Since its beginning in 1909, 4-H has focused on providing quality educational programs based 
on research generated by the land-grant university system. Millions of youth, according to 
Meadows (2003), credit becoming better contributing members of society to their involvement in 
4-H. Further, Meadows asserts that 4-H is Virginia’s largest youth development program. In 
Virginia, 4-H is a joint program of the land-grant universities, Virginia Tech and Virginia State 
University, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and local governments. Virginia 4-H holds true 
to the commitment to “assist youth, and those adults working with them, in acquiring the 
knowledge, life skills, and attitudes that will enable them to become self-directing, contributing, 
and productive members of society” states Meadows. According to Meadows, Virginia 4-H has 
addressed the needs and interests of youth for over 90 years. 
 
During fiscal year, 2002-2003, Virginia Cooperative Extension experienced a 12% state budget 
cut. These budget woes significantly impacted the ability of Virginia 
4-H to educate youth across the state. Virginia 4-H operates under a unique funding formula with 
50% from the public sector and the remaining funding from private sources (Dooley, 1995). The 
Virginia 4-H Foundation serves as the private support arm of Virginia’s 4-H program and 
operates under a traditional fund development model. A key factor to improving the “health” of 
Virginia 4-H, according to Meadows (2003), is increased funding from external sources to 
support the youth development program. 
  
One in six Virginians is a 4-H alumnus, with 199,386 members in 2004. Of these, 51% of 4-H 
members are female; 49% male (Virginia 4-H, 2004). To be successful, the Virginia 4-H 
Foundation must continuously uncover new sources of revenue. This includes focusing on the 
motivations of female donors. 
 
An increasing need for private resources and new donors indicates a strong call for research to 
examine donor behaviors and motivations. However, a review of the literature on philanthropic 
behavior in America revealed that most research focuses on donor behavior of the general 
population with little analysis of data by gender. Based on their work with more than 150 female 
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philanthropists and scores of development professionals, Shaw and Taylor (1995) concluded that 
previous studies in philanthropy and fundraising reported on the way men give. With regard to 
women, however, it is often noted they give for different reasons than men, and their reasons are 
based on their experiences as women. In light of the fact that traditionally, most donors have 
been male, and given the American patriarchal culture, development professionals have focused 
on men as the head of the household. Further, Shaw and Taylor (1995) state that nonprofits must 
make a major commitment to involve an increased number of women in their organization. By 
implementing a female-focused development plan, Virginia 4-H can position itself to garner 
support from the increasing numbers of female philanthropists, including the women who 
represent over half of the 4-H alumni.   

 
This study examines motivating factors that lead to female monetary gifts to nonprofit 
organizations, specifically the Virginia 4-H program. The study focuses on women as donors to 
Virginia 4-H, explores their motivations for giving, factors that impact their satisfaction with 
giving, and motivating factors that result in repeat donations and giving at higher levels. 
Knowledge of these variables will enable the Virginia 4-H Foundation Board of Directors to 
develop and implement a successful gender sensitive fiscal development model. 
 
Rationale 
 
According to Shaw and Taylor (1995), as nonprofit organizations continue to experience 
increased stressors, success will be achieved through new approaches for resource development. 
Traditional development models, including effective solicitation and recognition techniques, 
according to Shaw and Taylor are based upon Seymour’s seminal work, Designs for Fundraising 
(1966), and what he calls “universal motivations” for giving. These motives lead to a decision by 
individuals to donate money to an organization. Shaw and Taylor further conclude that 
Seymour’s universal motivations apply almost entirely to men, are based upon studies of male 
donors, and, as a result, Seymour’s theories are not across-the-board truisms. Male models of 
fundraising may not translate well with female prospects because of gender differences in giving. 
Traditional development models tie women’s philanthropic activity and social status to a 
husband’s wealth, but the transition to accommodate female philanthropy holds rewards for 
every charitable organization Bender (1986). Bender further states that charities should refine 
their approach to women as individuals and as powerful forces in fundraising.  
 
Methodology 
 
Qualitative inquiry has been chosen to guide this study. Strauss & Corbin (1990) define this 
approach to inquiry as "any kind of research that produces findings not arrived at by means of 
statistical procedures or other means of quantification."  Unlike quantitative researchers, who 
look for causal determination, prediction, and generalization of findings, qualitative researchers 
look for illumination, understanding, and extrapolation to similar situations.  
 
This study includes a combination of focus groups and a written validation questionnaire. This 
choice optimizes the research objective of ascertaining the best approach for female 
philanthropists to secure donations for the Virginia 4-H Foundation and to identify how women 
would prefer to be approached for donations. Specifically, the research will explore potential 
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motivations for a female philanthropist to donate or not to the Virginia 4-H Foundation.  
 
The qualitative inquiry framework, focus groups, will be used because of their success “to 
examine areas of concern that have considerable complexity and are typically dependent on 
motivational forces and characteristics of human behavior” (Krueger, 1994, p. 8). A focus group 
“is typically composed of seven to 10 participants who are selected because they have certain 
characteristics in common that relate to the topic of the focus group” (Krueger, 1994, p. 6). For 
this study, small focus groups comprising of seven to eight participants will be used. They will 
all be female Virginian philanthropists with a history of giving to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. 
The inquiry in each group will focus on motivational factors and preferred solicitation and 
recognition driving their philanthropy, especially in regards to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. 
Three focus groups will be conducted, with each session being audio taped and later transcribed 
by a hired professional transcriptionist. An interview guide, developed in advance of the 
sessions, will be utilized to guide the conversation. 
 
A validation questionnaire will be utilized for this study because it compliments the use of focus 
groups. Unlike the focus group, a validation questionnaire focuses on individual participants. 
The validation questionnaire allows the researcher to garner individual opinions. It also allows 
respondents to check the researcher’s statement of opinions from the focus group transcript for 
accuracy. If a participant feels information was omitted or misunderstood, details of the personal 
expressions can be provided on the questionnaire. Thus, the respondent’s validation 
questionnaire is an important crosscheck of the accuracy of the researcher’s account of the focus 
group. Also, since opinions may transform during a focus group discussion, this post-facto 
questionnaire allows participants to indicate if they experienced any change or development in 
their thoughts.  
 
The validation questionnaire will include the researcher’s summation of responses for each 
question from the focus group in which the person participated. Participants will be provided 
space following each question for comment. In addition to summarization of responses and space 
for input, the questionnaire will include space for participants to provide additional information 
they feel appropriate to be included in this study. 
The data analysis for this study will be a close, sensitive, and yet alert, reading of the transcribed 
texts against the audiotapes. This includes the researcher’s memory of the actual discussions, 
awareness of Virginia 4-H Foundation, and research goal-oriented thematic categories. 
Individual responses, focus group texts, audiotapes, validation questionnaire, and informal notes 
will be classified into the following, goal-oriented thematic and heuristic categories:  
 

1. Solicitation methods liked the least? most? 
2. The characteristics of an organization that are important to the donors as they make 

decisions about giving? 
3. Once a donor has given to an organization, how likely are they to continue giving to the 

same organization? Why? 
4. What characteristics of the Virginia 4-H Foundation appeal to the female donors? 
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Risks and Benefits 
 
The study involves asking focus group participants a series of questions related to motivations 
behind philanthropic gifts to the Virginia 4-H Foundation. This research procedure will involve 
no more risk for study participants than they are liable to face quite normally in their daily lives. 
Focus group participants will have the freedom to end their participation at any point during the 
session or to withdraw from the study at any point. While there are no direct benefits to 
participants they may benefit from providing support to the Virginia 4-H Foundation via this 
study. 
 
Confidentiality and Anonymity 
 
All information collected from participants will be confidential. The first initial of participants’ 
first names will be used throughout the process. In the event multiple participants share the first 
name initial, a combination of the initials for the first and last name will be used. Tape 
recordings, transcripts, validation questionnaire, notes and other materials related to the study 
will be stored in a locked cabinet in the researcher’s office at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and 
State University. Only the researcher will have access to the cabinet, therefore, these materials 
will only be accessible by the researcher. 
 
All materials will be destroyed when this research is deemed complete. I will only break 
confidentiality when forced to do so by any abusive incidents known or strongly suspected or if a 
participant is believed to be a threat to herself or others. 
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APPENDIX G 

IRB EXPEDITED APPROVAL 

 


