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ABSTRACT

GIVING TO BE SEEN: THE INFLUENCE OF FACEBOOK CHARYT
ADVERTISEMENTS ON CONSPICUOUS DONATION BEHAVIOR

by
Lei Jia

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2013
Under the Supervision of Xiaoxia Cao, Ph.D.

The arduous financial environments that nonprafjaaizations face today motivate
nonprofits to continuously search and leverage c@wmunication platforms such as
social media to approach a wider individual doreseh This thesis examines whether a
Facebook charitable appeal promoting a donatiofra@ebook Gifts may attract
Facebook users to give for conspicuousness (agdisiblay of a donation behavior).
Findings of this thesis revealed a gender diffeeeanaesponses to the Facebook
charitable appeal due to the gender differencelfrcenstruals such that men were more
likely to give via Facebook Gifts when the ad praoimg the donation via Facebook Gifts
signaled a lower level of popularity (with fewerikies”) whereas women tended to give
via Facebook Gifts when the ad signaled a highel lef popularity (with more “Likes”).
This thesis has theoretical contributions to emggstiterature on self-construals and
prosocial behavior as well as significant practiogblications for nonprofits to design
compelling, effective charitable appeals to attraate and female social media users

respectively.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Two years ago, | came to UWM’s Mediadis graduate program with a goal of
studying and conducting research on media efféctde specific, | was interested in the
roles that mass media play in strategic commurmnatapplied to various organizational
settings (e.g., government, business, and nongyofitith the research interests in mind,
| took courses within and outside my departmerdssto earn a panoramic view of mass
media and their impacts at both the societal aadthanizational level. In spring 2012, |
took a graduate seminar in nonprofit marketing ngengent at UWM'’s business school.
Other than teaching students the marketing priasiffhat are applicable in nonprofit
domain, the seminar also focused on social methtesgiies that are practical for
nonprofits to fulfill their persuasion and fundiaig goals. Since the first class in the
snowy February of 2012, the seminar had been apgring experience through which
| learned American nonprofits as a mature, legitenand advanced societal sector that
contributes to the development of a democratic|twg@merica. My experience with
this course and other related research projecsnadtds ultimately inspired me to
choose nonprofit fundraising via social media a&sttpic of my master’s thesis.

The majority of the students taking the seminarenBA students working at
different nonprofit enterprises in Wisconsin suslttee Milwaukee Symphony Orchestra,
Children’s Hospital in Wisconsin, Milwaukee Publifiseum, and the Big Brothers Big
Sisters of Metro Milwaukee. Through in-class distos and off-class casual chat with

my classmates, | learned that most American noitprmiday are operating in a
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businesslike fashion so as to improve efficienay attract individual donors to address
the financial challenges. What my classmates coecemost was echoed with the
emphasis of the course which was placed on thertiaapce of social media platforms in
nonprofits fundraising campaigns.

Although the seminar did not offer a cross-cultyispective, as an international
student, | could not help comparing Chinese noritgrahd their American counterparts
in terms of social media strategies in fundraisingChina, as of 2010 less than 10% of
Chinese nonprofit organizations had adopted cety@@ of social networking sites (7%
of 227 nonprofits under research; Chen, 2010),alévg a sharp contrast with America
where the social media adoption rate by nonprofés almost 100% (Seo et al., 2009;
Chen, 2010). In addition, Chinese nonprofits (¢=gends of Nature, a Chinese nonprofit
organization promoting environmental protectionjnarily use domestic social
networking sites (such as Weibo, the Chinese Tuyitted RenRen, the Chinese
Facebook) for informational and educational purgasgy (Chen, 2016) American
nonprofits, however, use social media (e.g., Faakbbwitter, Google +, Youtube, and
Flickr) more diversely such as building relatioqslengaging in fundraising and
volunteer recruitment, as well as branding.

Both Chinese and American nonprofit organizatiotistd¢o address social and
environmental problems ranging from HIV preventiorthe promotion of environment-
friendly consumption. At the same time, both Cheénasd American nonprofits are
facing tremendous financial pressure to fulfillith@ersuasion goals. However, American

nonprofits have already realized the significafiugence that social media exert and

' They use domestic social networking sites becaws@ternationally-popular social media e.g., Facéb
and Twitter are blocked in China.
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started using social media to attract donationsth@rother side of the Pacific Ocean,
Chinese nonprofits seem reluctant to embrace soetalorking sites in their fundraising
efforts. The existing discrepancy between the tauntries in terms of nonprofit
fundraising by leveraging new media technologidtwat decrease shortly. However, |
believe conducting research examining possibleatanedia fundraising techniques even
in the context of American nonprofits will at legsbvide Chinese nonprofits certain
insights and references for their future fundrajsefforts, which makes this thesis
important in terms of its practical implications.dddition, although leveraging social
media (e.g., Facebook and Twitter) for fundraidiag become a national trend in the
United States, research investigating such prabiyagonprofits has been quite sparse.
Hence, this thesis also fills in this gap.

Beyond the efforts of nonprofit organizations tomote social changes,
American for-profit businesses are also activelylwed in fundraising for social causes.
Many companies across industries engage in caletedanarketing such as making a
philanthropic commitment to a social cause withgh#icipation of consumers
(Strahilevitz, 1999; Koschate-Fischer et al., 20E2r example, in 2008 Starbucks
donated 50 cents from the sale of each Starbucks izerage to the Global Fund to
Fight AIDS (Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012). In 2009every pink lipstick sold,
Mirabella contributed $1 to the City of Hope (a canresearch hospital in California,
USA). It is undeniable that corporate donationsehemade meaningful contributions to
American philanthropy; however, this thesis focusesonprofits’ social media
fundraising campaigns rather than the charity &fof for-profit companies such as

cause-related marketing efforts.
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The remainder of this thesis proceeds as followshiapter two, | review the
literature on the history of American charity aridlanthropy, Facebook charitable
appeals, the psychology of giving and conspicuausation behavior, as well as BCOS
(Benefits, Costs, Others, and self-assurance) li@hashange model. The review is
followed by hypotheses tested in the thesis. bptér three, | present the research
method and test the proposed hypotheses. Reseltietiled in chapter four. Finally, in
chapter five | discuss research findings; highligjet theoretical contributions and
practical implications of my findings for nonprofitarketers and practitioners.

Limitations and future research directions are disoussed in this chapter.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

Most nonprofit organizations today rely on ex#rinnding (e.g., government
funding and private giving) to fulfill their goadd promote social change. Although
charitable contributions totaled $298 billion in1A0(Giving USA, 2012), American
philanthropy is still facing ongoing challenges amgberiencing the second slowest
recovery following any recession since 1971 (Indiamiversity Center on Philanthropy,
2012). Today, most nonprofits perceive individusdsa crucial financial source not only
because of the shrinkage of government and cogpéuating (Stringfellow, 2012) but
because of the significant charitable contributiGfG$o of $298 billion in 2011)
individuals make every year.

To solicit gifts, nonprofits have leverdge variety of communication tools —
ranging from advertising and personal persuasiguutdic media and public advocacy —
to tactically approach citizens (Andreasen & Kqt08). When selecting tools,
nonprofits normally consider two factors: budged éime level of control. Paid
advertising allows a flexible control over messages nature of the medium, and the
demographics of target audiences, but it requioceprofits to squeeze a budget from
limited resources (Meyers, 1989). Unpaid adverjsinch as public service
announcements (PSAs), on the other hand, setsaofdagree from spending but gives
them very limited control. For example, many P%#es broadcasted after midnight
when the audience is small (Andreasen & Kotler,80When social media came along

and started integrating into today’s media landscagany charities began turning to
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social networking sites such as Facebook to sajittd (Glazer, 2012). Social media are
not only free but also allow nonprofits to use grasts approaches to attract individual
donors particularly younger generations (Grant,20Ih recent years, Facebook has
become a popular fundraising vehicle for nonprafganizations (Nah & Saxton, 2013),
which raises an important question of how nonpsafén tactically leverage Facebook to
solicit donations.

To increase the effectiveness of chajiyeals, it is crucial to understand why
people give (Andreasen & Kotler, 2008). To datseezchers across disciplines have
uncovered a plethora of factors that are relatedhéoitable giving (Bennett, 2002).
These factors include social influences (Crosorh&rf, 2011), media coverage and
effects (e.qg., Phil & Minty, 2008; Mihye, et alQ22), demographic factors (e.g.,
Hodgkinson et al., 2005), community affiliationsofimann, 1992), self-identity
(Strahilevitz & Meyers, 1998), personality traiBefinett, 2002), values and moral
identity (Reed, Aquino & Levy, 2007), emotional cgans elicited by messages such as
sympathy (Small, Loewenstein & Slovic, 2007; Cry&@gtoewenstein, 2008), the relief
of guilt (Strahilevitz & Meyers, 1998; deHooge, Fawerg, & Breugelmans, 2007; Liu
2011), and happiness and personal satisfaction gieimg (Kahneman, Diener, &
Schwarz, 1999; 2003; Harbaugh, Mayr, & BurgharQ2®unn, Aknin, & Norton,

2008). Psychologists and economists exploring mudegision making have
demonstrated that people in general are motivatgive by selfless motivations, namely
pure altruism (e.g., to increase the welfare ofppeon need; Becker, 1974), selfish
motivations, or both. Several behavioral economiclets have developed to explain the

selfish motives: (1) the warm-glow altruism (fegliemotional satisfaction from giving;
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Andreoni, 1989, 1990; Croson & Shang, 2011); (2)ditional cooperation (giving
personal resources to a public project providetdtieers in the group are willing to do
the same; Fischbacher, Gachter, & Fehr, 2001; @r&sBhang, 2011); (3) competitive
altruism (competing for status by acting to be seerelatively more altruistic; Barclay
& Willer, 2007; Griskevicius, 2010), (4) reciproctruism (helping with the expectation
of being helped in return; Trivers, 1971; Griskéws; 2007), and (5) personal utility (e.g.
demonstrating wealth in a socially-accepted wayroving social standing and
reputation, as well as gaining approval and enlmgneelf-image through giving; Rabin,
2002; Vesterlund, 2006; Batson, 2010; Meyvis, Bén&Oppenheimer, 2010).

For a charitable act primarily drivendgonor’s self-interested concerns, recent
research (Grace & Griffin, 2009) has proposed $khiah an act may be partly inspired by
conspicuous compassion — ostentatious caring toqevisible displays of compassion
to realize ego enhancement. Grace and Griffin (2@69ert that a new segment of
donors— whose donation behavior is driven by therdeof self-presentation and the
ostentatious display of caring—might have emergéiving out of conspicuous
compassion is defined as conspicuous donation m@h@wrace & Griffin, 2006; 2009).

High visibility in behavior for self-enheement, as is the nature of conspicuous
donation, is consistent with the ingrained psycgimal and behavioral needs of
narcissists who have a grandiose sense of selfrianee and a strong motivation to
bolster self-image through self-presentation (Casligh Miller, 2011). In the United
States, the narcissistic personality traits rosg gaickly in the last two decades
(Twenge & Campbell, 2009). Research has suggds#edite influence of commercial

media (such as celebrity-endorsed advertising aality TV shows) and the rapid
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diffusion of social media (Facebook and Twitteryéaontributed to the rise of
narcissism (Twenge & Campbell, 2009; Davidow, 2088)cial media users especially
millennials and women have increasingly enjoy grasel self-presentations and
conspicuous exhibition of personal lives for egbraacement. Because of this, Facebook
has become not only a handy fundraising tool ferpmofits but also a gathering place for
people who may consider putting compassion on theplay to-do lists” and make a
donation for the need of conspicuousness.

Although Facebook has become a vital glanonprofit fundraisings, research
examining charitable solicitations through new nasgipecially social media has been
quite sparse. Existing studies mainly focus on hmleverage organizational websites to
attract donations. For example, Bennett (2009) datlmat people might give impulsively
while browsing an organization’s website. Burt &Bons (2011) examined the effects
of the design of web page donation links (donaliotions) on nonprofit agency
transactional trust. To the best of my knowledgeprevious studies have empirically
tested the effectiveness of Facebook charity appealiciting donations from the
perspective of psychology of giving in general andspicuous donation in particular.
Hence, this thesis is designed to not only filthis gap but also shed light on the

strategic practice of social media fundraising byprofit organizations.

Why do people give? A historical sketch of Ameridaarity and philanthropy

American charity and philanthropy, the practicédehevolence, can trace its roots
back to the seventeenth century when the Puritanted setting foot in New England
(Friedman & McGarvie, 2003). It is not until recetgcades when philanthropy research

was taken seriously that the two terms “charityd gohilanthropy” were clearly
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distinguished (Payton & Moody, 2008). In the w@Hharity, Philanthropy, and Civility
in American History(Friedman & McGarvie, 2003), historian Robert Grasserted that
“charity expresses an impulse to personal seriiegages individuals in concrete,
direct action of compassion and connection to geeple,” while “philanthropy
represents a second mode of social service,” it &npromote the progress of
community and eliminating the problems of humanetgdhrough the advance of
knowledge rather than alleviating pain within ticefge of individuals (Friedman &
McGarvie, 2003). In other words, philanthropy doeumts the act of benevolence in a
macro scope—abstract and institutional whereastghrapresents humanitarianism in a
micro level—concrete and individual. This concefinzion is echoed by Payton and
Moody (2008) in their workJnderstanding Philanthropy: Its Meaning and Mission
where they conclude that philanthropy represemtitire spectrum of compassionate
actions for the social good whereas charity is usetke narrowly for acts to alleviate
sufferings.

Inspired by the ideas of Christian lo&ejerican charity first manifested in small
communities of colonial time through amelioratihg imisfortune of local inhabitants by
concrete acts such as providing a bow! of souproglat’s shelter (Friedman &
McGarvie, 2003). Chartable behavior at this time warsonal and concrete. The rich in
New England communities enjoyed giving because deelds would win them credit
through showing gratitude to God (Friedman & McGar2003. Charity was as
important to the giver as to the recipient becdbhee&indness was essential to express a

giver’s religious faith (Friedman & McGarvie, 2003)

www.manaraa.com



10

From early eighteenth century to theeteenth century, the growing role of the
state, the tapering role of the church, and thalasng influence of commercial ethos
transformed the practice of early charity in a famé:ntal way. People, at this period of
time, gave not only to show religious beliefs blsbao display social status and to gain
emotional gratifications (Friedman & McGarvie, 2008s American society became
less communal and began to rely more on the rdéerd state and law, early American
charities developed into organized philanthropstitations. This transition from the
intuitive, individual charity to the systematicstitutionalized philanthropy demonstrated
the expanding benevolent intention to solve despeial problems.

In the nineteenth century, “scientifialphthropy” was officially introduced in
America (Payton & Moody, 2008). The movement urgedple to cease giving out of
emotions and impulses and to start acting on sygteranalysis, hard evidence, and
detailed planning (Payton & Moody, 2008). This iaeas consistent with modern
philanthropic principles: building the capacity the needy to live rather than merely
giving. The “scientific philanthropy” movement alsontributed to the inception and the
development of “social work” in the Unites Stateghe nineteenth century, making
philanthropy the third sector of American sociaiifdwing government and business
(Payton & Moody, 2008).

Wealthy individuals who shaped the depeient of American philanthropy

emerged in the nineteenth century and early twémngientury (e.g., Andrew Carnefie

2 Andrew Carnegie (November 25, 1835 — August 119)9das a Scottish-American industrialist who led
the enormous expansion of the American steel ingirsthe late 18 century; Andrew Carnegie made
significant contributions to American philanthroipythe 19" century (Data borrowed from
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Andrew_Carnegie).
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and John. D. Rockefelf®r Specialized foundations and staffed, professipec
mechanisms were established within the philantleroptitutions to manage the business
of giving. Education, within this period of timegedame a major focus for business-
generated philanthropy. One example is the UnitsecdiChicago which was revived, by
the wealth of Rockefeller, from a bankrupt Baptsiiege (Payton & Moody, 2008).
Cornell, Stanford, and Johns Hopkins were alsdésked with the support of wealthy
entrepreneurs (Payton & Moody, 2008).

In the view of Friedman and McGarvie (30 giver’s intention is the “acid test”
to discern a real philanthropist whose motivesiiestablishing good societies through
collective, missionary-like endeavors. Wyllie (1958 his workThe Reputation of the
American Philanthropist: A Historian’s Vieargues that (1) a philanthropist’s “charity
flowed from love and not from vanity or self-intetg(2) he accepted the dominant
values and aspirations of his society and idewtifienself in a personal way with his city
or the nation, and (3) he contributed somethingatoMthe solution of one or more of the
significant problems of his age (p.216).” AlthougHfuential corporate leaders like
Rockefeller were widely recognized as philanthrtspighey can be hardly defined as real
philanthropists according to Wyllie (1958)’s defiah because of their benevolent
ventures adulterated with their own economic orfaolitical intentions. Despite the
controversy related to the motives of their benenbbehavior, they did play a prominent
role in making philanthropy more scientific andaségic (Payton & Moody, 2008),

shaping the development of today’s business-likefggsionally managed philanthropy.

% John Davison Rockefeller (July 8, 1839 — May Z837) was an American industrialist who founded
the Standard Oil Company - a corporate giant doredhthe oil industry and was the first great U.S.
business trust. Rockefeller revolutionized thegetrm industry and defined the structure of

modern philanthropy (Data borrowed from http://aékipedia.org/wiki/John_D._Rockefeller).
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Since the late twentieth century, philanthropy inaseased blurring the line between
nonprofit sectors and for-profit enterprises (Pay8oMoody, 2008). Philanthropic
institutions have developed new fundraising stiatethrough the cooperation with for-
profit businesses such as joint campaigns. Nortgrbéirrowed, absorbed, and adapted
newest methods, logics, and concepts from the bssiworld but for serving
philanthropic goals (Payton & Moody, 2008).

From the nineteenth century to todaygulghout the transition from traditional
charity to modern philanthropy, the role of indivads who spare their own resources to
help the needy never diminished (Friedman & McGgr2D03), no matter what motives
were behind the charitable act, selfless or selfisidlay, American philanthropy has
developed into an industry worth almost 3 billiordanore than 70% of the total
contribution comes from individual donors (Givingh, 2012) Studies have revealed
that most people give today because of being askddnany people donate only when
they are approached and requested, even thougheh#imym complain about being
asked too often (Payton & Moody, 2008). Researchaiso shown that people who
attend religious services regularly, who had exgreres in volunteering and giving as a
youth, and who have generous parents are morg liejive more and more frequently
(Payton & Moody, 2008). Recently, many donors agtbe United States form groups,
namely “giving circles,” in which people pool theroney together and jointly decide
their gifts (Havens, O’ Herlihy, & Schervish, 2003 merica continues seeing ordinary

people making donations to the causes they cangt abevith whatever other reasons.
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Facebook, nonprofits, and charity appeals

As a social medium, Facebook enables iaiodiind and share information about
charities they deem worthy (Aaker & Smith, 201Hence, other than using traditional
communication tools such as door-to-door and dineail to solicit donations, nonprofits
today are increasingly turning to social media sagtracebook to fulfill their
fundraising goals. As an interactive free mediuagdbook provides nonprofits big or
small with the opportunity to build networks, engag conversations with target
audiences, and broaden communication impacts (bg\w&jSaxton, 2012). Compared
with charity appeals distributed offline, thosesagisiinated through social media have the
advantages of reaching people with diverse chamatits —especially young people
who are more inclined to donate online than thkeleocounterparts (Goecks, Voida,
Voida, & Mynatt, 2008). Reaching diverse audienises great importance for nonprofit
organizations that mainly rely on individual dowais for funding.

Other than providing a platform for noofitrorganizations to communicate with
potential donors, Facebook also has APPs (apmitsitito support the “social good.”
One example is Facebook’s “Gifts” application thatbraces donations to nonprofits.
Originally, Facebook Gifts allowed users to buyrge(e.g., wine, birthday cookies or a
Starbucks gift card) for a friend in their sociakworks on special occasions. The
recently added charitable contribution feature aédbook Gifts supports users who
donate in others’ honor to any of the 11 nonpmfianizations with whom Facebook has
partnerships (e.g., The American Red Cross, St @Qiildren’s Research Hospital, and

Blue Star Families). After a maximum of a $25 @gfgiven, the donation automatically
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shows up on donor’s and their Facebook friends’elime and News Feed for maximum

exposure (Olanoff, 2012).

The psychology of giving and conspicuous donation

Most research examining donation motoagiin psychology and behavioral
marketing focuses on individuals spending for athewelfare, namely for public interests.
Such research suggests that people donate foistittmeasons with various variables
coming into play particularly emotions (e.g., enifya& sympathy; Batson, 1987; Small,
Loewenstein, & Slovic, 2007; Decety & Meyer, 2008y, 2011), feeling good and
happy (Aaker & Akutsu, 2009; McGowan, 2006; Dunmlet2008). A growing body of
literature has detailed strategic communicatioreajspto increase donation intentions
such as asking for time instead of money first (&iAaker, 2008), picturing sad facial
expressions of victims (Small & Verrochi, 2009),kimg the victim vivid, identifiable,
and concrete instead of unidentifiable or statt{€lovic, 2007; Small & Simonsohn,
2008; Kogut & Ritov, 2011), depicting a single wictrather than a group of victims
(Small et al., 2007), using nostalgia advertisesémincrease social connections and
attachment (Zhou, Wildschut, Sedikides, Shi, & Fetif2), designing charitable causes
to which target audiences have a personal conme@dler & Ratner, 1996; Wuthnow,
1991; Ratner, Zhao, & Clarke, 2011), framing vidias similar and proximate (Small,
2011), and asking donors who have folks sufferrogifthe misfortune of the same kind
(Smith, Faro & Burson, 2012; Small & Simonsohn, 00

Although scholars have documented thatitdble behaviors are also driven by
self-interests such as gaining self-esteem andapprsignaling status and wealth, as

well as building advanced career opportunitiestierdonor (Strahilevitz, 2011), a
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relatively small amount of research has exploredcthmmunication strategies boosting
donation behavior driven by selfish motives. Regeaxamining the causal relationship
between giving and emotional well-being indicatest advertising the benefits of “self-
interested giving” attracts consumers to experidaekng good from donations (Anik et
al., 2011). Moreover, charitable giving and happgrin in a circular motion in which
giving promotes happiness and happier people give ifAnik et al., 2011). These
findings are consistent with the “feel-good” cangra engaged by many organizations
(e.g., along-running Red Cross slogan “Feel G&de Blood” and the message used
by the New York Philanthropic Advisory Service “@i® gift to charity and make a lot of
people happy, including you;” Strahilevitz, 2011).

Under the umbrella of self-interestedmgy Grace and Griffin (2006; 2009)
introduced “conspicuous donation behavior,” therithlble behavior by people who
weigh situational factors that offer a chance sptiy when being approached with a
charitable request. To be specific, people who fpveonspicuousness are driven by
conspicuous compassion and request immediateasditsis of conspicuously displaying
their benevolence for the need of self-presentatimhego-enhancement (Grace &
Griffin, 2006; Grace & Griffin, 2009).

The construct of conspicuous donation tieinas derived from West’'s (2004)
concept of conspicuous compassion which originftad Veblen’s (1912) conspicuous
consumption theory (Grace & Griffin, 2009). Congmias consumption theory posits
that people consume commodities as a method tmealszlf-image and social standing.
West (2004) borrowed this idea and proposed thailale exhibition of compassion is

also a mechanism of self-enhancement and devetbpezbncept of conspicuous
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compassion, defined as ostentatious caring to pmsible displays of compassion to
realize ego enhancement (West 2004; Grace & Gafiig9). West (2004) argues that
modern compassions are all about feeling good oioigdyood, disclosing how selfish
people have become but not how altruistic peopeAlthough this point of view sounds
extreme, examples manifesting this idea are netirathe real world (Grace & Griffin,
2009). For example, donors allow their names tbdbed in newsletters (Kotler & Lee,
2005), and wear pink ribbons after a donation &abr cancer (Moore, 2008; Winterich,
Mittal, & Aquino, 2013). To be clear, donations aditself-interested motives such as
giving for conspicuousness are not necessarilyiorféo those out of altruistic motives
because the former, like the latter, can help meopheed or promote social change.
Given that Facebook Gifts provides maximpuublicity of one’s donation
behaviors among one’s social networks through gsdamh News Feed and Timeline,
Facebook users who are exposed to charity appmaNdws Feed) that solicit donations
via Facebook Gifts might be driven by conspicuoursgassion and ultimately engage in
conspicuous donation behavior.
H1: Facebook users exposed to a charity advertisetin@néncourages donations
through Facebook Gifts will be more likely to exggalonation intentions than
their counterparts exposed to an advertisementitheg not promote donations via

Facebook Gifts.

BCOS behavioral model, bandwagon heuristic, aneéd.ith Facebook
Why do people perform a behavior desbgd communicator? Researchers have
come up with a model to understand factors thatvatet desired behavioral change

(Andreasen, 1995). The model suggests that indisdweigh four factors—benefits (B),
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costs (C), others (O), and self-assurance (S)—ddaim behavior to occur. Persuasive
communicators have leveraged this model in vargmmsmunication campaigns such as
those promoting environmentally sustainable (Kha@aany, 2008) and healthy
behaviors (Roberson, 2011).

The BCOS model proposes that people &etiyymake a trade-off between
benefits and costs (the B and C in the BCOS madedn exposed to persuasive
messages. People understand that they need topeycosts to get benefits in return
(Andreasen, 1995; Andreasen & Kolter, 2008). Whemines to making donations for
charities, a potential donor may consider the donadis a cost that he/she sacrifices. This
becomes particularly salient in today’s commersa@iety where people hold a mindset
that giving to charities means one’s resourcedaigg taken away and the person could
not fulfill his/her personal goals (Liu & Aaker, @8; Liu, 2011). A potential donor might
concentrate on the negative financial impact ofngjwhen approached with a
philanthropic request (Liu, 2011) and expect a iidsseturn from a charitable act.
Scholars have identified a host of ways in whichats earn benefits through charitable
giving such as receiving tax breaks (Reece & Ziasgh1985; 1989; Anik, Aknin,
Norton, & Dunn, 2011), signaling personal wealth atatus (Becker 1974; Glazer &
Konrad, 1996; Griskevicius et al., 2007; Lara et2011), and experiencing emotional
well-being from helping (Andreoni, 1989, 1990; Th&iHewitt, 2001; Dunn, Aknin, &
Norton, 2008).

Aside from benefits and costs, the inflees of others (O) also matters because
others can affect one’s behavior via interperspnagsure and social norms (Andreasen,

1995). For example, Croson and Shang (2011) fehmichbeing informed about the
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amount of money donated by other listeners of publilio could significantly influence
how much one wanted to give. Similarly, Frey andévi€2004) found that revealing the
information about donation frequency of othersuaficed participants’ propensity to
give. These findings underscore the impact of $aafluence on conformity and
behavior change in philanthropy and social markgtialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990;
Croson & Shang, 2011).

One way for Facebook users to sense the opinioathefs is through the “Like”
function of Facebook. Research suggests thatitike™function makes it possible for
Facebook users as a collective to articulate fhasitive attitude toward items on the
News Feed such as posts, pictures, news articldsads (Sundar, Oh, Kang, &
Sreenivasan, 2013). Individual actions of “Like’gaggate and generate a number of
“Like.” The number indicates an overall populantyor a perceived consensus on an
item being rated, which indirectly represents athepinion toward the item. The
number of “Likes” is a cue that allows for evalwatiof an item by triggering heuristics
(Sunder, 2008; Sunda, Xu, & Oeldorf, 2009). Heuwgssare simple decision rules that
help people evaluate an item without laborious taaywof the item (Stiff & Mongeau,
2003). The heuristics triggered by the “Likes” ftinon on Facebook is bandwagon. A
bandwagon heuristic induces information receiveislindly rely on collective opinions
of others to form judgments without adequate assessof their own opinions (Sundar,
2008).0ne study examining news consumption in digital immetvironments suggests
that news readers favor online news stories recardewby other users more than
stories selected by editors because they rely ndvsagon heuristics to form their

opinions (Sunder, 2008). Other research examingadtih knowledge sharing on Twitter
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suggests that bandwagon heuristics (by manipglatiea number of “Retweet” and the
number of “Favorite”) are positively associatedhnane’s liking of certain content (Lee,
2011). Taken together, this thesis tests the faliguwypothesis:

H2: Bandwagon heuristics will influence Facebook usdosiation intention such

that Facebook users exposed to a charity adverisewith more “Likes” —as

opposed to fewer “Likes” —will be more likely to gress donation intentions.

According to the aforementioned BCOS (benefits, costs, others and self-
assurance) behavioral model, Facebook users ldaigider the donation cost, potential
benefits, as well as others’ attitudes toward tiexrity appeal when making donation
decisions. Given that Facebook Gifts provides alaeism of conspicuousness in
charitable giving (displaying donation behaviortha Newsfeed and Timeline) and the
number of Likes received by a charity ad allowseptil donors to sense other’s
attitudes toward the ad, the perception of othatttudes may interact with the
perception of possible benefits of conspicuousnésse’s donation decisions.

H3: Facebook users will be more likely to donate whgosed to a charity

advertisement with more “Likes” and promoting daoas through Facebook Gifts

than when exposed to an advertisement that isdbekher of the two features.

The moderating role of narcissistic personality

Individual differences matter in decisimaking (Campbell, Goodie, & Foster,
2004) and personality has been identified as amvajeable that explains the variance in
human behavior. The personality trait relevantdospicuous donation behavior is
narcissism. Narcissism is characterized by extsawe, self-assurance, and

exhibitionism (e.g., Campbell & Miller, 2011). Nassists have a grandiose sense of self-
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importance, thinking themselves unique, special, superior to others. They are eager
for admiration and hypersensitive to criticism.

In fact, scholars have suggested thaftherican culture has fundamentally
shifted from traditional values toward a tremendfmcsis on self-admiration and
narcissism (Lasch, 1979; Twenge & Campbell, 2008)he workThe Culture of
Narcissism: American Life in an Age of Diminishiegpectationshistorian Christopher
Lasch (1979) argues that ordinary Americans weseeasingly becoming pessimistic,
insecure, and showing narcissistic tendenciesdnventieth century because of the loss
of Vietham war, the declining economy, and the f#ahe depletion of natural resources
(Lasch 1979; Scott, 2004). Lasch argues that 2imed960s with the loss of resilience
and confidence in their ability to confront probkemmericans had focused more on
self-serving and extensively relied on expertsvergday life (Lasch, 1979). He
identified this self-serving tendency and the groggviherapeutic climate as collective
narcissism (Lasch, 1979; Scott 2004). To overconuefarget the depressive past,
Americans resorted to self-centered preoccupatistisan emphasis on material
consumption and “living for the moment,” avoidinglifical involvement and concerns
for social issues (Lasch, 1979; Scott, 2004). Acaers were deprived of the confidence
of living on their own and dependent on the expagdiocial service industry with
specialists, experts, media and advertising cotigtandermining people’s confidence,
skills, and qualities of life so as to sell moreveges and products (Lasch, 1979). In
response to the anxiety and a lack of the senseafrity, Americans adopted narcissistic
strategies to protect themselves. People became setfrconscious and were instigated

by therapeutic experts to present themselves hrealthy,” “self-admired,” and
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“celebrity-like” way. The collective narcissism waeated by modern social conditions
with the evolution of a consumption-oriented, miafestic social environment.

Although Lasch’s analysis on collectiveaissism back to 1970s lacks empirical
evidence, social psychologists Jean Twenge and&lth KCampbell (2009) demonstrated
the relentless rise of narcissism in American c¢alino a more systematic way by
combining both qualitative and quantitative invgations. Empirically, based on data
from 37,000 college students, they observed agigndency of narcissism from 1980s
to the present with the NPD (Narcissism Person8ligprder) scores rising significantly
faster in 2000s than in 1990s and previous dedddesnge & Campell, 2009). Even
non-narcissistic people (low in NPD) today are hated with the escalating emphasis on
material wealth, physical appearance, and attesgeking in modern American society
(Twenge & Campbell, 2009). They argued that Americalture has transformed from
traditional values (e.g. demonstrating one’s wdhntiough hard work in the eyes of God
and others, and self-reliance) to the one promaeigadmiration, self-centeredness, and
narcissism. Fewer people valued self-admiratiathénfirst half of the twentieth century,
but movements of individual rights and libertiesc& 1960s, a transformed culture of
self-admiration, the boost of overconsumption arademalism, celebrity culture and
media have forged a narcissistic America (Twendgeasnpbell, 2009). Arguably, the
rises of the Internet and social media which prensatf-presentation and self-expression
have made things worse (Buffardi & Campbell, 2008).

Social media such as Facebook providgt@nay for narcissists engaging in self-
enhancement through self-presentation and selfgitstResearch has suggested that the

increasing tendency of narcissism in American ggaégealso correlated with the massive
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diffusion of social networking sites (Twenge & Cdamefl, 2009; Davidow, 2013). Today
more and more Facebook users care a great dedlthbaesthetic qualities of the
pictures they uploaded, number of friends they hamd what kind of achievements they
could present within their online networks (CampBeMiller, 2011). Given that
narcissists have a strong motivation to maintaitster, and enhance a positive self-view
through self-presentation (Campbell, Goodie & Fgs2804; Robins & John, 1997;
Campbell & Miller, 2011), individuals with a narsistic personality may be more likely
to engage in conspicuous donation than those wikvaarcissistic tendency.
Consequently, a donation method with a conspicuessmechanism (e.g., giving
through Facebook Gifts) may satisfy a narcissist'eds for self-presentation and ego-
enhancement through displaying their compassions.

H4: The expected positive effect of a charity adventiset promoting donations

via Facebook Gifts on donation intentions (H1) stidae more evident among

Facebook users high in narcissistic personalifystthan among those low in the

traits.

Gender difference in self-enhancement strateghesntoderating role of self-construals
Psychology and behavior research has slaoplethora of differences between men
and women in social behaviors such as helping stied self-enhancement (Cross &
Madson, 1997). Many of these observed differeneaese explained by the gender
difference in self-construals (Markus & Oyserma®89; Surrey, 1991; Cross & Madson,
1997). The self-construal refers to the constractiba psychologically meaningful self
(Hardin, Leong, & Bhagwat, 2004; Guimond et. al0@0) Markus and Kitayama (1991)

identified two primary types of self-construalse iindependent and interdependent self-
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construals. Individuals with an independent setistoual consider the self as “separate
from others.” The primary goals of these individuate to maintain a sense of autonomy
(Markus & Kitayama, 1994; Cross & Madson, 1997)ctémtrast the interdependent self-
construal refers to the self as “connected to sthdihe principal goals of individuals

with an interdependent self-construal are to dgvalod maintain relationships with
others (Markus & Kitayama, 1994; Cross & Madsor§7)9In the United States, men
tend to develop and maintain a more independefitesbtrual, whereas women are
more likely to form a more interdependent self-¢ored. More recent studies have
largely supported this assertion (Cross, Bacon, &rid, 2000; Gabriel & Gardner, 1999;
Gardner, Gabriel, & Hochschild, 2002; Kashima et2004; Guimond et al., 2006).

The gender difference in self-constraahaped by gendered social interactions,
gender-typed social roles, and gender-related e¢ateics (Damon & Hart, 1988; Eagly,
1987; M. Rosenberg, 1981; Cross & Madson, 1997%) ekample, men are expected to
be independent whereas women are expected todimnal. People frequently cater to
and comply with these gendered social norms andatafpons (Cross & Madson, 1997).
Consequently, men and women tend to internalizeeyeal social roles and expectations
and develop different self-construals such that swnpared to women are more likely
to have independent self-construal whereas wonemare likely to have
interdependent self-contrual.

Given the gender difference in self-camsis men and women hold different
information processing and self-enhancement stiedgeparticularly in public situations
(Blaine & Crocker, 1993; Harter, 1993; Cross & Mawls1997). Specifically, men are

more likely to attend closely to information thaamifests their uniqueness or
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individuality; in contrast, women are expected &y plose attention to information
relevant to connectedness and social interactions§& Madson, 1997). In terms of
self-enhancement to reinforce a positive view efgblf, men may conduct social
comparisons and would be more likely to engagelifkenhancement under the context
in which one’s unique attributes and distinguishtchgracteristics become apparent in the
presence of others (Cross & Madson, 1997). Wheséhse of autonomy or the ability to
express one’s characteristics and attributes aterfeen would perceive that their self-
esteem and uniqueness are threatened. In otheswuoash in general tend to maintain a
positive view of themselves by displaying and slgrggattributes that promote a sense of
uniqueness and individuality in public (Cross & Mad, 1997). In contrast, women in
general are inclined to self-promote through stiatethat allow them to connect with
others (e.g., complying with others’ opinions/wildross & Madson, 1997). This gender
difference in self-enhancement strategies is alsotd gender difference in sources of
self-esteem such that men’s self-esteem in paneatefrom their ability to be
independent from others, whereas women'’s are plaothy their ability to maintain
connections with others (Cross & Madson, 1997).

Applying the gender difference in self-enhancenstrategies to the context of the
present study suggests that men and women willliffeeent self-enhancement strategies
when exposed to a charity appeal on Facebook tiggiests a conspicuous donation
mechanism (i.e., donating via Facebook Gifts). 8ijgadly, women (with a more
interdependent self-construal) will be more likedyengage in self-enhancement —
showing donation intention—when approached by awittda significant number of

“Likes,” because being compliant with others’ opims enhances relatedness,
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connectedness, and belonging to the group. Onathigacy, men will be less likely to
show donation intentions when exposed to the ald twit many “Likes,” because
“lumping on the public-opinion bandwagon” with theesence of others will jeopardize
their sense of uniqueness, individuality, and aomoyn Hence, | predict that there will be
three-way interaction among conspicuousness addhation behavior, levels of Likes,
and potential donor’s gender on donation intentions

H5 Female Facebook users will be more likely to gega conspicuous donation

via Facebook Gifts when exposed to the ad with miaikes,” while male

Facebook users will be more likely to donate viadbmok Gifts when the ad has a

few “Likes.”
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CHAPTER THREE

METHOD

Method

To test the proposed hypotheses, an®@elxperiment was conducted via Qualtrics,
an online survey tool. The experiment used a 2gtdon method: conspicuous vs.
inconspicuous) x 2 (level of “Likes:” high vs. low)2 (participants’ levels of narcissism:

high vs. low) x 2 (participants’ gender: male \@nhle) between-subject design.

Stimuli

Participants were exposed to an adventse sponsored by St. Jude Children’s
Research Hospital, a real nonprofit organizatidme portrait-shaped ad contained four
parts. On the top was a banner displaying St Juslegan:Finding Cures, Saving
Children Right below the banner showed a solicitation ragssy our gift helps St Jude
Children’s Research Hospital continue finding cuaesl saving childrenA
recommended donation method was displayed riglotbtie solicitation message.
Finally, at the bottom of the ad was St. Jude’®lagd how many Facebook users had
“Liked” the ad.

To manipulate donation methods, thenadgacebook Gifts (i.e., conspicuousness)
condition asked participants to make a donatiogttdude via Facebook Gifts.
Specifically, the ad stated thatldke a donation to St Jude through Facebook Giftsur
Philanthropic act will be published on your Facekoimeline and Newsfeed right away.
Your kindness deserves to be kndwile ad promoting an inconspicuous donation

method asked participants to make a donation vidusie’'s website by saying that
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“Donate now via St. Jude’s websitkl the conditions with more Likes, the ad had

“118,110 Likes” whereas in the conditions with fewékes, the ad had “2 Likes.”

Participants

The 200 participants recruited via Amakbechanical Turk to participate in this
study in exchange for a $0.70 incentive had a naganof 27.66§D = 6.04). Forty-one
percent of them were male and 59% were female. fldegarace, the majority of
participants were white Americans (74.3%), follovwsdAfrican Americans (9.5%),

Hispanic Americans (8.2%), and Asian Americans%@.0

Procedures

Participants were first asked to indicatether they had used Facebook (owned
an account and used it on a regular basis) anchehttey had any associations with St.
Jude Children’s Research Hospital (i.e., family rhen(s) or friends who had been
treated by St. Jude Children’s Research Hospitalark(ed) at St. Jude). These two
screen questions served to lower the bias andaserthe validity of the data. Non-
Facebook userd\N(= 3) and participants who had associations witll&le’'s N = 12)
were ruled out from the study without receiving $870 incentive. After passing the
screen questions, participants were randomly asdigmexperimental conditions. All
participants first answered questions on gender, i@ge, narcissistic personality traits,
Facebook engagement with nonprofits, and past ey with Facebook Gifts. After
that, participants read a charity advertisemer{oing suggested donation method and
number of “Likes”) and answered questions on domatitentions, and conspicuous

donation behavior. Finally, participants answeradsgions about general Facebook-
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using behavior (e.g., years of use and numbeiierids), previous donation behavior,

and income.

Measures

Facebook using behaviwas captured by questions in two categories: users’
Facebook characteristics and Facebook Gifts/nomafanization engagement.
Participants were asked to report their Faceboakaditeristics by answering three
multiple-choice questions measuring “years haveHFatbook,” “frequency of logging
in,” and “frequency of reading Newsfeed,” and oextentry question measuring
“number of Facebook friends.” Facebook Gifts/nofiiprganization engagement was
measured by five multiple-choice questions suctHase you followed a nonprofit
organization on Facebook?” and “Have you seen atglappeal on your Facebook
Newsfeed (See the full questionnaire in the app@riddescriptive statistics were used
to delineate participants’ Facebook using behavior.

Conspicuous donation behaweas captured by the scale developed by Grace and
Griff (2009). The measure includes two subscalei$:aientated conspicuous donation
behavior and other-orientated conspicuous dondbravior. Both were used in this
study. Participants were asked to rate, on a 7tjgoale (1= strongly disagree; 7=
strongly agree), the extent to which they agreedisagreed with seven statements such
as “If  make a donation through Facebook Gifitmékes me feel like | will make a
difference,” “It will increase my self-respect ilMake a donation through Facebook Gifts

”

from where my friends could see my kindness,” “ Hguny donation published on my
Facebook Timeline and Newsfeed will make me feeldjband “| would consideration

donation through Facebook Gifts because | getdavsgomething for my kindness. Each

www.manaraa.com



29

participant’s score on the eight items was averdlyed 3.03;SD= 1.52;Cronbach’s
Alpha =.94).

Narcissismwas captured by The Narcissistic Personality InmgnRaskin & Hall,
1988). As a standard measure of subclinical nasoisghe NPI contains 40 pairs of
forced-choice items. Each pair of the statements$aties one indicating high in
narcissism and one indicating low in narcissisrg.(6Sometimes | tell good stories” vs.
“Everybody likes my stories”). Participants selectae that is closer to their own
feelings about themselves. A participant’s scoréh@ NP1 is the number of high-
narcissism items he/she endorsed. Each participaratee on the 40 items were summed.
High NPI scores indicate higher levels of narcissiRarticipants in the present study
reported a mean NPI score of 14.3DE 7.79;Cronbach’s Alpha =87).

Intentions to donatevas captured by one question asking participantate, on a
7-point scale (1= strongly disagree; 7= strongbadree), the extent to which they were
willing to make a donation to the St. Jude ChildsdResearch Hospital to help children
with life-threatening diseases.

Manipulation checkvas captured by four questions asking participamntate, on
a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strprgree), the extent to which they had
identified the donation method recommended anchtimeber of “Like” the ad carried.
Two questions checked the manipulation of conspisness such as “The ad asks me to
make a donation to St Jude Hospital through FadeBdibs” and “The ad asks me to
make a donation through St Jude’s website” showstbag correlationr(= .43,p
<.001). Responses to the second question wereseegeded (e.g., 1=7) if participants

were in the conspicuous condition. In contrasipoeses to the first question were
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reversed coded if participants were assigned tanttenspicuous condition. The Two
guestions checked the manipulation of number dkéLisuch as “A significant amount

of people on Facebook has ‘Liked’ this ad” and ®wfpeople on Facebook have “Liked”
this ad” also significantly correlated (r = .4d< .001). Similarly, responses to the
second question were reversed coded if participaets in the low level of “Like”
condition; responses to the first question wererssd coded in participants were

assigned to the high level of “Like” condition.

Analytical procedure

First, descriptive statistics were ugedelineate participants’ Facebook-using
behavior. After that, a one-way ANOVA was performedheck the manipulation
(manipulation conditions as independent variablraanipulation check questions as
dependent variable). Then, a 2 (donation methaasmiouous vs. inconspicuous) x 2
(level of “Likes:” high vs. low) x 2 (level of naissism: high vs. low) analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was then conducted to test theafobf conspicuousness of the
donation methods, the number of “Likes,” and naisi® on participants’ donation
intentions. After that, | performed a 2 (donatioathod: conspicuous vs. inconspicuous)
x 2 (level of “Likes:” high vs. low) x 2 (gender:ate vs. female) analysis of
variance (ANOVA) to investigate whether participgirgender would influence the
interaction effect of donation methods and thelkwé“Likes” on donation intention.
Finally, a bi-variate correlation examining thereation between donation intention and
conspicuous donation behavior was performed wittsp@uous donation behavior as

independent variable and donation intention as rai#ga variable.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

Descriptive of Facebook-using behaviors

Table 1 presents an overview of participants’ bedraan Facebook. On average,
participants had 255 Facebook friends, had beerg#acebook for slightly more than
four years, 76% of participants logged onto Fao&ls®veral times a day, and 68% of
participants checked the Newsfeed more than owlegy.alTable 2 depicts an overview of
participants’ engagement with nonprofit organizasion Facebook and their Facebook
Gifts activities. In general, more than half (588b}Yhe participants report having
followed a nonprofit organization on Facebook adéodf the respondents have seen a
charity appeal on Facebook. For Facebook Giftsities, the majority (80%) of the
respondents has heard of Facebook Gifts, but arly & few of them have sent or

received a gift via Facebook Gifts (7% and 5% respely).

Table 1

Overview of Facebook Using Behavior

Users’Facebook Characteristic M SD Range
Number of Facebook Friends 255.82 259.98 3.00-10800
Years have had Facebook 4.26 1.07 0.50-7.00
Number of times logging onto Facebook per day* 12.5 1.09 1.00-4.00
Frequency of checking Facebook Newsfeeds** 1.71 151. 1.00-6.00

Note. *This item is based on a 4-point scale wh#&tendicatedoftenand “4” indicatechever ** This
item is based on a 7-point scale where “1” indida&veral times a dagnd “7” indicatechever(no
participants checked “77).
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Table 2

Overview of Engagement with nonprofits via Facebauk the Use of Facebook Gifts

Questions Yes No
Have you followed a nonprofit organization on Famsh®? 58% 42%
Have you seen a charity appeal on your Faceboolsiéed? 44% 56%
Have you heard of Facebook Gifts? 80% 20%
Have you sent a gift via Facebook Gifts? 7% 93%
Have you receive a present through Facebook Gifts? 5% 95%

Manipulation checks

As expected, compared to participantdirgpthe ad promoting donations via St.
Jude’s website, those exposed to the ad promotingtebns via Facebook Gifts were
more likely to agree that the ad suggested makihgnation via Facebook Gifts
(MFacebook Gifts= 10.70, SE = 1.56; M Jude's website 6.68, SE = 1.6 (1, 146) = 84.72
<.001) and less inclined to agree that the recomaie@ donation method was through St
Jude’s website. Respondents in the high level &eé’Las opposed to the low level of
“Like” conditions were likely to agree that a sificant amount of people on Facebook
had “Liked” the ad (Mighlevelof “Like’ = 9.81, SE=1.60S. Miowlevelof “Like’ = 6.16, SE= 1.69

F (1, 146 = 70.55,)) and disagree that the ad hdaofew “Likes.”

Donation intention

The 2 (donation method: conspicuous vs. inconspisu® 2 (level of “Like”™
high vs. low) x 2 (level of narcissism: high vswicanalysis of variance (ANOVA) on
donation intention did not show a significant meffect of conspicuous donation method

(F (1, 140) =.25p= .62, partian? = .002), as such Hypothesis 1 (H1) “Facebook users
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exposed to a charity advertisement that encourdgestions through Facebook Gifts
will be more likely to express donation intentidhan their counterparts exposed to an
advertisement that does not promote donationsatalbook Gifts” was not supported.
Second, the main effect of level of “Like” on daoieatintention was not significant (F (1,
140) =.00p= .99, partiah? = .00), thus Hypothesis 2 (H2) “Bandwagon heursstidl
influence Facebook users’ donation intention siel Facebook users exposed to a
charity advertisement with more “Likes” —as opposefewer “Likes” —will be more
likely to express donation intentions” was not supgd. The analysis did not show a
two-way interaction between donation method andetel of “Like (F (1, 140) =.80,
p= .37, partiah? = .006)" or a two-way interaction of narcissism atwhation method (F
(1, 140) =.59p= .44, partiah? = .004). These findings indicates that the intentm
donate did not vary only depending upon the intewsa®f donation method and level of
“Like.” Also, the interaction of donation methoddanumber of “Like” did not vary
depending upon narcissism. Thus, both Hypothefit33 “Facebook users will be more
likely to donate when exposed to a charity adventisnt with more “Likes” and
promoting donations through Facebook Gifts thanmndsgosed to an advertisement that
is lack of either of the two features” and Hypoikes(H4) “The expected positive effect
of a charity advertisement promoting donationsRaaebook Gifts on donation
intentions should be more evident among Facebeeksthigh in narcissistic personality
traits than among those low in the traits” were sugiported.

The analysis, however, revealed a significant thvag interaction of donation
methods, number of likes and participants’ gendedanation intention (F (1, 140)

=8.85,p< .005, partiah? = .059). Further analyses showed a significant wag-
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interaction occurred between donation method avel [&f “Like” (F (1, 140) =5.37p
<.03) among female participants. Follow-up congastlicated that in conspicuous
condition (a donation via Facebook Gifts), femadetigipants reported significant higher
donation intentions when the ad has a higher las@pposed to a lower level of “Likes”
(Mhnighlevelof'Like” = 4.90 vs. Miowlevelof'Like’ = 3.84; F (1, 140) = 5.43< .03).” For males, a
significant two-way interaction between donatiortimoel and level of “Like” also
occurred (F (1, 140) =3.9B,=.05) such that in the conspicuous condition (@ation via
Facebook Gifts), male participants reported a figant higher donation intention when
exposed to the ad with a low level as opposedhigtzer level of “Likes” (Mowlevelof'Like”
=4.91vs. Mhnighlevelor'Like = 3.82; F (1, 140) = 3.93= .05).” No significant two-way
interaction occurred between the level of “Likedagender (F (1, 140) =1.2p>. 05) in
inconspicuous condition. The results supported khygms 5 (H5) that men would be
more likely to donate in conspicuous condition (W&cebook Gifts) when the ad has only
a few “Likes,” on the contrary, women would be mbkely to donate via Facebook

Gifts when the ad has many people “Liked.”
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Figure 1

The influence of the conspicuous donation methogamen’s and men’s intention to
donate depending on the number of Likes receivatidogdvertisement
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Conspicuous donation behavior

For participants exposed to the ad promoting a tilmm#éhrough Facebook Gifts, a
significant, strong correlation between donatidiemtion and conspicuous donation
behavior was found (= .44,p < .001). This finding suggests that participantdarthe
conspicuous appeal condition who showed intentior@®nate might be primarily
inspired by the need of conspicuously displayirgjrtbompassion, generosity, and
kindness. In addition, although no significant ratgion effects of narcissism and
donation method were found, a regression analgsisissistic personality traits as
independent variable and conspicuous donation behas dependent variable) revealed
a strong correlation between narcissism and conspgdonation behaviof € .32,t =
2.76,p< .01). The finding indicated that if to give, peoplgh narcissistic personality

traits would be more likely to give to be seen.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION

Most nonprofit organizations rely on extd funding to promote social change,
and more than 70% of annual charitable giving enlWimited States comes from
individuals (Indiana University Center on Philamy, 2012). Consequently, leveraging
communication tools such as social media to tattiepproach individual donors has
become pivotal in the fundraising endeavors. Fagleboith its two-way communication
and multi-demographic user base, has been incglgsidopted by nonprofit
organizations for building relationships and funsireg. This thesis explored how
nonprofit organization could effectively harnesgélaook to attractive individual donors.

The results did not show a main effect of conspisudonation method on
donation intention (H1). This suggests that a raa@m promoting conspicuousness in
donation via Facebook may not affect have a disiclereffect on potential donors as a
whole and across contexts. Its effectiveness maydepending upon other factors (e.g.,
donor’s gender, number of “Likes” an ad receivéad¥act, the motives behind a
donation behavior may be quite complex — selflesH;interested, and sometimes both.
Certain people will not donate anyhow even wheerefl incentives such as recognition
and conspicuousness in donation. On the other maadly people would like to give
regardless of recognition (Winterich, Mittal, & Aigo, 2013). Findings of this thesis
suggest that promoting conspicuousness in donatannot have a sweeping effect on

people’s donation behavior and its effect likelyywdepending on other factors.
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Second, the analysis failed to reveal a main efiEbindwagon heuristic
(indicated by a high level of “Likes” received byetad, H2) on intention to donate even
though previous studies (e.g., Sunder, 2008; L@EQPhave found that a higher level of
bandwagon cue links to a higher level of likingceftain content on digital media. This
discrepancy may be due to the difference in stuhyext in that previous research
examined the effect of Likes on people’s evaluatban item whereas the present study
examined the effect of Likes on donation behavioaddition, the expected main effect
of Likes may vary depending upon other factors. &@mple, when taking into account
the gender of message recipients and donation i&thoy analyses found that the level
of “Like” had a negative effect on donation intems among male participants but a
positive effect among female participants in thesmcuous donation method condition.
These divergent effects of Likes among male andferparticipants may have canceled
out each other which resulted in an insignificaainreffect of the levels of “Like.”

Third, the analyses did not find the predicteerattion effect between
conspicuousness and the number of “Like” on donattentions (H3); nor did they
showed the anticipated interaction effect of damathethods and narcissism (H4).
Because the current literature suggests that yougegeerations may be more likely than
older generations to engage in grandiose self-ptaen on social media (i.e.,
conspicuous donation via Facebook) due to a relgtstronger tendency of narcissism
among the former group (Twenge & Campell, 2009 asone may suspect that the
predicted interaction between donation methodsnancissism on donation intentions

may be observe if my analyses focused on youngécipants (i.e., under the age of 30).
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However, follow-up analyses showed that the integmacffect of donation methods and
narcissism did not vary depending upon participags.

Another possible explanation for my failure to fisgpport for these hypotheses
(i.e., H1, H2, H3, and H4) is that this study rélen a convenience sample recruited via
Amazon Mechanical Turk—an internet marketplace whesaerchers could use human
intelligence to perform tasks (e.g., answering sysy—to test the hypotheses. Although
the final pool of subjects recruited via Amazon Maaical Turk was more diverse than a
typical student sample, the subjects are stilllaptesentative of American adults in
many aspects. For example, they are more likely &v@rage American to be adapted in
online survey, tech-savvy, and motivated to earnegydahrough the exchange of mental
work. The unrepresentativeness of the sample nhigi contributed to the negative
findings of Hypothesis 1, 2, 3 and 4. As such, feittesearch could reexamine these
hypotheses using a more representative sample.

As predicted this thesis found a gender differenagesponse to a Facebook appeal
promoting a conspicuous donation method (i.e., iona via Facebook Gifts; H5).
Specifically, both men and women are more likelghow donation intention when
exposed to the ad promoting a donation via Faceofi& (a conspicuous donation
method) than the ad suggesting a donation viaug8e’s website (an inconspicuous
donation method). However, this choice of donationugh Facebook Gifts depends
upon the level of popularity the conspicuous app&adals (the number of “Like” the ad
carries). Male Facebook users tended to donate wtespicuous appeal suggested that
the ad had only a few “Likes;” in contrast, femBkcebook users were inclined to give

when the ad promoting a donation via Facebook @étsmore Likes. This finding
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indicate a gender difference in reactions to h&arczies (e.g., number of “Like”) in
social media, which contributes to a better undexding of the effect of heuristic cue in
social media.

Previous research (e.g. Sundar, 200&ytzsthat a higher level of heuristic cue in
social media help social media users form a pasitfavorable attitude toward the
mediated messages. The finding of this thesis atdgcthat the effects of a higher level of
heuristic cues might be quite pronounced in prizete anonymous settings for both men
and women without publicly demonstrating one’s attitude, but this effect may be
attenuated for men in public situations such asadigg personal opinions and making a
donation on Facebook. A significant amount of “lsken Facebook might not be always
persuasive, particularly for male Facebook users.

This gender difference in reactions tee“humber of Likes” supports the assertions
that men and women have different self-presentatiategies due to their differences in
self-construals. Specifically, men (with a moredpdndent in self-construal) tend to
engage in self-enhancement in public when theiseseh uniqueness, individuality, and
autonomy can be displayed. For this reason, thdysonly found a positive effect of the
conspicuousness of donation methods on male pgaatits’ donation intention when the
ad received fewer as opposed to more Likes. Cangplyith a request (i.e., a Facebook
ad in the case) with a lower level of popularityynhave allowed male participants to
boost their sense of uniqueness. Given that wamwigh a more interdependent self-
construal) are more inclined to engage in self-grioom when their sense of
connectedness and relationship can be achievedh#sis found that a positive effect of

the conspicuousness of donation methods on fenaaleipants’ donation intention
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when the ad received more as opposed to fewer Likesfemale participants, engaging
in a behavior promoted by an ad with a higher l@fgdopularity may increase their
sense of connectedness to others. As such, findintss thesis not only support the
existing theory but also shed light on the effddhe gender difference in self-construals
on self-presentation strategies in social mediarenment.

Moreover, the finding of a strong &ation between donation intentions and
conspicuous donation behavior suggests that bothamé women may consider
donating through Facebook Gifts, corroboratingrtbgon that people may give for
vanity, ego, self-enhancement, and feeling goodiath@mselves (Anik et al., 2010).
Beyond this, the strong correlation between naisnissind conspicuous donation
behavior reveals that people with narcissistic geaty traits may donate via a
conspicuous method to satisfy their ingrained nedédsandiose exhibition. Although
narcissists are less likely to empathize with peaplneed and reluctant to offer help
(Campbell & Miller, 2011), this finding suggeststta conspicuous donation method
(e.g., donations via Facebook Gifts) may attraeithio give to be seen. However, |
believe that there may be other, unexamined patlerdriables that can work in
revealing a strong, significant interaction effeetween narcissism and conspicuousness.
For example, narcissists might be strongly attvadid stylish, fashionably-designed
advertisements and the so-called halo effect oatishbeautiful is good” may be quite
salient among the narcissist group. Hence futwseaieh may examine whether a stylish,
aesthetic charitable appeal promoting conspicuassimedonation may induce narcissists

to respond to the appeal positively.
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Finally, the findings of this thesis toinute to a better understanding of the link
between prosocial behavior and public recognitidthough some studies have been
conducted to examine similar concepts such as ipphilanthropy” and “blatant
benevolence (Griskevicius, 2007; 2010),” this resediffers from these studies in
theorization and implications. Public philanthropgs developed based on costly
signaling theory. The theory suggests that toaigreir ability and status, people may
conspicuously display resources and generositygir@ostly sacrificingr wasting
one’s resources (e.g., time, energy and moneyk@&uisius, 2007; 2010). The construct
of conspicuous donation behavior, however, doesigbtight costly sacrificing or
wasting. For example, a donation via FacebooksGifte behavior tested in this study)
can hardly be considered as costly sacrifice fostmbpeople. Conspicuous donation
behavior in this sense is applicable to a broadepes in understanding giving out of
conspicuousness for self-enhancement. On the b#met, the concept of blatant
benevolence refers to prosocial behavior that g terms of time and effort, but not
monetary. Thus, blatant benevolence also diffensifconspicuous donation behavior
(Griskevicius, 2007). The findings of this thesx$end the current literature on donation
out of recognition and contribute to better underding of the link between prosocial
behavior and publicity.

In addition to the theoretical implieats, the findings of this thesis also have
significant practical implication for nonprofits tiesign and carry out effective
fundraising campaigns. To begin with, the findisgggest that nonprofits can link
people’s intrinsic self-interested motives to caospus, feel-good fundraising programs

to attract individual donors. One way to incredsedonspicuousness (or public
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recognition) of one’s donation behavior is to aglisocial media tools such as Facebook,
especially given the relatively low costs assodatéh such media. Other than monetary
donation, nonprofits could also strategically eregagvolunteer recruiting and
management.

With regard to the gender differencedgponse to the Facebook charitable appeal,
Marketing and PR/advertising managers of nonprabidd design different charitable
donation solicitations targeting male and femaleegbaok users respectively. For female,
managers could foster a higher level of populafts charitable ad being circulated
online by encouraging Facebook users who havediréaked” the organization’s
Facebook page to like the advertisement. For mad@agers could first design a
different version of donation appeal (with the samdifferent causes) and send
customized private messages to male Facebookwkerkave “Liked” the organization
to solicit donation. This procedure is to ensupegceived uniqueness by men.

However, providing incentives for peofegive as suggested in this research
might be controversial. Titmuss (1970) argued ghiasocial behavior such as paying for
blood donations will undermine the social utilitiyact, degrading charitable acts which
are within social realm into economic realm. Offigrselfish, commoditized incentives
for charity might suffer the danger of jeopardizpepple’s intrinsic motives to do well
(Anik et al., 2010). But this controversy might fmellified out of the domain of
nonprofits. Many American for-profit businessesossrindustries have implemented
campaigns that link sales to various social cagsel as cancer research and the poor in
need, namely linking the company’s donation digetdlconsumers’ buying behavior

(Strahilevitz, 1999; Koschate-Fischer et al., 20B¥hough this thesis focuses on
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nonprofit fundraising tactics, findings of curreasearch could apply to commercial
companies. For example adding incentives such rspo@iousness in their cause-related
marketing campaigns to increase sales and at the 8ae contribute more to social
causes.

Admittedly, this study had some limitations. Asfdem the aforementioned
sample issue (convenience sample), this thesisurezhparticipants’ donation intentions
instead of the actual donation behavior. Evenghodecades of psychology research
has shown that behavior intention is a strong ptedof actual behavior (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975; Petty & Cacioppo, 1996; GriskeviciR807), future research may test
whether the findings presented here extend to bdtration behavior.

Moreover, this study only consideree dffect the heuristic of the number of
“Likes” received even though social media such @asebook provide many other cues
that users can rely on to make decisions (e.gntinaber of “share,” and the comments
left by other users). These cues may work togdthbelp Facebook users form their
opinion. Future research may continuing examinestfexts of these cues to delineate
the conjunctive effects of the cues on persuasmhb&havior change.

Beyond this, this study tested the pegl hypothesis using a children related
charitable cause. As suggested by previous stualpiiBky & Grau, 2008), children
related issues such as childhood cancer and id&ath can generate an extensive social
support. However, other causes such as prostatercanght not be as effective as
childhood cancer in generating public support.dditon, because the stimuli used in
this research was developed under the name ofd8tQhildren’s Research Hospital, a

highly visible and reputable nonprofit organizatiarthe United States, participants may
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have shown donation intention due to brand knowdealtgjuired from media and
advertising. Future research could test whethefimayngs extend to causes unrelated to

children and to less-known nonprofit brands.
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APPENDIX
Questionnaire

Screen Question:

Do you use Facebook (that is, having an account anding it on a regular basis)?
o Yes
o No

Do you have any associations with St. Jude Childres\Research Hospital
(former/current patient families of St. Jude, workat St. Jude, family/friend works at
St. Jude)?

o Yes

o No

1) What's your gender?
o Male
o Female

2) What's your age? Please write down

3) What's your race?

o White
Black or African-American
Hispanic origin or descent
Asian or Asian-American
Some other race

O O oo

4) In each of the following pairs of attitudes, chose the one that you MOST
AGREE with.

o | have a natural talent for influencing people.
o |am not good at influencing people.

0 Modesty doesn't become me.
o | am essentially a modest person.

o | would do almost anything on a dare.
o |tend to be a mostly cautious person.

o0 When people compliment me, | sometimes get emlsedas
o | know that | am good because everybody keepsiteitie so.

0 The thought of ruling the world frightens me.
o If I ruled the world it would be a much better ptac
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| can usually talk my way out of anything.
| try to accept the consequences of my behavior.

| prefer to blend into the crowd.
| like to be the center of attention.

| will be a success.
| am not concerned about success.

| am not better or worse than most people.
I think | am a special person.

I am not sure if | would make a good leader.
| see myself as a good leader.

| am assertive.
| wish | were more assertive.

| like to have authority over other people.
| don’t mind following orders.

| find it easy to manipulate people.
| don’t like it when | find myself manipulating pple.

| insist upon getting the respect that is due me.
| usually get the respect | deserve.

| don't particularly like to show off my body.
| like to display my body.

| can read people like a book.
People are sometimes hard to understand.

If | feel competent, | am willing to take resporibii for making decisions.
I like to take responsibility for making decisions.

| just want to be reasonably happy.
| want to amount to something in the eyes of thedvo

My body is nothing special.
I like to look at my body.

| try not to show off.
I am apt to show off if | get the chance.

| always know what | am doing.
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Sometimes I'm not sure what I’'m doing.

| sometimes depend on people to get things done.
| rarely depend on anyone else to get things done.

Sometimes | tell good stories.
Everybody likes to hear my stories.

| expect a great deal from other people.
| like to do things for other people.

I will never be satisfied until | get all that | slerve.
| take my satisfactions as they come.

Compliments embarrass me.
| like to be complimented.

| have a strong will to power.
Power for its own sake doesn'’t interest me.

| don’t care about new fads and fashions.
| like to start new fads and fashions.

I like to look at myself in the mirror.
I am not particularly interested in looking at miyse the mirror.

| really like to be the center of attention.
It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of atten

I can live my life in any way | want to.
People can't always live their lives in terms ofavthey want.

Being an authority doesn’t mean much to me.
People always seem to recognize my authority.

I would prefer to be a leader.
It makes little difference to me if | am the leademot.

| am going to be a great person.
I hope I'm going to be successful.

People sometimes believe what I tell them.
I can make anybody believe anything | want them to.

| am a born leader.
Leadership is a quality that that takes a long tiongevelop.

www.manaraa.com



58

o | wish somebody would someday write my biography.
o |don'tlike people to pry into my life.

o0 | get upset when people don't notice how I look mvhgo out in public.
o | don’'t mind blending into the crowd.

o | am more capable than other people.
o Thereis alot | can learn from other people.

o | am much like everyone else.
o | am an extraordinary person.

5) Have you followed a nonprofit origination (by Liking its page e.g. American Red
Cross) on Facebook?

o Yes

o No

6) Have you seen a charity appeal on your Faceboolewsfeed?
o Yes
o No

7) Have you heard of Facebook Gifts (an applicatioallowing a user to send a gift
e.g. a $5 Starbucks gift card to his/her friends ofracebook and the generosity will
be published on both the sender and the receiverEmeline and Newsfeed)?

o Yes

o No

8) Have you sent a gift through Facebook Gifts?
o Yes
o No

9) Have you received a present via Facebook Gifts?

o Yes
o No

Next you will see a screenshot of a Facebook nesdiem St. Jude Children’s

Research Hospital, a non-profit organization thedts children with cancers. Please read
carefully of this newsfeed that you might see oaryeacebook and, then, answer several
guestions.
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Finding cures. Saving children.

Your gift helps St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital

continue finding cures and saving children.

Make a donation to St. Jude
through Facebook Gifts
Your philanthropic act will be pub-

lished on your Facebook Timeline
and Newsfeed right away.

Your kindness deserves to be
known!

Like * Comment * Share

&) 118,110 people like this.

Finding cures. Saving children.

Your gift helps St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital

continue finding cures and saving children.

DONATE TODAY!

s

Like * Comment * Share
©) 118,110 people ke this.

Finding cures. Saving children.

Your gift helps St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital

continue finding cures and saving children.

Make a donation to St. Jude
through Facebook Gifts
Your philanthropic act will be pub-

lished on your Facebook Timeline
and Newsfeed right away.

Your kindness deserves to be

known! /&\

Like * Comment * Share
) 2people lke this.

Finding cures, Saving children.
LB T

-~ a

Your gift helps St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital

continue finding cures and saving children.

DONATE TODAY!

Like * Comment * Share

1) 2people lke this.
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10) To what extent do you agree or disagree with éhfollowing statements?

1= strongly disagree  7=strongly agree

The ad asks me to make a donation to St Jude 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hospital througt-acebook Gifts.

A significant amount of people on Facebookhasl 2 3 4 5 6 7
“Liked” this ad.
The ad asks me to make a donation to St Jude 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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through the hospital’s website
A few people on Facebook have “Liked” this ad. 1 23 4 5 6 7

11) To what extent do you agree or disagree with éfollowing statement?

1= strongly disagree 7=strongly agree

I’'m willing to make a donation to St. Jude 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Children’s Research Hospital to help children.

12) How much would you like to donate? Please writ@ the amount $

13) To what extent do you agree or disagree with éfollowing statements?

1= strongly disagree 7=strongly agree

If  make a donation through Facebook Giftsit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
makes me feel like | will make a difference.

It will increase my self-respect if | make a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
donation through Facebook Gifts from where my

Facebook friends could see my kindness.

Having my donation publishedonmy Faceboc 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Timeline and Newsfeed will make me feel goo

| would consider donating via Facebook Gifts 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
because | get to show something for my kindness.

| would like to make a donation that benefits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
charities through Facebook Gifts so that peopl
know | am a good person.

| like to show people | donate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I would like to make a donation through 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Facebook Gifts because it makes me look coo

14) When did you first start using Facebook?
Within the last six months

1 year ago

2 or 3 years ago

4 or 5 years ago

6 or 7 years ago

More than 7 years ago

O O0OO0OO0OO0OOo

15) On average, how many times do you log onto Fdmmok a day?
o 0-1time
0o 2-3times
0 4-5times
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6 or more times

16) About how often do you check Facebook newsfeed?

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOo

17) About How many friends do you have on Facebook?

Several times a day
About once a day

Three to five days a week
One to two days a week
Less often

Don’t know

Never

18) Have you made a donation online before?

0]
0]

Yes
No

19) Which category best represents your householdtetal income in 2012 before
taxes and other deductions?

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOo

Less than $10, 000
$10,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $29,999
$30,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$150,000 or more

20) In total, in the past 12 months, my contributions & non-profit organizations or
charities (in money or property) were worth approximately

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0Oo

No contributions to charities or nonprofit organiaas
$1-$49

$50-$99

$100-$199

$200-$299

$300-$399

$400-$499

$500-$999

$1000 or more

-Endof the Questionnaire
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