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Abstract As charitable donations account for a significant

amount of the revenue of professional associations, such

associations can benefit greatly from a better understanding

of the factors that influence the amount of money that

members donate. Using data collected from six profes-

sional associations, this study examines the factors affect-

ing association members’ donation amounts. A survey of

2156 members was conducted to investigate the potential

factors. The results of hierarchical regression analysis

showed that after controlling for sociodemographic factors,

face-to-face solicitation, intrinsic and extrinsic motiva-

tions, membership length, and recommendation intention

significantly influence the donation amount among mem-

bers. This study offers more comprehensive explanations

for the factors that influence members’ donation amounts

and provides potential strategies to maximize donations

from members.

Keywords Donation � Solicitation type � Donation
motivation � Membership length � Recommendation

intention � Professional associations

Introduction

Professional associations have different missions and serve

different stakeholders, including members, the profession,

the field, or the public (Tschirhart 2006); however, they

share the same goal: to advance the community as they

serve diverse groups and various areas, including social

and political fields. The primary sources of revenue for

such associations are membership fees and dues and the

programs or services that they provide (Bosso 2003; Gaz-

ley and Dignam 2010). Still, other funding sources for

professional associations are significant. According to

Bowman (2017), after membership dues and programs and

service revenue, gifts and donations from individuals were

the third biggest revenue source for membership associa-

tions, accounting for 15% of the total revenue. Yet, only a

few studies have examined factors that influence the

members’ donation amount to their professional associa-

tions (e.g., Beard 2015; Ki and Oh 2018). For example, Ki

and Oh (2018) examined how length of and satisfaction

with membership influence members’ donation amount.

They found that factors such as gender and length of

membership highly correlated with the amount of charita-

ble giving of nonprofit professional association members.

Beard (2015) suggested that organizational identification is

positively related with the amount members donate to their

organizations.

Scholars have examined the factors that motivate indi-

viduals to donate to nonprofit associations (e.g., Sargeant

et al. 2006; Van Slyke and Brooks 2005). The amount

donated by individuals to the nonprofit sector in the United

States is about $300 billion a year (Giving USA 2017).

Nevertheless, only a few nonprofit organizations receive

the majority of the money. In that regard, one of the pri-

mary goals of nonprofit organizations is to find a way to
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increase the amount of the donations they receive (West

2004). As a subset of nonprofit organizations (Tschirhart

and Gazley 2014), membership associations share simi-

larities with other types of nonprofit organizations. For

example, similar to nonprofit organizations that play a

significant role in facilitating democratic processes and

public advocacy (Leroux and Goerdel 2009), membership

associations represent the opinions of their constituent

members and influence their members to engage more in

civic participation. Burkum (2009) indicates that mem-

bers of professional associations such as the Association

of Colleges for Teacher Education attend public hearings

and roundtable sessions of the state board of education

and provide comments on policy formation. Membership

in professional associations may also enhance members’

civic virtues and political efficacy level and make them

more responsible citizens (Klingner 2008; Verba et al.

1995). However, they should be studied separately

because they not only serve social groups and the public

good like other types of nonprofit organizations, but also

strive to benefit the members or the professions they

serve (Tschirhart and Gazley 2014). For example, unlike

other types of nonprofit organizations, member-based

professional associations represent an occupation or an

industry (Nesbit and Gazley 2012) to help educate

individuals or solve problems in the industry (Freidson

1994). A key difference lies in the source of funding to

operate the organizations. Because their major revenue

source is from membership dues (Bowman 2017), studies

on member-based nonprofit associations have focused

more on the factors that can expand membership (e.g.,

Ki and Wang 2016). Nevertheless, charitable giving from

individuals, especially members of nonprofit associations,

is a significant contributor to these organizations’ rev-

enue (Bosso 2003; Wang and Ashcraft 2014), and there

is a gap in the literature on what makes association

members donate more.

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to examine the

factors that influence members’ monetary donation

amounts to nonprofit member-based professional associa-

tions. Using a survey of 2156 members of six professional

associations, this study examines members’ preferred

solicitation types, motivations for donation, membership

length, intention to recommend the association, and barri-

ers to donation to understand their impacts on the donation

amount among nonprofit professional association members.

This study can enhance the understanding of the factors

that influence members to donate more to their

associations.

Literature Review

Professional Associations

Professional associations are defined as ‘‘identification and

organizing bodies for fields of professional practice’’

(Hager 2014, p. 40). A professional association provides a

voluntary membership to individuals based on their pro-

fessional qualifications (Rusaw 1995). As member-based

nonprofit organizations, professional associations play a

significant role in enhancing the community and society as

they advocate for the public interest beyond their own

members’ interests (Tschirhart and Gazley 2014). As a way

to support the mission of associations, members can be

involved in two major forms of charities: volunteering and

monetary donations (Lee and Chang 2007). Volunteering

consists of providing an individual’s time to serve goals the

organization wants to achieve, whereas donation refers to

any monetary giving to organizations. Volunteering is

important in maintaining organizations, but monetary

donation is sometimes considered more essential in terms

of operating the organizations (Hsu et al. 2007).

A handful of studies have examined predictors of

donation amount, such as race (Conley 2000), empathy

(Dickert et al. 2011), and membership length (Ki and Oh

2018); however, these studies have not examined other

factors that influence the amount of the donation by pro-

fessional association members. Previous literature has

indicated that outside factors such as intensity of approa-

ches (Diamantopoulos et al. 1993) and individual differ-

ences including demographic and psychological

characteristics can lead to an individual’s decision to

engage in monetary donation behavior (Schlegelmilch

et al. 1997). Furthermore, the motivations they have as a

member may influence the size of their donations to

associations (Hager 2014; Ki and Wang 2016). Thus, this

study will examine members’ preferred solicitation types,

motivations for donation, membership length, recommen-

dation intention, and barriers to donation to examine their

influences on the amount of donation among professional

association members.

Preferred Solicitation Types

Solicitation refers to any method of asking for charita-

ble giving (Bekkers and Wiepking 2011) and plays a sig-

nificant role in encouraging individuals to engage in

donation. According to Bryant et al. (2003), about 85% of

the 1996 Independent Sector survey participants indicated

that they donated because they were asked to donate. Other

studies also found that the mere act of asking for a donation

increases individuals’ tendency to engage in
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charitable giving (Schlegelmilch et al. 1997). Even though

there could be differences in the level of effectiveness,

soliciting in any way will garner more support for the

association. Similarly, actively soliciting donations was

more effective than merely presenting an opportunity for a

donation (Lindskold et al. 1977).

Scholars have also explored whether particular methods

of asking for donations bring better results. For example,

some organizations create messages that trigger emotional

reactions by making the audience confront the suffering of

others (e.g., Small and Loewenstein 2003). Indeed, the

manner of asking for a donation is an essential factor in

influencing an individual’s charitable giving (Liu and

Aaker 2008).

The type of solicitation matters, as medium theory1

posits that different means of delivering the same message

may bring different results (McLuhan 2008). In this vein,

studies have compared face-to-face solicitation to solici-

tation through any kinds of media (e.g., newsletter, email,

television, or telephone). Because different media have

dissimilar levels of influence on aspects like attention to

message and content credibility (e.g., Banning and

Sweetser 2007; Dahlén 2005), understanding the influences

of different ways to solicit monetary donations is impor-

tant. Comparison between interpersonal communication

and mediated communication has been conducted since the

1970s (e.g., Walther 1992; Williams 1977). According to

Rice and Love (1987), mediated communications are less

personal and emotional compared to interpersonal com-

munication. Although previous studies have found that

both face-to-face communication and media communica-

tion enhance donation among individuals (e.g., Bordia

1997; Brockner et al. 1984), the influences of preference

for solicitation communication types have not been

empirically tested in the context of increasing the amount

of donation among professional association members.

Thus, we posit:

H1a Face-to-face request is positively related to the

amount donated for a membership association.

H1b Mediated request is positively related to the amount

donated for a membership association.

Motivations

Motivation for engaging in a behavior can be divided into

two categories: intrinsic and extrinsic (Deci 1971). Intrinsic

motivation is ‘‘the inherent tendency to seek out novelty

and challenges, to extend and exercise one’s capacities, to

explore, and to learn’’ (Ryan and Deci 2000b, p. 70).

Individuals engage in charitable giving to support organi-

zations that reflect their inner values (Bekkers and Wiep-

king 2011) and often provide generosity without expecting

any separable outcomes or rewards (Deci and Ryan 1987).

Extrinsic motivation refers to ‘‘doing something because

it leads to a separable outcome’’ (Ryan and Deci 2000a,

p. 55). Rather than focusing on the behavior, those who are

motivated by extrinsic motivations focus on the outcomes

that the behavior brings (Vallerand and Blssonnette 1992).

Some of the benefits members can experience for charita-

ble giving include increased self-worth, positive feelings,

enhanced personal reputation, and satisfaction for oneself

(e.g., Andreoni 1989; Schiff 1990). Based on the previous

literature, this study posits:

H2a Intrinsic motivation of an association member is

positively related to the amount of donation.

H2b Extrinsic motivation of an association member is

positively related to the amount of donation.

Membership Length

Examining the length of membership in the context of

member-based professional associations is important

because the number of members is an important resource

for organizations’ revenue (Paswan and Troy 2004). Pre-

vious literature indicated that length of the membership can

be an indicator of supportive behaviors of members toward

their associations. For example, supporting an industry in

general was one of the prime motivations of individuals

who retain their organization memberships (Hendon 1979).

This indicates that members expect that an industry or field

will grow if they support it monetarily. According to

Bhattacharya et al. (1995), those who retain their mem-

bership longer experience a sense of identification with the

organization or a feeling of prestige from their member-

ship. Studies from various fields have found that identify-

ing oneself with an affiliated association is a strong

indicator of supportive behavior toward the organization

(e.g., Hong and Yang 2011). Therefore, this study posits:

H3 Membership length of an association member is

positively related to the amount of donation.

Intention to Recommend

Individuals recommend an organization when they are

satisfied with their experiences with the organization’s

services or products. Previous studies have documented

that interpersonal recommend is considered to be a more

reliable source than messages from marketers (Carl 2016)

1 McLuhan (2008) suggested that each communication channel

differs not only in terms of the message content, but also in the way it

influences an individual’s thought process. He differentiates media

based on the required cognitive processes for each channel.
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and that positive recommendations can provide benefits to

an organization such as enhanced product sales (File and

Prince 1992; Herr et al. 1991). The more an individual

hears about something, the more s/he will be influenced by

it (Bansal and Voyer 2000). People with high satisfaction

are more willing to promote organizations by sharing their

positive experiences with others than those who have not

had the experience (Leisen and Prosser 2004). Moreover,

individuals who have a high intention to recommend others

about an organization’s services or products have a higher

likelihood of repeatedly engaging in behavioral support for

the organization (Kuo et al. 2013). Based on the previous

literature, this study posits:

H4 An association member’s intention to recommend an

organization is positively related to the amount of

donation.

Barriers to Donation

Studies regarding charitable giving explore the factors that

motivate individuals to donate. However, studies examin-

ing the barriers to donation are relatively limited, espe-

cially in the literature on nonprofit membership

associations. The literature suggests that lack of solicitation

and lack of money are the main barriers to donations

(James 2008). However, these barriers have primarily been

studied in the context of bequest giving. For example,

Wiepking et al. (2012) tested potential barriers from the

literature to understand if they predict individuals’ chari-

table bequest giving behavior. The results of their study

indicated that those with feelings of financial insecurity and

with higher perceived difficulty in making a bequest are

less likely to leave a charitable bequest. In addition, Sar-

geant et al. (2004) suggested that lack of solicitation is a

major barrier of bequest giving behavior. In the field of

health communication, scholars reviewed barriers to organ

donation and found that they include lack of sufficient

information about donation (Edwards et al. 2007; Siminoff

and Traino 2009) and personal or religious conflicts (Ed-

wards et al. 2007). Lack of knowledge and attitude toward

donation seem to be the major barriers for individuals to

engage in giving. However, to our best knowledge, no

researchers have yet looked at the barriers that prevent

members of professional associations from donating more.

Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H5a Solicitation barriers are negatively related to the

amount donated for a membership association.

H5b Motivation barriers are negatively related to the

amount donated for a membership association.

Method

This study focuses on the relationships between preferred

solicitation types, motivations for donation, membership

length, intention to recommend, barriers to donation, and

the amount of donation to associations by members. To

achieve the purposes of this study, survey data collected by

the American Society of Association Executives (ASAE)

were used. The six partnering associations of the ASAE

that provided data include: the American Academy of

Neurology, the American College of Healthcare Execu-

tives, the American Society of Civil Engineers, the

American Society of Association Executives, the Associ-

ation for Operations Management, and the Institute of

Electrical and Electronics Engineers. These organizations

participated in developing the survey questionnaire and

then distributed it directly to their selected members. The

population of this study was composed of existing mem-

bers of these six membership organizations. Sample sizes

were selected in proportion to the membership of the

associations. Almost 42,000 randomly selected members

from the six associations received a survey link. A total of

5004 returned the questionnaire, yielding a 12% response

rate. After removing 2848 respondents because they were

incomplete or inappropriate, a total of 2156 respondents

were examined in the study.

Measures

Dependent Variable

Amount of Donation This variable was measured with a

question: ‘‘Approximately how much have you donated, in

U.S. dollars, in the past 12 months?’’ There were five

choices: (1) less than $100, (2) $100 or more but less than

$500, (3) $500 or more but less than $1000, (4) $1000 or

more but less than $5000, and (5) $5000 or more

(M = 4.02, SD = 1.30). This variable was used as a con-

tinuous variable.

Independent Variables

To create each independent variable, items under the

variable were summed up and averaged.

Face-to-Face and Mediated Solicitation To examine the

solicitation types association members prefer, two vari-

ables were measured using a three-point scale ranging from

‘‘I do not like this approach’’ to ‘‘I prefer this approach.’’

The operationalized definition of face-to-face solicitation is

any kind of a request for a donation in person. Three items

inquired whether participants have been asked to donate
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through face-to-face solicitation: ‘‘being asked personally

by someone you know’’, ‘‘being asked personally by a

leader in the organization’’, and ‘‘being asked to give

through a special event’’ (CR = .81; AVE = .60). Mediated

solicitation is the act of asking for a donation using any

kind of medium. This variable was measured with three

items: ‘‘being asked through appeals by postal mail’’,

‘‘seeing a check-off box on a membership renewal or other

form’’, and ‘‘learning of a need through any media such as

newsletter’’ (CR = .79; AVE = .57).

Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivations Motivations were

also factor-analyzed into two groups: (1) intrinsic motiva-

tion and (2) extrinsic motivation. The items asked how

important various reasons were in the participants’ deci-

sions about giving money to the association. Respondents

can choose from 1 = not at all important to 5 = very

important. Adopted from Ryan and Deci (2000a), intrinsic

motivations indicate ‘‘donation motives which are inher-

ently interesting or enjoyable’’ (p. 55). Intrinsic motiva-

tions were measured with three items, including ‘‘to

address social problems’’, ‘‘to support a cause that is

important to me’’, and ‘‘I have been fortunate and want to

give back’’ (CR = .76; AVE = .47). Donation motives that

include expectation of outcomes by engaging in the

donation are defined as extrinsic motivations (Ryan and

Deci 2000a). Four items, including ‘‘to build my reputa-

tion’’, ‘‘to support my religious beliefs’’, ‘‘to honor some-

one important to me’’, and ‘‘giving is an expected part of

my profession or position’’ were used to measure extrinsic

motivations (CR = .90; AVE = .74).

Membership Length This study defined length of mem-

bership as the length of time an individual has been a

member of an association. Based on Ki and Oh (2018), the

number of the years retaining a membership of an orga-

nization was asked to measure this variable.

Intention to Recommend This variable is defined as

members’ intention to recommend that others join their

association. The question asked to measure members’

intention to recommend the associations was: ‘‘How likely

is it that you would recommend membership in [name of

the association] to a friend or colleague?’’ This question

was measured on an 11-point scale ranging from 1 = not at

all to 11 = extremely likely.

Barriers Based on a previous study on barriers to chari-

table donation (Wiepking et al. 2012), this study used

seven items measured on a 5-point scale ranging from

1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Two types of

barriers to charitable giving were determined based on

factor analysis: (1) solicitation barriers and (2) motivation

barriers. The measure of solicitation barriers includes three

items: ‘‘I haven’t been asked to give’’, ‘‘I don’t know about

a giving program of [name of the association]’’, or ‘‘I

haven’t been asked to give in ways that I prefer’’ (CR =

.90; AVE = .74). Motivation barriers consist of four items:

‘‘I give enough through dues and other purchases—I don’t

need to give more’’, ‘‘I don’t want to give to [name of the

association]’’, ‘‘I am concerned that if I give once I will be

asked again and again’’, and ‘‘I don’t have enough of a

connection to the organization to give or to give any more’’

(CR = .81; AVE = .52).

Control Variables

Sociodemographic Variables Studies regarding member-

ship associations looked at the influence of individuals’

current position, education level, gender, marital status,

children, religion, region, and income (e.g., Kou et al.

2014; Wang and Ashcraft 2014). These variables were

measured, and their influences were controlled in the

analysis.

Results

Sample Demographics

A total of 2156 responses were analyzed in the study.

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the variables.

A majority of the participants were between mid-level

and senior level but were not chief executive officers. The

respondents’ average education levels were between

bachelor’s and master’s degrees. Most of the respondents

were married males with no children, living in the United

States. Table 2 presents the measurements of all control

variables.

Correlation Analysis

As shown in Table 3, most of the variables used in the

study significantly correlate with other variables.

Statistical Analysis

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to test

the construct validity and reliability based on the recom-

mendations of other scholars (e.g., Said et al. 2011;

Wilkins et al. 2016; Yap and Khong 2006). The CFA

measurement model included all the independent variables.

The model has a good fit (see Table 4). Each construct has

composite reliabilities larger than .60, which indicates that
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the constructs are represented fairly by the measurement

items (Bagozzi and Yi 1988).

Hierarchical regression is used for the multivariate

analysis (see Table 5) due to its ability to partition the

variance of each variable and explanatory power (e.g.,

Ferrari 2002; Richey et al. 2008). First, the study controlled

sociodemographic factors by entering them in Step 1 (see

detailed information about sociodemographic factors in

Table 2). Types of solicitation (Stage 2), motivations

(Stage 3), membership length (Step 4), recommendation

intention (Step 5), and barriers (Step 6) were entered at

each step to see the influence of each variable.

After controlling for sociodemographic factors, there

were significant R-square changes in the amount of dona-

tion due to solicitation type, motivations, membership

length, and recommendation intentions. The results of the

full model show that the mere act of face-to-face solicita-

tion significantly increases the amount of donation among

respondents (b = .065, p\ .001). Therefore, H1a was

supported and H1b was rejected. Both intrinsic and

extrinsic motivation significantly explained the respon-

dents’ amount of monetary contribution (b = .116,

p\ .001 for intrinsic; b = .120, p\ .001 for extrinsic).

Thus, both H2a and H2b were supported. H3 was sup-

ported, as membership length significantly correlates with

the amount of donation (b = .185, p\ .001). H4 was

rejected, as members’ intention to recommend that others

join the organization negatively affected their amount of

donation (b = - .046, p\ .001). To answer H5a and H5b,

both solicitation and motivation barriers were included in

the analysis. Neither had a significant influence on the

respondents’ amount of charitable giving.

Discussion

Even when they are not a major financial resource for

membership associations, charitable donations are becom-

ing more important as other resources, such as government

funding, are shrinking (Bosso 2003). Scholars have studied

the factors affecting the charitable giving of professional

association members (e.g., Wang and Ashcraft 2014), but

there are still gaps to be filled. Because of the unique

characteristics of professional associations, members of

Table 1 Descriptive Statistics

All respondents

(N = 2156)

M (SD)/percentage

Control variables

Position 2.62 (0.98)

Education level 4.80 (1.13)

Gender—male 73.1%

Marital status—married 79.1%

Children—no 64.2%

Religion—no 14.3%

Region—U.S. 82.2%

Income 4.02 (1.30)

Independent variables

Preferred Solicitation type

Face-to-Face 1.99 (.53)

Mediated 1.90 (.43)

Motivation

Intrinsic 3.85 (.81)

Extrinsic 2.44 (.87)

Membership Length 16.16 (13.47)

Intention to Recommend 8.97 (2.15)

Barriers

Solicitation 3.07 (1.15)

Motivation 3.19 (0.95)

Table 2 Measurements of control variables

Variables Measurements

Position The respondent’s position. 1: entry-level; 2: mid-level; 3: senior level but not chief executive position; 4: chief executive position

Education The respondent’s highest education level. 1: high school or less; 2: some college; 3: associate degree; 4: bachelor’s degree; 5:

master’s degree; 6: Ph.D. or equivalent

Gender 1: female; 0: male

Marital

status

1: married; 0: otherwise

Children 1: the respondent has children under 18 years old; 0: otherwise

Religion 1: the respondent belongs to a religion 0: does not belong

Region 1: the respondent is in the United States; 0: otherwise

Income The respondent’s approximate total household income. 1: less than $25,000; 2: $25,000 to $50,000; 3: $50,000 to $100,000; 4:

$100,000 to $150,000; 5: $150,000 to $200,000; 6: $200,000 or more
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these associations may have different reasons for charita-

ble giving than individuals who do not have any affiliation.

This study explored factors such as members’ preferred

solicitation types, motivations to donate, length of mem-

bership, intention to recommend, and barriers to donation

to understand the effects of these variables on the amount

association members decide to give to their organizations.

The results of this study suggest that members’ preferred

solicitation type influences the amount of donation among

members. As expected, in-person solicitation was far more

Table 3 Correlation matrix

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Face-to-face

solicitation

–

Mediated solicitation - .011 –

Intrinsic motivation .180** .160** –

Extrinsic motivation .210** - .026 .318** –

Membership length - .122** - .003 - .044* .034 –

Recommend .115** .110** .147** .121** .098** –

Solicitation barrier .121** - .030* .050** .042** - .244** - .046** –

Motivation barrier - .107** - .121** - .061** - .026 - .087** - .225** .318** –

**p\ .05

Table 4 Model fit index and

criteria
Model fit criterion Fit statistics

Chi square[ .05 192.06 (p\ .001, df = 107)

Goodness-of-fit index (GFI)[ .90 .991

Root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA)\ .05 .019

Normed fit index (NFI)[ .90 .973

Incremental fit index (IFI)[ .90 .988

Table 5 Hierarchical regression coefficients (beta) for predicting responses to donation amount

Predictors Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6

Position .112*** .112*** .101*** .067*** .070*** .070***

Education .076*** .083*** .082*** .061*** .061** .061**

Gender (female = 1) - .103*** - .106*** - .127*** - .080*** - .079*** - .081***

Marital status (married = 1) .046* .047* .048* .031 .030 .030

Children (yes = 1) - .031 - .034 - .026 .016 .014 .014

Religion .173*** .168*** .126*** .120*** .120*** .119***

Region (U.S. = 1) .184*** .182*** .166*** .154*** .151*** .149***

Income .345*** .345*** .333*** .300*** .302*** .301***

Face-to-face solicitation .064*** .026 .043* .049** .053**

Mediated solicitation - .015 - .024 - .030 - .025 - .023

Intrinsic motivation .105*** .109*** .114*** .116***

Extrinsic motivation .130*** .118*** .120*** .120***

Membership length .184*** .188*** .187***

Recommendation intention - .056** - .051**

Solicitation barrier - .015

Motivation barrier .028

R2 .291*** .296*** .326*** .351*** .354*** .355***

R2 change .004** .031*** .024*** .003** .001

*p\ .05; **p\ .01; ***p\ .001
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effective to increase the amount of charitable giving. This

result aligns with those of previous studies on the face-to-

face method of asking for a donation (e.g., Brockner et al.

1984). This can be explained by the fact that individuals

are pressured by the presence of an individual asking for

help in front of them. Asking for a donation using other

media such as newsletters and renewal forms did not

increase members’ tendency to donate more. Members may

respond to a mediated solicitation by donating, but the

amount of donation may depend more on factors other than

members’ preferred solicitation types. Medium theory

suggests that different types of medium bring out different

behaviors from the message receiver (McLuhan 2008).

Studies based on this theory have shown that face-to-face

communication is more likely to bring positive reactions

(Rice and Love 1987). Similarly, the results of this study

show that members who prefer interpersonal solicitation

are more likely to donate more to their associations. This

result contributes to the literature by empirically demon-

strating the influences of both interpersonal and mediated

communication on soliciting monetary donations to pro-

fessional association members.

Intrinsic motivation positively influences the amount of

donation members decide to give to the associations.

Motivations to make the world or community a better

place were related with the donation amount individuals

provide to nonprofit associations, aligning with previous

studies (Ki and Oh 2018; Verhaert and Van den Poel 2011).

Even though the nature of a professional association is to

benefit members by providing them with tangible out-

comes, feeling better about themselves internally does

matter to the members. The results of the study do not align

with previous literature on the effect of extrinsic motiva-

tions on donation amount (Wang and Ashcraft 2014). This

study found that external motivations such as rewards or

peer pressure for donations play significant roles in

increasing donation amount. Because the results of a

donation made from extrinsic motivation are more imme-

diate and often tangible, people who value extrinsic moti-

vation are more likely to donate more in order to increase

their positive outcomes.

The findings about the influence of membership length

aligned with previous studies (e.g., Ki and Oh 2018; Wang

and Ashcraft 2014). The results of the current study indi-

cate that the longer members stay in an association, the

more likely they will donate more money to the associa-

tion. Members who stay in an organization may value the

mission of the organization and believe that the organiza-

tion is benefiting them or the industry they are in. Retaining

membership also indicates they may have higher levels of

organizational identification and satisfaction (Bhattacharya

et al. 1995; Paswan and Troy 2004) that are related with the

supportive behavior toward an organization (Hong and

Yang 2011; Ki and Hon 2007). The length of membership

statistically predicts the amount of charitable giving by

members.

Contrary to what was expected, members’ recommen-

dation intention negatively influences their donation

amount. The result does not align with previous literature

that examined the influence of employee recommendation

on donation behavior and found a positive correlation

(Snipes and Oswald 2010). Even though the intention to

recommend the association has been found to benefit the

organization by increasing revenue or individuals’ sup-

portive behaviors toward the organization (e.g., Gremler

et al. 2001; Reichheld and Sasser 1990), this was not

applicable in the context of measuring the amount of

donation to member-based professional nonprofit associa-

tions. This result can be explained by the concept of social

loafing (Ringelmann 1913), which is the tendency of an

individual who is part of a larger group that strives to

achieve a common goal to put less effort toward the goal.

When they recommend that a colleague join the organi-

zation, members may feel like their obligation to engage in

more supportive action toward the association has been

fulfilled, and they do not need to act on other supportive

behaviors such as donating more to the associations.

Barriers to donating bigger amounts have not been

studied much in terms of charitable giving. The results of

this study indicated that whether a member recommends

the organization or not, the hardship of donation does not

really matter when it comes to the decision regarding the

amount of charitable giving. Whether they promote their

associations or not, all the respondents initially engaged in

associations to support the values they cherish. This may

show that the traditional barriers to donating do not play a

significant role in decreasing donation amount by members

of associations.

The results of this study suggest new findings about

donations to membership associations as they provide

factors that have not been studied much. Practically, by

knowing the importance of each variable, membership

associations can craft strategic plans for their members as

potential donors. They can hold more events that execu-

tives of organizations can attend and where they can solicit

for donations. In addition, executives can put more effort

into building more personal connections and relationships

with organization members to increase potential donation

amount by members. In light of the fact that both intrinsic

and extrinsic motivations would positively influence

donation amounts, associations can provide better com-

munications to their members. For example, organizations

can reward members who donate more than a certain

amount to give them separable outcomes and can focus

more on the impact the donation can have on the organi-

zation in terms of outcomes. Members’ intrinsic
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motivations should also be considered. Associations should

also provide benefits to retain the membership of existing

members to maximize the amount of donations they can

receive.

Limitations and Future Research

Although the findings of this study contribute to the current

literature, it is important to highlight some of its limita-

tions. First, online surveys can have selection bias similar

to mail surveys (Hickman et al. 2005), meaning that those

who completed the survey are more involved than those

who did not. Another limitation is the unmeasured vari-

ables that might be related to donation amount, such as

ethnicity or satisfaction with the organization (e.g., Conley

2000; Ki and Oh 2018). Future researchers should consider

including variables other than those tested in this study to

draw a clearer and more sophisticated picture of the factors

related to donation amounts in the association membership

context. Moreover, this study used ranges for the donation

amount rather than exact dollar amounts. Future research-

ers need to consider a way to gather an exact amount of

donation in order to draw more accurate picture.

Regardless of the limitations, the findings of this study

contribute to the understanding of the factors that influence

professional association members’ decisions about their

donation amounts. As the importance of charitable giving

among membership associations will continuously increase

(Bosso 2003), better understanding of the factors that

influence the amount of donation is essential among pro-

fessional associations that seek to receive more charita-

ble giving. The current findings open new aspects of the

membership association philanthropy literature in that they

show the role of members’ preferred solicitation type,

motivations, and membership length.
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