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ABSTRACT 

For many higher education institutions, alumni donations are the lifeblood of financial support. 

This is why so much time, effort, and resources are expended in an attempt to solicit donation 

funds from any given school’s alumni base. Although motivation and ability to give vary 

drastically, there are certain elements which have proven to be reliably predictive of giving 

behavior. The stronger any individual identifies with an institution, the more likely is their 

donation.  Data were collected from the alumni of a Southeastern public university through a 

survey questionnaire gauging their motivations for giving, behavioral intent, and organizational 

identification. 3,663 alumni were contacted and 489 successfully completed the survey. As 

expected, identification was found to be statistically significant regarding donation behavior. 

Multiple facets of identification varied in respect to statistical significance between genders.   

 

Keywords: alumni, organizational identification, donation behavior, donation motivation, survey.
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Research done on the subject of monetary donations from alumni (Caboni, 2010; 

Harrison, Mitchell & Peterson, 1995; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Quigley, Bingham, & Murray, 

2002; Sun, Hoffman, & Grady, 2007), has primarily focused on frequency of mailings, the 

amount of alumni events, gratitude gifts sent after a donation, or factors such as age, location, 

and level of degree obtained. Some give because of what a college did for them in the past, 

others give because they anticipate what a college may do for them in the future – either way, 

many scholars hold the view that giving to higher education ends in a mutual satisfaction of 

needs (Harrison, Mitchell & Peterson, 1995). It has been said that alumni are the financial 

backbone of educational organizations (Bakal, 1979) and that there are few constituents more 

important to an institution than its alumni (Randall, 1986). The percentage of alumni who donate 

to their alma mater is low. As of 2013, the average percentage of alumni in the United States 

making gifts was 9.2 percent (Lauerman, 2013).  

Sociologist Burton Clark in his book The Distinctive College suggests that alumni may 

seek increased prestige and reputation through their alma mater; “an institution may succeed in 

creating an ‘organizational legend,’ such that graduates strongly identify with the school’s 

history, culture, and mission” (Harrison, Mitchell & Peterson, 1995, pp. 399). According to the 

aforementioned donation percentage, it would appear that the majority of university graduates 

see little to no merit in charitable donations.  

Many alumni are hesitant to donate if their alma mater is a public university, because 

they believe all necessary funding comes from the government. The desire to give is lessened if 

the object of one’s prospective philanthropy is already considered to be wealthy (Harrison, 
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Mitchell & Peterson, 1995). Graduates of private institutions are more willing to make a 

donation than those of public institutions (Harrison, 1995). Even at institutions which experience 

a high level of alumni giving, those numbers reach a maximum of approximately 60% for an 

average annual percentage of alumni giving (Harrison, 1995).  

Research has shown that the primary predictor of donation behavior is expenditures on 

alumni relations (Harrison, Mitchell & Peterson, 1995). The second greatest predictor of 

donation behavior is whether or not alumni participated in “Greek” life at some point in their 

collegiate career (Harrison, Mitchell & Peterson, 1995). Many alumni move away from the 

geographic location of their alma mater, and those who live in proximity to their alma mater are 

more likely to make a contribution (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995; Hueston, 1992; Lindahl & 

Winship, 1994). Demographic variables such as age and income have been found to predict 

alumni giving. The growth rate of donations has been shown to coincide with the age-income 

profile of donors but become negative at retirement age (Olsen, Smith, & Wunnava, 1989). 

Membership in an alumni association is positively correlated with being a donor to the 

university, being relatively older, and having positive experiences as alumni (Newman & 

Petrosko, 2011). Alumni associations attempt to successfully foster a sense of camaraderie and 

exclusivity in their membership services, as a reminder to members of nostalgic days of 

academia past. As it turns out, a secure feeling of membership among college graduates could be 

the key to an increase in donations.  

Alumni who are satisfied with their university are more likely to remain engaged with the 

university than those who are not; engaged alumni are more likely to remain informed regarding 

university news than those who are not; and informed alumni are more likely to understand the 

needs of the university and more likely to give than those who are less informed (Pearson, 1999).  
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

To understand the theoretical choices made for this research, one must have an 

understanding of past research and findings done on the subject of alumni association 

membership and donation behavior. The subject itself is complex, producing seemingly 

contradictory findings. One of these is that alumni are less likely to be alumni association 

members if they had positive feelings about student experiences and positive university 

perceptions, but more likely to be alumni association members if they had positive perceptions of 

the alumni association and were aware of other members of the alumni association (Newman & 

Petrosko, 2011). Critical to this research is that organizational identification has been established 

as a primary predictor of alumni association membership and, importantly, donation behavior.  

2.1 Identification 

Identification with a psychological group or organization is defined as “the perception of 

sharing experiences of a focal group and sharing characteristics of the group’s members” (Mael 

& Tetrick, 1992). This phenomenon allows individuals to vicariously claim credit for 

accomplishments beyond individual capabilities (Mael & Tetrick, 1992), a psychological 

intertwining with the fate of the group (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). When people identify with an 

organization, a sense of connectedness is perceived, and they begin to define themselves in terms 

of the organization – researchers studying this have consistently shown that such feelings lead to 

increased member loyalty to an organization, and decreased turnover in terms of employment 

(Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 1995).  

Identification is viewed as a “perceptual/cognitive construct that is not necessarily 

associated with any specific behaviors or affective states” (Gould, 1975; Turner, 1982). It is also 
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“relational and comparative,” (Tajfel & Turner, 1985, pp. 16) meaning that it is defined in 

individuals relative to other individuals. The categorical male only possesses significance in 

relation to that of the categorical female. Although classifications do tend to be categorical, as 

male and female, the amount of identification experienced is a matter of degree (Mael & 

Ashforth, 1992). Given the relational and comparative nature of identification, social identity 

theory would maintain that individual’s motivation for identifying is partly to increase self-

esteem (Abrams and Hogg, 1988), thus individuals “tend to invest more of their self-concept in 

valued personas and tend to view their social identities positively” (Burke & Franzoi, 1988). As 

a result, a group failure can be quite painful and even debilitating for those who consider 

themselves members (Turner, 1981).  

Identification is a psychological construct, not necessarily behavioral – behavior and 

affect are seen as only potential consequences of antecedents (Foote, 1951; Gould, 1975). As 

identification is a perceptual and cognitive construct, to identify, an individual “need only see 

him or herself as psychologically intertwined with the fate of the group…this distinguishes 

organizational identification from related constructs such as organizational citizenship behaviors, 

effort on behalf of the group, loyalty, and satisfaction” (Mael & Ashforth, 1992, pp. 105).  

Research has suggested that strong feelings of identification lead to high brand loyalty, 

and positive word of mouth (Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 1995). Identification is also likely to 

be associated with maintained contact with the focal organization (Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 

1995). However, brand loyalty and identification theoretically differ. While brand loyalty has 

been defined as “a deliberate prior tendency to purchase a brand, often stemming from positive 

past experiences with its use,” identification is “necessarily tied to the causes or the goals that an 

organization embodies” (Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 1995, pp. 46).  Instead of loyalty found 
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from positive experiences, identification reaches a deeper level of connectedness by tapping into 

the values of an individual which they believe are found in the organization. Logic would 

suggest that membership itself would create a sense of belongingness – if an individual thinks 

highly of his or herself, and they are a member of a certain group, said group must certainly be 

admirable and upstanding in order to deserve their membership. Language can be a tool for 

cultivating a sense of identification, using a membership-reminiscent vocabulary, such as 

American Express which extols “membership privileges” (Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 46). 

Here an important distinction should be made, as social identification and organizational 

identification are similar but not identical concepts. While identification “allows the individual to 

vicariously partake in accomplishments beyond his or her powers, and can render personally 

harmful activities worthwhile insofar as they aid the larger self,” organizational identification is 

a “specific form of social identification where the individual defines him or herself in terms of 

membership in a particular organization” (Mael and Ashforth, 1992, 105). Identification, both 

social and organizational, is not necessarily a behavioral concept, although it can certainly lead 

to behavioral change. It is a perceptual/cognitive construct, and to experience identification, an 

individual need see him or herself as “psychologically intertwined with the face of the group; 

behavior and affect are viewed only as potential antecedents and consequences” (Mael & 

Ashforth, 1992, 105).  

Affiliation is the motivation to “seek group entry through the act of donation, which 

provides reassurance that one is a member of the group…group affiliation is usually 

accompanied by positive feelings of “oneness” or “we-ness” (Ko et al., 2014, pp. 531). This 

“oneness” is consistent with models of organizational identification, and suggests that donation 

behavior is closely related to similar constructs of cohesiveness, solidarity, sentimentality, and 
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unity (Ko et al., 2014). Affiliation is seen as a powerful and motivational force for giving, as a 

sense of connection is a determinant for donation behavior. In collegiate athletics, team 

affiliation can be influenced by the increased sense of community, and make individuals feel 

involved through their donations. Sports literature refers to this idea “in a social sense, relating 

participation in an event with friendships created through sport consumption” (Milne & 

McDonald, 1999). Studies have shown that identification with a university’s athletic department 

is a significant predictor of giving behavior (Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Ko et al., 2014).  

From the social identification perspective, “the extent to which a perceived organizational 

identity influences the level of identification of a member hinges on the attractiveness of the 

image… the attractiveness of an organizational image depends on the extent to which it enables 

self-continuity (i.e., consistency of self-concept), self-distinctiveness, and self-enhancement” 

(Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 48). Ultimately, identification or lack thereof stems from the self-

concept. If the image is attractive, the self-concept would be bolstered if individuals were to 

align themselves. If the image is not attractive but individuals finds themselves in need of a self-

concept boost, they would logically take whatever steps were necessary to improve the image of 

the organization with which they identify, both in their own minds and in the minds of peer 

groups. Social identification researchers propose that “satisfaction with the organization, the 

reputation of the organization, frequency of contact, and the visibility of affiliation influence the 

members’ level of identification (Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 48). Essentially, identification is 

strengthened if a group member believes the organization values and goals are aligned with their 

own values and goals. The stronger the identification is with an organization, the greater 

likelihood that a member will be satisfied with the organization’s product and results – in 

addition, strong identification also prompts prolonged tenure (Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn).  
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In sum, an increase in feelings of identification is linked to an increase in donation 

behavior intent (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Motivation to give is significantly related to actual 

giving (Sun, Hoffman & Grady, 2007). The “identification of self with the group and its fate…is 

clearly relevant to the altruism assumed to underpin charitable giving” (Radley & Kennedy, 

1995, pp. 692).   

2.2 Reasons for Giving 

Charitable giving includes a moral component, of which a sense of personal obligation is 

paramount (Burgoyne et al., 2005). In research on charitable giving, there have been doubts as to 

whether altruism even exists. Altruism has been defined as “(a) an intention to help another 

person; (b) that the act is initiated by the helper voluntarily; and (c) that it is performed without 

expectation of reward from external sources” (Radley & Kennedy, 1995, 686). Empirical studies 

have shown that altruistic behavior is based upon feelings of sympathy for another (Batson, 

1990; Fultz et al., 1986), but these feelings do not necessarily have to be viewed as the primary 

motivation for the individual; they can be considered having a value-expressive function in 

allowing the giving individual to remain true and even bolster personally held norms (Radley & 

Kennedy, 1995; Clary & Snyder, 1991; Schwartz, 1977). There are mixed reviews concerning 

reasons for giving among the literature, including such things as supplying the feeling of 

heroism, a way of “atoning for sins” or otherwise easing a conscience, or any in other way 

making the giver feel special (Radley & Kennedy, 1995).  

It is arguably the beneficiary who primarily benefits from a philanthropic exchange. Most 

gifts are made with no direct or tangible benefit to the giver, and this type of donor motivation is 

characterized by the psychological benefit known as the “warm glow” effect (Sargeant & 

Woodliffe, 2007).  
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When and how much people give is also subject to social norms. In social situations 

where individuals are expected to give blood regularly they must make a deliberate decision not 

to do so; once they have given blood regularly, the norms attaching them to the role of donor are 

strengthened and made personal (Radley & Kennedy, 1995). In the same way, it can be reasoned 

that as the regularity of donation increases, that behavior is strengthened and gradually seen as a 

strongly held value of the giver. Researchers have found that past behavior is the best predictor 

of future behavior (Connor et al., 2002), and some have even argued that past behavior is a more 

reliable predictor than attitudes (Bozionelos & Bennett, 1999). Indeed, “as attitudes to donation 

became more positive, as perceptions of control over the behavior increased, and as injunctive 

pressure to engage in the behavior increased, intentions to donate money also increased” (Smith 

& Sweeney, 2007, pp. 373).  

The reasons individuals give also include attachment to the organization and an 

expectation of mutual benefit (Brady, Noble, Utter, & Smith, 2002). Demonstrated need from an 

organization can influence one’s propensity to engage in charitable donations (Merchant, Ford & 

Sargeant, 2010). Satisfaction of these needs “occurs when individuals engage in actions that 

support their individual psychological growth fulfillment…philanthropy is generally a prosocial 

behavior with intrinsic benefits for the giver” (Ko, Rhee, Walker & Lee, 2014, pp. 528). One of 

these intrinsic benefits is vicarious achievement, where personal success is achieved through the 

success of another (Ko, Rhee, Walker & Lee, 2014), quite similar to the theory of identification. 

As groups, or organizations, become more successful in the eyes of the member, the 

psychologically attached individual will feel an increased sense of achievement (Robinson & 

Trail, 2005).  
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2. 3 Predictive Factors 

 Demographic factors influencing giving include age, ethnicity, income, gender, 

residence, and marital status. Researchers have found that older alumni are more likely to give 

than those younger (Newman & Petrosko, 2011). Income is another determinant, with higher 

rates of giving for wealthier alumni, as is college major, with those who earned social science 

degrees being more likely to donate than those who majored in the arts (Newman & Petrosko, 

2011). Okunade and Berl (1997) explain that that finding is somewhat expected, given that social 

science degrees tend to lead to employment in higher paying fields.  The impact of marital status 

upon alumni giving has not been studied as frequently as other demographic variables, and the 

results are inconsistent. Okunade and Berl (1997) found that married alumni are more likely to 

donate than nonmarried, and alumni who are married to a fellow alumna or alumnus are more 

likely to donate, while other researchers (Belfield & Beney, 2000; Brugginki & Siddiqui, 1995; 

Monks 2003) have found that unmarried alumni are better prospects than married.  

 Results are also mixed regarding gender. While most studies indicate that there is no 

statistically significant difference in regards to gender contributions (Clotfelter 2003; Marr et al. 

2005; Monks 2003; Okunade 1996; Wunnava & Lauze, 2001), one study found that men are 

more likely to donate than women (Lindahl & Winship, 1994). Another indicated that women are 

more likely to donate than men (Bruggink & Siddiqui, 1995). Clotfelter (2003) found that there 

was no statistically significant difference between the frequency of gifts from men and women, 

but that men, on average, gave gifts which were twice the size of that from women. Still another 

study found that women tend to donate more often than men do, and that the largest potential 

source for significant giving is older women, as women live longer than men and inherit 70% of 

all estates (Sun et al., 2007). Belfield and Beney (2000) and Holmes (2008) also found that the 
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size of donations from women are smaller than those from men, but that women make more 

frequent gifts than men.  

2.4 Reasoned Action and Planned Behavior 

The effect of attitudes on behavior may be moderated by the effect of subjective norms 

on behavioral intentions (Jones et al., 2003). This can be explained through the theory of planned 

behavior, which is an expectancy value model of behavior change which postulates that 

behavioral intention is the central determinant of future behavior (Jones et al., 2003). In turn, 

intention is “influenced by three conceptually independent constructs: attitude (a person’s 

favorable or unfavorable evaluation of the behavior), subjective norms (what important others 

think one should do), and perceived behavioral control (the perceived ease or difficulty of 

performing the behavior)” (Jones et al., 2003, pp. 180).  

Two other commonly used theories which explain how attitudes guide behavior are 

“reasoned action” and “planned behavior,” which both assume that “people consider the 

implications of their actions before they decide to engage or not engage in a given behavior” 

(Fishbein & Azjen, 1975). According to these theories, individuals are thought to form intentions 

to perform or not perform a particular behavior, and these intentions are thought to be based on 

the individual’s attitude toward the behavior and their perceptions of the opinion of significant 

others (Bryant & Oliver, 2009).  

Attitudes can guide behavior by high or low thinking process (Fazio, 1990). For 

behavioral decisions which are perceived to be of high personal consequences, a deliberate 

reflection process is more likely to take place before the behavior is performed; when perceived 

consequences are low, spontaneous attitude activation is a more important determinant of 

behavior (Fazio, 1990). While in some domains an accessible attitude translates easily into 
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behavior, in other domains, there is a lack of efficacy. For instance, alumni may have the desire 

to donate to their alma mater, but feel it would be financially unwise to give away living 

expenses.  

The deliberation process can lead to a behavior that is consistent or inconsistent with an 

underlying attitude, depending on what costs and benefits are salient at the time of the decision 

(Bryant & Oliver, 2009). This is influenced often by the underlying reason for the attitude, for 

instance, whether it is emotional or cognitive. In situations where motivation and ability to 

reflect are low, actions are generally determined by the most accessible attitude (Bryant & 

Oliver, 2009).  
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CHAPTER THREE 

LESSONS FROM THE LITERATURE 

Social identification is “the perception of belonging to a group with the result that a 

person identifies with that group” (Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 1995, pp. 47), while 

organizational identification is can be understood as the cognitive connection created when the 

self-concept of an individual contains the same attributes as those perceived to be in the 

organizational entity (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994).  Identification is necessarily tied to 

the causes or goals the organization embodies, and conventional wisdom would suggest that 

membership, by definition, can create a sense of belongingness (Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn, 

1995). The stronger identification is with an organization, the more likely it is a member will be 

satisfied with the organization’s products and will have a prolonged tenure (Bhattacharya, Rao, 

& Glynn, 1995). Membership leads to belongingness, which leads to increased identification, 

which leads to increased satisfaction. Most relevant, alumni donations are positively related to 

higher identification levels (Mael & Ashforth, 1992).  

Altruistic behavior can be attributed to feelings of sympathy for others (Batson, 1990; 

Fultz et al., 1986) but also as having value-expressive functions by allowing the giver to bolster 

personally held norms (Radley & Kennedy, 1995; Clary & Snyder, 1991; Schwartz, 1977). 

Social norms have an influence – in situations where giving is the norm, such as donating blood, 

individuals must make a deliberate decision not to do so and contradict the social norm 

environment (Radley & Kennedy, 1995). As giving behavior increases, whether monetarily or 

otherwise, the behavior is strengthened and seen as a strongly held value of the giver. Many 

researchers believe that past behavior is the best predictor of future behavior (Connor et al., 

2002), while some hold that according to the theory of planned behavior, behavioral intention is 
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the central determinant of future behavior (Jones et al., 2003).. A reason for giving includes the 

expectation of mutual benefit, even in psychological rewards (Brady, Noble, Utter, & Smith, 

2002). 

The effect of attitudes on behavior may be moderated by the effect of subjective norms 

on behavioral intentions (Jones et al., 2003). Intention is “influenced by three conceptually 

independent constructs: attitude (a person’s favorable or unfavorable evaluation of the behavior), 

subjective norms (what important others think one should do), and perceived behavioral control 

(the perceived ease or difficulty of performing the behavior)” (Jones et al., 2003).  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES 

Organizational identification is measured by five distinct categories: organizational 

identification, perceived organizational prestige, perceived interorganizational competition, 

perceived intraorganizational competition (negatively related), and sentimentality. If a body of 

university alumni relate most strongly to one of the five categories, an alumni association may 

consider adjusting its messaging to focus on a category which is highly relevant to their readers. 

RQ1: Is there a difference in participant groups as relating to multiple facets of 

identification? 

RQ1a: Is there a difference in relating to multiple facets of identification by gender? 

RQ1b: Is there a difference in relating to multiple facets of identification by those who 

were involved in Greek life versus those who were not? 

RQ1c: Is there a difference in relating to multiple facets of identification according to 

age? 

 

RQ2: Is there a difference in participant groups as relating to multiple motivations 

for giving? 

RQ2a: Is there a difference in motivations for giving by gender? 

RQ2b: Is there a difference in motivations for giving by those who were involved in 

Greek life versus those who were not? 

RQ2c: Is there a difference in motivations for giving by those who are annual alumni 

association members versus those who are lifetime alumni association members? 

RQ2d: Is there a difference in motivations for giving according to age? 

 

Donors have a wide range of motivations to give, which change depending on the 

recipient of their donation. Although an increase in organizational identification has been shown 

to cause an increase in donation behavior, it does not exclude individuals who feel identification 

less strongly from donating.  

 H1: Identification is positively related to donation behavior. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

METHOD  

5.1 Sample 

The study features a survey. All participants were alumni of Florida State University. The 

sample of alumni was chosen by using an email address list of alumni provided by the FSU 

alumni association. There was an agreement between the researcher and employees at the FSU 

alumni association to provide this list. An email invitation was sent to 3,663 alumni who were 

informed that involvement was voluntary and refraining from involvement would have no effect 

on university relations. A total of 489 surveys were completed for a response rate of 13%. The 

average age of participants was 53 (M = 53, SD = 11.29) and the mean was 52, ranging from 18 

to 84, and 55.8% were female. The average annual household income was somewhat spread, but 

the average was fairly affluent, with 35.4% of respondents reporting income from $100,000 to 

$200,000. 70.5% reported being uninvolved in Greek life during their time at school, and 55.7% 

were married. 47.6% obtained bachelor’s degrees, 36.1% obtained master’s degrees, and 16.3% 

obtained a doctoral degree. 60.9% of respondents reported residing in Florida, while Georgia had 

the next largest reported population, at 11.1%. All other states, including “other” (presumably 

outside of the U.S.) reported around 1-2%.  

5.2 Measures  

5.2.1 Identification. Social identification is the perception of belongingness to a group 

classification – the individual perceives him or herself as an actual or symbolic member of the 

group (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). 
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Organizational identification is a specific form of social identification where the 

individual defines him or herself in terms of their membership in a particular organization. (Mael 

& Ashforth, 1992).  

Identification is related to the perceived distinctiveness of the one organization’s values 

and practices compared to those from comparable groups (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). The 

following scales represent facets of identification. The researcher attempted to combine the 

facets of identification to create a scale for overall identification, but the reliability was 

inadequate at less than .7 (Nunally & Bernstein, 1967; Nunally, 1982; Cortina, 1993). 

Organizational identification was measured on a six item scale, Mael (1988) reports a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .81. The Cronbach’s alpha for the measure in this study was .78 (M = 13.47, 

SD = 3.90).  

Perceived organizational prestige was assessed on an eight item scale, with a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .79 in Mael’s (1988) study. This was defined as the degree to which the institution is 

well regarded both in absolute and comparative terms. Cronbach’s alpha for the measure in this 

study was .75 (M = 14.72, SD = 3.94).  

Perceived interorganizational competition was assessed by a seven-item scale developed 

by Mael & Ashforth (1992). Cronbach’s alpha for the measure in this study was .83 (M = 17.00, 

SD = 4.02).  

Perceived intraorganizational competition was assessed by an eight item scale adapted 

from Mael (1986) and had a Cronbach’s alpha of .79. This scale was negatively related to 

identification. Cronbach’s alpha for the measure in this study was .77 (M = 25.78, SD = 4.12).  
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Sentimentality was measured on a seven item scale, with a Cronbach’s alpha of .73 in 

Mael’s (1988) study. The Cronbach’s alpha for the measure in this study was .82 (M = 15.05, SD 

= 4.01). (See Appendix A for the full scales).  

All measures were on a five item Likert-type scale from strongly agree (1) to strongly 

disagree (5). After data collection, these values were adjusted so higher numbers represent 

stronger attitudes. 

5.2.2 Future Behavioral Intentions. Individuals’ performance of a behavior is most 

accurately predicted by their intentions to perform the behavior and their perceived control over 

behavior performance, as understood by the theory of planned behavior (Maio & Olson, 1995). 

The stronger intentions and perceived control are, the more likely the behavior will be preformed 

(Maio & Olson, 1995). Further, intentions are best predicted by attitudes toward the behavior, 

subjective norms, and perceived control; attitudes are understood as the extent to which the 

behavior is favorably or unfavorably evaluated, while subjective norms are the perceived social 

pressure to perform or not perform the behavior (Maio & Olson, 1995). In general, the greater 

perceived control and more favorable attitude and subjective norms, the stronger the person’s 

intentions to perform the behavior (Maio & Olson, 1995).  

Scales used were taken from Maio & Olson, 1995. Attitudes toward donating to Florida 

State University were measured on four nine-point semantic differential scales anchored by 

good/bad, punishing/rewarding, unfavorable/favorable, and unattractive/attractive. Perceptions of 

control over donation were measured using a scale from 1 (no control) to 9 (total control), and 

additionally using a scale from 1 (extremely easy) to 9 (extremely difficult) participants rated 

how easy or difficult it would be for them to donate to Florida State University. Maio & Olson 

(1995) reverse scored the section question and the averages of the responses from both questions 
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served as an index of perceived control. Participants were also asked “if you could ask them, 

how likely is it that the people who are most important to you would say that you need to donate 

money to Florida State University?” and “generally speaking, how much do you want to do what 

the people who are most important to you want you to do?” These scales were measured from 1 

(not at all) to 9 (very much) and combined to form an index of subjective norms. Intention to 

donate was measured by asking subjects whether they intend to donate money to the university 

and whether they are going to try and donate money to the university. An index of intentions was 

formed by averaging the response of the two questions.   

5.2.3 Motivations for Giving. Measures for philanthropy were taken from Ko, Rhee, 

Walker, and Lee (2014) which had been adapted from prior studies on donor motivation in 

collegiate sport (Gladden et al., 2005; Staurowsky et al., 1996; Verner et al., 1998). The scale 

measuring public recognition (Verner et al., 1998), tangible benefits (Ko, Rhee, Walker & Lee, 

2014) and philanthropy were all measured on a 5-point Likert type scale anchored from 1 

(strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree). The original scale was a 7-point Likert type scale but 

was adjusted for consistency on the survey.  

5.3 Procedure  

The participants were directed to a secure website hosted by online survey software, 

where they were exposed to an overview of the study, assured of anonymity, and offered a 

choice of whether to participate or decline participation. All information collected was assigned a 

number, thus no personal information was attached to any survey examination.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

RESULTS 

Multiple indexes were created for the purposes of data analysis, primarily focused on the 

facets of identification and donation motivation.  

Reliability analyses were run for each, and excluded from all analysis if not meeting an 

adequate number of at least .7 (Nunally & Bernstein, 1967; Nunally, 1982; Cortina, 1993). 

Cronbach’s alpha for organizational identification was .78; for perceived organizational 

prestige, .75; for perceived interorganizational competition, .83; for perceived intraorganizational 

competition, .77; for sentimentality, .82.   

Regarding RQ1a, there was some difference in gender regarding different facets of 

identification. Men (M = 2.84, SD = .51) showed greater levels of perceived intraorganizational 

competition, which is negatively related to levels of identification, while women (M = 2.73, SD 

= .51) showed less (F = .011, p < .05).  

Women (M = 3.04, SD = .56) showed higher levels of sentimentality than men (M = 

2.91, SD = .57) (F = .247, p < .05). 

Women (M = 3.61, SD = .03) scored higher than men (M = 3.47, SD = .04) in regards to 

perceived organizational prestige (F = .065, p < .05).  

Interestingly, there were no significant differences in organizational identification 

between men (M = 3.77, SD = .61) and women (M = 3.76, SD = .67) (F = 1.032, p = .85). 

 There were also no significant differences in perceived interorganizational competition 

between men (M = 2.75, SD = .52) and women (M = 2.70, SD = .59) (F = 2.371, p = .433).  
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Table 1. Identification and Gender. 

RQ1a Men Women Associated Values 

Perceived 

Intraorganizational 

Competition 

M = 2.84 

SD = .51 

M = 2.73 

SD = .51 

F = .011 

p < .05 

Sentimentality M = 2.91 

SD = .57 

M = 3.04 

SD = .56 

F = .247 

p < .05 

Perceived 

Organizational 

Prestige 

M = 3.47 

SD = .04 

M = 3.61 

SD = .03 

F = .065 

p < .05 

Organizational 

Identification 

M = 3.77 

SD = .61 

M = 3.76 

SD = .67 

F = 1.032 

p = .85 

Perceived 

Interorganizational 

Competition 

M = 2.75 

SD = .52 

M = 2.70 

SD = .59 

F = 2.371 

p = .43 

 

 

For RQ1b, alumni who had been part of Greek life (M = 3.91, SD = .57) while at school 

compared to those who were not (M = 3.69, SD = .66) were far more likely to experience 

feelings of organizational identification (F = 1.970, p < .001). 

 

Table 2. Organizational Identification and Greek Involvement. 

RQ1b Involved Not Involved Associated Values 

Organizational 

Identification 

M = 3.91 

SD = .57 

M = 3.69 

SD = .66 

F = 1.970 

p < .001 
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For RQ1c, Individuals 51 or older (M = 3.61, SD = .60) felt more strongly about organizational 

prestige than individuals 18 to 50 years old (M = 3.48, SD = .69). The difference was 

statistically significant (F = 3.992, p < .05).  

 

Table 3. Organizational Prestige and Age. 

RQ1c 51 and older 18-51 Associated Values 

Organizational 

Prestige 

M = 3.61 

SD = .60 

M = 3.48 

SD = .69 

F = 3.992 

p < .05 

 

 

A scale for an overall giving index (including “I donate because it is the right thing to do, 

to fund scholarships, to fund athletics, to fund educational opportunities) was attempted, but the 

Cronbach’s alpha was weak at .51. Because of this, such a scale was ultimately not used in the 

final analysis of data.  

A tangible benefit index was created, which had a Cronbach’s alpha of .84. A need for 

recognition index was also created, which had a Cronbach’s alpha of .89.  

For RQ2a, there was no statistically significant difference regarding need for recognition 

between men (M = 2.63, SD = .92) and women (M = 2.61, SD = .84) (F = 1.868, p = .85).  

There was a difference regarding tangible benefits (F = .116, p < .05), with men (M = 

3.47, SD = 1.03) placing more importance on tangible benefits than women (M = 3.26, SD = 

1.03).  

Using a single item measuring motivations for donation which read “I donate to fund 

athletics” (See Appendix A) men (M = 3.64, SD = 1.19) were far more likely than women (M = 

3.17, SD = 1.24) to report that they donated to fund athletics (F = 5.525, p < .01).  
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Table 4.  Motivations for Giving and Gender. 

RQ2a Men Women Associated Values 

Recognition M = 2.63 

SD = .92 

M = 2.61 

SD = .84 

F = 1.868 

p = .85 

Tangible Benefits M = 3.47 

SD = 1.03 

M = 3.26 

SD = 1.03 

F = .116 

p < .05 

Athletics  M = 3.64 

SD = 1.19 

M = 3.17 

SD = 1.24 

F = 5.525 

p < .01 

Recognition M = 2.63 

SD = .92 

M = 2.61 

SD = .84 

F = 1.868 

p = .85 

 

 

For RQ2b, those who were involved in Greek life (M = 3.67, SD = .89) put far more 

emphasis on tangible benefits than those who were not (M = 3.21, SD = 1.0). The difference was 

statistically significant (F = 9.623, p < .001). Those who were involved in Greek life (M = 2.81, 

SD = .81) also cared more about being recognized than those were not (M = 2.53, SD = .89). 

The difference was statistically significant (F = 4.165, p < .01). 

 

Table 5.  Motivations for Giving and Greek Involvement. 

RQ2b Involved Not Involved Associated Values 

Tangible Benefits M = 3.67 

SD = .89 

M = 3.21 

SD = 1.0 

F = 9.623 

p < .001 

Recognition M = 2.81 

SD = .81 

M = 2.53 

SD = .89 

F = 4.165 

p < .01 
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Addressing RQ2c, there was not a statistically significant difference between those who 

were annual alumni association members (M = 3.40, SD = .97) and those who were lifetime 

alumni association members (M = 3.53, SD = .96) regarding tangible benefits (F = .015, p = 

.251).  

There was also not a significant difference between those who were annual alumni 

association members (M = 2.62, SD = .84) and those who were lifetime alumni association 

members (M = 2.81, SD = .85) regarding recognition (F = .023, p = .054).  

 

Table 6. Motivations for Giving and Membership Type. 

RQ2c Annual Members Lifetime Members Associated Values 

    

Tangible Benefits M = 3.40 

SD = .97 

M = 3.53 

SD = .96 

F = .015 

p = .25 

Recognition M = 2.62 

SD = .84 

M = 2.81 

SD = .85 

F = .023  

p = .05 

 

 

For RQ2d, data analysis showed that tangible benefits are more important to alumni ages 

18 to 50 (M = 3.53, SD = .96) than to those who are 51 and older (M = 3.19, SD = 1.07). (F = 

5.993, p < .001).  

Regarding need for recognition, there was no statistically significant difference between 

individuals 18 to 50 years old (M = 2.59, SD = .88) and individuals 51 and older (M = 2.64, SD 

= .87) (F = .149, p = .508).  
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Table 7. Motivations for Giving and Age. 

RQ2d 15 and older 18 - 51 Associated Values 

    

Tangible Benefits M = 3.19 

SD = 1.07 

M = 3.53 

SD = .96 

F = 5.993 

p < .001 

Recognition M = 2.64 

SD = .87 

M = 2.59 

SD = .88 

F = .149 

p = .50 

 

 

H1, which stated that identification is positively related to donation behavior, was 

supported. Those who had donated (M = 3.77, SD = .64), compared to those who had not 

donated (M = 3.57, SD = .61), showed donation behavior which had statistical significance to 

levels of identification, with those who had made a past donation the university significantly 

more likely to have higher levels of organizational identification (F = .001, p < .05).  

 

Table 8. Organizational Identification and Donation Behavior. 

H1 Donors Non-Donors Associated Values 

    

Organizational 

Identification 

M = 3.77 

SD = .64 

M = 3.57 

SD = .61 

F = .001 

p < .05 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

Identification has been shown to lead to positive word of mouth, high brand loyalty, and 

prolonged membership tenure, among others. Hypothesis one stipulated that levels of 

identification are positively related to donation behavior. Mael & Ashforth (1992) found that 

alumni donations are significantly related to organizational identification levels. The same was 

found in this study. There is sufficient research and literature to verify this finding, and the 

current research project finds nothing contradictory. If a university or organization has a way to 

increase levels of identification in their constituents, this should lead to increased donation 

behavior. Feelings of identification as a predictor of donation behavior are among the most well-

established in this field of literature. 

Regarding the differences of gender in donation behavior, the literature provides mixed 

and often contradictory findings. Overarching strains do seem to indicate that while men donate 

more sizeable gifts, women donate at a higher frequency. Research question one was, is there a 

difference in gender as relating to multiple facets of identification? Interestingly, although there 

was no statistical difference between genders regarding the scale which measured organizational 

identification, there was a difference in scales which measures facets of organizational 

identification. 

Women are both more sentimental and perceive more interorganizational identification in 

regards to overall identification. Interschool competition has been known to increase school 

spirit among students, and is associated with behavior such as wearing school-identifying apparel 

(Mael & Ashforth, 1992).  Sentimentality, which differs from nostalgia in that the latter is 

defined as a preference for the past, was found by Mael (1988) to be significantly correlated with 



26 
 

college identification. In this study, it was only women who were significantly and positively 

correlated with sentimentality, and not men.  

Men perceive more intraorganizational competition, which is negatively related to 

feelings of organizational identification. Men seemed to overall experience less feelings of 

organizational identification, including multiple facets, than did women. This suggests that 

feelings of intraorganizational competition, i.e., competition within the organization, tend to 

result in decreased feelings of identification. Intragroup competition tends to reduce cohesion, 

and trigger a refocusing on competing individuals or subunits, rather than the organization as a 

unit (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). This is a critical finding in both universities and workplaces 

which encourage competition between employees and students, as these feelings of competition 

could lead to a more negative view of the organization. While encouragement of competition 

between other groups with competing academic or professional interests can increase loyalty and 

identification with a home organization, encouragement of competition within can create an 

environment of hostility and near-paranoia.  

Age plays a factor in both levels of different facets of identification, and in motivation for 

giving. Older individuals (51+) felt far more strongly regarding organizational prestige than did 

their younger counterparts. This is an interesting finding, being that younger alumni have a 

greater need of their educational institution to be regarded as prestigious for employment 

opportunities. This finding may be attributed to a generational shift, with the younger generation 

gradually become more self-focused and less inclined to define their professional 

accomplishment in terms of education.  

Younger individuals (18-50) placed a far greater importance on tangible benefits such as 

athletic event tickets, parking for athletic events, and tax deductions. This may be attributed to 
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younger generations generally being more mobile, and in a better position to fully appreciate 

such practical benefits. However, a severe limitation of this measurement is the specificity of the 

questions asked. It may be that older individuals place as much or more importance on tangible 

benefits, but different benefits than the ones presented in the survey questionnaire.  

Men also place a greater importance on tangible benefits, and are more likely to cite funding 

athletics as a reason for donating to the university. Because many of the tangible benefit 

questions were in regards to benefits surrounding athletic events, this shows a strain of male 

concentration on athletics. Although there was a statistically significant difference between men 

and women regarding donating to fund athletics, their means were not far spread, indicating no 

severe female aversion to this particular motivation.  

Harrison, Mitchell & Peterson (1995) found in their study that having been involved in 

Green life was a significant predictor of donation behavior, and this study found that having been 

involved in Greek life is also a significant predictor of levels of identification. Having been 

involved in Greek life also showed raised levels of donation motivation for tangible benefits, and 

recognition. A specific targeting of those individuals who had been involved in Greek life could 

prove fiscally rewarding for alumni associations and general university funds.  
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH 

Research which examines what kind of messaging causes an increase in feelings of 

identification would be useful, as the current findings are limited to only finding a link between 

the two. The multiple facets of identification in regards to alumni association members and non-

members would also be useful, to identify if there is a difference in the feelings of those who 

have not chosen to become members of an alumni association.  

The generalizability of these findings is limited. The results may not be applied to other 

nonprofit organizations, as the relationship between donors to charitable organizations differs 

from that of alumni to their alma mater. Bhattacharya, Rao, & Glynn (1995) points out that the 

impact of identification on member loyalty would be better tested by collecting longitudinal data 

on behavior, rather than self-reports. 

The research was conducted at a time that the southeastern university was under scrutiny 

for faculty placement and athlete misconduct. Multiple participants reached out to the researcher 

with complaints regarding the aforementioned issues, bemoaning the fact that there was nothing 

in the administered survey which addressed them. While the participants were encouraged to 

respond factually and truthfully, many reported that their future intended behavior was 

significantly altered because of university issues. 

This research was unable to capture the dynamics and multiple dimensions of 

identification over time. Further research (perhaps longitudinal) could be applied to college 

students, to track donation behavior after graduation. Self-report measures always present an 

issue of respondents answering in a way which is pro-social due to self-presentation and social 
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desirability. Even with the assurance of confidentiality, respondents cannot be counted on to 

respond with complete honesty. 

Environmental and situational influences, which presumably have an effect on donation 

behavior, should also be examined further.  
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Organizational Identification 

 
[1 = Strongly agree; 5 = Strongly disagree] 

1. When someone criticizes Florida State University, it feels like a personal insult. 

2. I am very interested in what others think about Florida State University. 

3. When I talk about FSU, I usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they’. 
4. Florida State’s successes are my successes. 
5. When someone praises FSU, it feels like a personal compliment. 

6. If a story in the media criticized FSU, I would feel embarrassed. 

Perceived organizational prestige 

[1 = Strongly agree; 5 = Strongly disagree] 

1. People in my community think highly of FSU. 

2. FSU is considered one of the best ACC schools. 

3. People from other conferences look down at FSU. (R) 

4. Alumni of all ACC members would be proud to have their children attend FSU. 

5. FSU does not have a good reputation in my community. (R) 

6. When other ACC schools are recruiting new students, they would not want students from 

FSU. (R) 

Perceived interorganizational competition 

[1 = Strongly agree; 5 = Strongly disagree] 

1. There is a rivalry between ACC schools. 

2. Each ACC school tries to stress its superiority over the other schools. 

3. Students are constantly comparing and rating ACC schools. 

4. Students at FSU often measure the school against the other ACC schools. 

5. Each ACC school points to reasons why it is the best in the conference. 

6. Each ACC school tries to demonstrate that it has the most illustrious alumni. 

7. The ACC schools to do not see themselves as competitors. (R) 

Perceived intrarorganizational competition (negatively related) 

[1 = Strongly agree; 5 = Strongly disagree] 

1. People at FSU felt left out unless they competed with each other. 

2. The competition at FSU was intense. 

3. Classmates at FSU did not compete with each other. (R) 

4. The system at FSU made people try to be better than everyone else. 
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5. Students at FSU found it painful when others were getting ahead. 

6. Students at FSU would try to find out how their peers were being evaluated. 

7. The instructors at FSU did not foster competition between the students. (R) 

8. Students at FSU tried to outdo each other at impressing their instructors. 

Sentimentality 

 [1 = Strongly agree; 5 = Strongly disagree] 

1. I like to reminisce about my youth. 

2. I am a sentimental person. 

3. I have no desire to save mementos from the past. (R) 

4. I like to save souvenirs or other reminders or interesting places or events. 

5. I enjoy conversations in which we recall events from the past. 

6. Anniversaries of special events are not important to me. (R)  

7. I am moved emotionally when recalling scenes from my youth.  

A6 

Behavioral Intent/Perceptions of control 

 

An adapted measure, “cancer research” replaced with “Florida State University”  

Attitudes toward donating to *Florida State University 

Donating to Florida State University is: 

Good _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Bad 

Punishing _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Rewarding 

Unfavorable _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Favorable 

Unattractive _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Attractive 

Perceptions of Control 

How much control do you feel you have whether you donate money to Florida State 

University? 

No control _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Total control 

How easy/difficult is it for you to donate money to Florida State University? 

Extremely easy _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Extremely difficult 

If you could ask them, how likely is it that the people who are most important to you would 

say that you should donate money to Florida State University? 

Extremely unlikely _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Extremely likely 

Generally speaking, how much do you want to do what the people who are most important 

to you want you to do? 
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Not at all _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Very much 

 

Intentions to Donate 

Do you intend to donate money to Florida State University? 

Extremely unlikely _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Extremely likely 

Are you going to try to donate money to Florida State University? 

Extremely unlikely _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _Extremely likely 

 
Motivations to Donate 

[1 = Strongly agree; 5 = Strongly disagree] 

I donate because it is the right thing to do. 

I donate to help fund scholarships for students. 

I donate to provide educational opportunities for students. 

I donate to fund athletics. 

Recognition 

[1 = Strongly agree; 5 = Strongly disagree] 

It is important to me to receive recognition for my contribution. 

It is important for me to have my name appear in a publication to acknowledge my 

contribution.  

I feel good about being publicly recognized for my gift.  

Tangible benefit 

[1 = Strongly agree; 5 = Strongly disagree] 

The access to priority seating is important to me. 

To receive parking privileges is important to me. 

Ability to purchase tickets in advance is important to me. 

Receiving a tax deduction is an important benefit to me. 
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APPENDIX B 

CONSENT FORMS 
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Participant Consent Form 

Hello: 

 

You are invited to be in a research study of alumni association membership. You were selected 

as a possible participant because you are an alumnus of Florida State University. This study is 

being conducted by Teresa Coulter, graduate student at the college of communication at FSU. 

  

You will be asked to answer questions regarding your thoughts, feelings, and behavior toward 

the University, as well as several non-invasive questions regarding demographics. 

  

The records of this study will be kept private and confidential to the extent permitted by law.  In 

any sort of report we might publish, we will not include any information that will make it 

possible to identify a subject.  Research records will be stored securely and only researchers will 

have access to the records. 

  

Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will not 

affect your current or future relations with the University. If you decide to participate, you are 

free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships. 

  

Contacts and Questions: 

The researcher conducting this study is Teresa Coulter.  If you have any questions, you are 

encouraged to contact her. Alternatively, you may also contact Dr. Patrick Merle, assistant 

professor and thesis chair, with any questions or concerns. 

  

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 

other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the FSU IRB at 2010 Levy Street, 

Research Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL  32306-2742, or 850-644-8633, or by email 

at humansubjects@fsu.edu. 

  



35 
 

REFERENCES 

Abrams, D. &  Hogg, M. A. (1988). Comments on the motivational status of self-esteem in 
social identity and intergroup discrimination. European Journal of Social Psychology, 18. 
317-334.  

 
Batson, C. D. (1990). How social an animal? The human capacity for caring. American 

Psychologist, 25. 336-346. 
 
Bakal, C. (1979). Charity USA: An Investigation into the Hidden World of the Multi-Billion 

Dollar Industry. Times Books, New York.  
 
Belfield, C. R. & Beney, A. P. (2000). What determines alumni generosity? Evidence for the 

UK. Education Economics, 8(1). 65-81.  
 
Bhattacharya, C.B., Rao, H., & Glynn, M.A. (1995). Understanding the Bond of Identification: 

An Investigation of Its Correlates Among Art Museum Members.  Journal of Marketing, 
(59), 46-57.  

 
Bozionelos,, G., & Bennett, P. (1999). The theory of planned behaviour as predictor of exercise: 

The moderating influence of beliefs and personality variables. Journal of Health 

Psychology, 4. 517-529.  
 
Brady, M. K., Noble, C. H., Utter, D. J., & Smith, G. E. (2002). How to give and receive: An 

exploratory study of charitable hybrids. Psychology & Marketing, 19. 919-944. 
 
Bruggink, T. H., & Siddiqui, K. (1995). An econometric model of alumni giving: A case study 

for a liberal arts college. The American Economics, 39 (2). 65-81.  
 
Bryant, J., & Oliver, M.B. (2009). Media Effects: Advances in Theory and Research. New York: 

Routledge. 
 
Burgoyne, C. B., Young, B., & Walker, C. M. (2005). Deciding to give to charity: A focus group 

study in the context of the household economy. Journal of Community and Applied 

Social Psychology, 15. 383-405.  
 
Burke, P. J. & Franzoi, S. L. (1988). Studying situations and identities using experiential 

sampling methodology. American Sociological Review, 53. 559-568.  
 
Caboni, T. C. (2010). The Normative Structure of College and University Fundraising 

Behaviors. The Journal of Higher Education, 81(3). (339-364). 
 
Clary, E. G. & Snyder, M. (1991). A functional analysis of altruism and prosocial behavior: The 

case of volunteerism. Review of Personality and Social Psychology, 12. 119-148. 
 



36 
 

Clotfelter, C. T. (2003). Who are the alumni donors? Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 12 
(2). 119-138. 

 
Connor, M., Norman, P., & Bell, R. (2002). The theory of planned behaviour and healthy eating. 

Healthy Psychology, 21. 195-201.  
 
Cortina, J. M. (1993). What is Cronbach’s alpha? An examination of theory and 

applications. Journal of applied psychology, 78(1), 98. 
   
Dutton, J. M., Dukerich, J. M., & Harquail, C. V. (1994). Organizational Images and Member 

Identification. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39(34). 239-63. 
 
Fazio, R. H. (1990). Multiple processes by which attitudes guide behavior: The MODE model as 

an integrative framework. Advances in experimental social psychology, 23. 75-109.  
 
Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior: An introduction to 

theory and research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
 
Foote, N. N. (1951). Identification as the basis for a theory of motivation. American Sociological 

Review, 16. 14-21.  
 
Fultz, J., Batson, C. D., Fortenbach, V. A., McCarthy, P. M. & Varney, L. L. (1986). Social 

evaluation and the empathy-altruism hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 50. 19-27. 
 
Gladden, J. M., Mahony, D. F., & Apostolopoulou, A. (2005). Toward a better understanding of 

college athletic donors: What are the primary motives? Sports Marketing Quarterly, 14. 
18-30.  

 
Gould, S. B. (1975). Organizational Identification and commitment in two environments. 

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, Lansing.   
 
Harrison, W. B. (1995). College relations and fund-raising expenditures: Influencing the 

probability of alumni giving to higher education. Economics of Education Review, 14(1), 
73-84.  

 
Harrison, W. B., Mitchell, S. K., & Peterson, S. P. (1995). Alumni Donations and Colleges’ 

Development Expenditures: Does Spending Matter? American Journal of Economics and 

Sociology, Inc., 54(4). 397-412. 
 
Hoffman, M. L. (1981). Is altruism part of human nature? Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 50. 761-769.  
 
Holmes, J. (2008). Prestige, charitable deductions and other determinants of alumni giving: 

Evidence from a highly selective liberal arts college. Economics of Education Review, 22. 
1-11.  



37 
 

Hueston, F. R. (1992). Predicting alumni giving: A donor analysis test. Funding Raising 

Management, XX. 18-23.  
 
Jones, L.W., & Sinclair, R. C. (2003). The Effects of Source Credibility and Message Framing 

on Exercise Intentions, Behaviors, and Attitudes: An Integration on the Elaboration 
Likelihood Model and Prospect Theory. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 22. 179-
196. 

 
Ko, Y. J., Rhee, Y. C., Walker, M., & Lee, J. H. (2014). What Motivates Donors to Athletic 

Programs: A New Model of Donor Behavior. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 

43 (3). 523-546.  
 
Lauerman, J. (Feb. 20, 2013). College Donations Slowed in 2012 as Alumni Giving Dropped. 

Bloomberg. Retrieved from http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-02-20/college-
donations-slowed-in-2012-as-alumni-giving-dropped.html. 

 
Lindahl, W. E., & Winship, C. (1994). A logit model with interactions for predicting major gift 

donors. Research in Higher Education, 35(6). 729-743.  
 

Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater: A partial test of the 
reformulated model of organizational identification. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

13. 103-123. 
 
Mael, F. (1986). Latitude of lieutenancy: The exchange component of the vertical dyad linkage 

model of leadership. Unpublished master’s thesis, Wayne State University, Detroit. 
  
Mael, F.  (1988). Organizational Identification: Construct redefinition and a field application 

with organizational alumni. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Wayne State University, 
Detroit.  

 
Maio, G. R., & Olson, J. M. (1994). Relations between Values, Attitudes, and Behavioral 

Intentions: The Moderating Role of Attitude Function. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 31 (3). 266-285. 
 
Marr, K. A., Mullin, C. H., & Seigfried, J. J. (2005). Undergraduate financial aid and subsequent 

alumni giving behavior. The Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance, 45. 123-143.  
 
Merchant, A., Ford, J. B., & Sargeant, A. (2010). Charitable organizations’ storytelling influence 

on donors’ emotions and intentions. Journal of Business Research, 63, 754-762. 
 
Milne, G. R., & McDonald, M. A. (1999). Sport marketing: Managing the exchange process. 

Sudbury, MA: Jones and Bartlett.  
 
Monks, J. (2003). Patterns of giving to one’s alma mater among younger graduates from 

selective institutions. Economics of Education Review, 22(2). 121-130.  
 



38 
 

Newman, M. D., & Petrosko, J. M. (2011). Predictors of Alumni Association Membership. 
Research in Higher Education, 52. 738-759.  

 
Nunnally, J. C. (1982). Reliability of measurement. Encyclopedia of educational research, 1589-

1601 
 
Nunnally, J. C., Bernstein, I. H., & Berge, J. M. T. (1967). Psychometric theory (Vol. 226). New 

York: McGraw-Hill. 
 
Okunade, A. A. (1996). Graduate school donations to academic funds: Micro-data evidence. 

American Journal of Economics and Sociology, 55(2). 213-229.  
 
Okunade, A. A. & Berl, R. L. (1997). Determinants of charitable giving of business school 

alumni. Research in Higher Education, 38 (2). 201-214.  
 
Olsen, K., Smith, A. L., & Wunnava, P. V. (1989). An Empirical Study of the Life-Cycle 

Hypothesis with Respect to Alumni Donations. The American Economist, 33. 60-63.  
 
Pearson, J. (1999). Comprehensive research on alumni relationships: Four years of market 

research at Standford University. New Directions for Institutional Research, 101. 5-21. 
 
Quigley, C. J., Bingham, F. G., & Murray, K. B. (2002). An Analysis on the Impact of 

Acknowledgement Programs on Alumni Giving. Journal of Marketing Theory and 

Practice, 10(3). (75-86). 
 
Radley, A., & Kennedy, M. (1995). Charitable Giving by Individuals: A Study of Attitudes and 

Practice. Human Relations, 48. 685-706. 
 
Randall, G. A. (1986). Understanding professional roles and program mission. Handbook of 

Institutional Advancement, 2nd ed. Jossey-Bass, San Francisco.  
 
Robinson, M. J., & Trail, G. T. (2005). Relationships among spectator gender, motives, points of 

attachment and sport preference. Journal of Sport Management, 19. 58-80. 
 
Sargeant, A., & Woodliffe, L. (2007). Building donor loyalty: The antecedents and role of 

commitment in the context of charity giving. Journal of Nonprofit and Public Sector 

Marketing, 18. 47-68.  
 
Schwartz, S. (1977). Normative influences on altruism. Advances in experimental social 

psychology, 10. 221-279. New York: Academic Press. 
 
Staurowsky, E. J., Parkhouse, B., & Sachs, M. (1996). Developing an instrument to measure 

athletic donor behavior and motivation. Journal of Sport Management, 10. 262-277. 
 
Tajfel, H., and Turner, J. C. (1985). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. 

Psychology of Intergroup Relations, 2nd ed. Nelson-Hall, Chicago.  



39 
 

 
Turner, J. C. (1981). The experimental social psychology of intergroup behavior. Intergroup 

Behavior, University of Chicago Press, Chicago. 
 
Turner, J. C. (1982). Towards a cognitive redefinition of the social group. Social Identity and 

Intergroup Relations, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.  
 
Sun, X., Hoffman, S. C., & Grady, M. L. (2007). A Multivariate Causal Model of Alumni 

Giving: Implications for Alumni Fundraisers. International Journal of Educational 

Advancement, 7(4). 307-332.  
 
Verner, M. E., Hecht, J. B., & Fansler, A. G. (1998). Validating an instrument to assess the 

motivation of athletics donors. Journal of Sport Management, 12. 123-137. 
 
Wunnava, P. V. & Lauze, M. A. (2001). Alumni giving at a small liberal arts college: Evidence 

from consistent and occasional donors. Economics of Education Review, 20. 533-543.  
 
 

 
  



40 
 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

 


	Florida State University
	DigiNole Commons
	November 2014

	Alumni Organizational Identification and Motivation
	Teresa Coulter
	Recommended Citation



