SOCIAL MEDIA FUNDRAISING: FACEBOOK FRIEND OR FOE? A CASE STUDY

OF OREGON NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

by

MONICA LAIRD

A THESIS

Presented to the Department of Planning,
Public Policy and Management
and the Graduate School of the University of Oregon
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
Master of Public Administration

June 2010




il

“Social Media Fundraising: Facebook Friend or Foe? A Case Study of Oregon Nonprofit
Organizations,” a thesis prepared by Monica Laird in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the Master of Public Administration degree in the Department of
Planning, Public Policy and Management. This thesis has been approved and accepted

by:

Asgfstant Professor Iaura Leete, Chair of the Examining Committee

Date

Committee in Charge: Assistant Professor Laura Leete, Chair
Associate Professor Renee Irvin
Associate Professor Jessica Greene

Accepted by:

Dean' of the Graduate School




© 2010 Monica Laird

iii



v

An Abstract of the Thesis of
Monica Laird for the degree of Master of Public Administration
in the Department of Planning, Public Policy and Management
to be taken June 2010
Title: SOCIAL MEDIA FUNDRAISING: FACEBOOK FRIEND OR FOE? A CASE

STUDY OF OREGON NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

p— . -

[

Approved:

Assistant Professor Laura Leete

Social networking websites like Facebook and Twitter have revolutionized how
Americans communicate with businesses and organizations around the world. These sites
are allowing nonprofit organizations throughout the nation to join a movement in “equal
opportunity activism” by virtually accessing potential donors from even the youngest
generations. Despite the recent obsession with Facebook causes and “Tweet” campaigns,
most organizations have yet to see a financial return on their investments in these
seemingly inexpensive fundraising methods. This case study of nonprofit organizations in
Oregon examines the return on fundraising expenditure for social media sites being used
as fundraising tools in comparison to more traditional methods of fundraising. I also
answer underlying questions about whether social media fundraising may be more

appropriate for organizations of a certain size. In the end, I will look at the planning




process for social media use and provide an evaluation of the future potential for these

tools.



CURRICULUM VITAE
NAME OF AUTHOR: Monica Laird
PLACE OF BIRTH: Burnsville, Minnesota

DATE OF BIRTH: October 26, 1987

GRADUATE AND UNDERGRADUATE SCHOOLS ATTENDED:

University of Oregon Eugene

DEGREES AWARDED:
Master of Public Administration, Nonprofit Management, 2010, University of
Oregon
Bachelor of Arts, Political Science, 2008, University of Oregon

AREAS OF SPECIAL INTEREST:

Nonprofit Administration and Resource Development

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE:

Community Impact Intern, United Way of Metropolitan Dallas, Dallas, Texas,
2009

Program Manager, Junior Achievement of Western Oregon, Eugene, Oregon,
2008-2009

vi




vii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I would like to express sincere appreciation to Professor Leete for her assistance in
the preparation of this manuscript. In addition, special thanks are due to Rita Radostitz for
sparking my interest in social media fundraising in nonprofit organizations prior to
beginning this research. I also thank Ms. Amy Ganderson of the Nature Conservancy for

providing me with an inside look in to their social media strategies.




viii

This thesis is dedicated to my wonderful parents without whom this project would
not have been possible. I am forever grateful for their support and guidance
throughout this process and for always reinforcing the value of education. Also to
my sister for her positive attitude that always kept me going.



ix

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Chapter Page
L. INTRODUCTION ....ccoviriieririetetesteneseetesteseessesstseeeeeseetesseseessessasssssssssseenssnesssens 1
FundraiSing OVEIVIEW .......ccecereerereieneicreneeieiiiteeceseesiecntesessesnesieestonesseesessessosas 3
Social Networking Websites as Fundraising Tools .......cccccecevverccncenceenncnenenn 4
Facebook FundraiSing..........coceeeervueeieciicinnienniencentenrcereeseeseesseessesseesseese 5
Twitter FUNAraiSing.........ceeeeeveeerieriirnieniiirtenrennennreneeseeseeeseesseessesssessaesvees 7
Other Social Media Fundraising ToOIS ...c...ccocuemerrinreeneeneenennieniennenieeens 8
RESEAICh OVEIVIEW ....coviiiiiiceeenieeceeeeceeceiit et s saeese s s e st e e sneeanes 9
II. LITERATURE REVIEW......coiitiieeinierrneeniintneeseesteseessessasseseessesssssessassessssesens 10
Current RESEArCh........ccvieierieriieeiceeietee ettt et s nesa e anseeen 11

Study #1: “Still Setting the Pace in Social Media: The First Longitudinal
Study of Usage by the Largest US Charities” - University of Massachusetts

Dartmouth Center for Marketing Research (Barnes & Mattson, 2009).......... 11
FamilIarity .....cocooceueniemiineinitiieniciei ettt ssese sttt et aerenens 11
USBEZE ...ttt ettt sae et e st st s e saesae et et e a s aesaaaneees 12
ADALYSIS .. coveiereriieiienientrrteesteertesreseeseestassrassesaeaeetaesaessaessesseeesseseensas 12

Study #2: “New Media Users Eager to Support Causes...Just Not With
Their Wallets” — Cone Marketing, 2009......c.c..cveeieieeiiiieeeneeieerieneceeeeeens 13

Study #3: “Social Networking and Mid-Size Nonprofits: What’s the Use?”-
Philanthropy Action (Ogden & Starita, 2009) .........cccceeeeevenecreerneeeererereenes 15




Chapter Page

CONCIUSION ...vevieerieeiiererereeeeeineetesrnressee s aeresaessee s aee st easseessananteeseesnrasssnassssensseessanne 16
III. METHODOLOGY ....oioieriereiertesreseeseesressesessassessessssessessesssssasssassessessessssssessassens 17
SUIVEY MEthOAS .....coveiieiiiierieeeeeee sttt ettt et et ete e et e e et e sassnn e seseeeseasnnas 17
MEASUTES ...ceeiiriiriiiirtcecntt ittt sss et sas s sas e sab e s e e e e s ss s sas e nes 18

The Fundraising Planning Process........cccccevevirienenecceneoenieerieseeseesessnenns 19

The Effectiveness of Social Media Fundraising ...........cccecueevecreeeeerennnn. 20
Comparison of Return on Fundraising Expenditures............cccoeeeveeeunenes 21
Supplementary Interview with the Nature Conservancy ............ccceceeuen.n. 22
IV.RESULTS .ottt etrteiee st seeseeseestessse st st essessessassassansessassessassasssensessassassaansn 23
Small Organization Results (Under $1 Million Annual Revenue)........................ 23
The Planning PTOCESS ......cecceecieeieruiinieenieenieneesneestenseestecsestessnansesssesssesssesssenses 23

Social Media Use for FUNdraiSing ..........cccceeeeereveneecincereresneseeesneeseseeesseennes 24
Facebook FUundraiSing.........ccccecucievernieruerereniaeeesesessesesnsisessessensessasssenne 26

Twitter FUNALaiSINg......cocvvereueieviiieiieeieeriteeneeneeesiereressnessresesaeeseasseasssnens 27

Other Social Media Site USE.....cceeererrerrirreenrinienirnerneereeieseesreseesseesessnenes 28
Comparisons of Returns on Fundraising Expenditures........cc.cccocecververrneennenne. 29
Medium Organization Results ($§1 — 5 Million Annual Revenue)........................ 31
The Planning PrOCESS .....cuceeeerriereerceninieeertereesteseereseeseessessessnssssssassessssssansans 31

Social Media Use for FUndraiSing ...........c.ecoeeevieivieienieerireneeeceeesneeeseeesanea 32



Xi

Chapter Page
Facebook FUundraiSing.........cc.coeveeireereereeneenenieneneneteeeseeseesesssessessesscosenaes 33
Twitter FUNAraiSing........cveeeeervieiiieierecreesieenteeeeeereessreesseessnseessnesssesssesnns 34
Other Social Media Site USe......cceeveveerveeecnrieriereneeieceienreseseeeenesaenes 35
Comparisons of Returns on Fundraising Expenditures............cccccoeeeveennnne 35

Large Organization Results (+$5 Million Annual Revenue).......c..cceeeeereevvennene. 37
The Planning ProCESS........cuvvcvereereriiinirseeieesesiteseessesneresseessesessessssssesssesnees 37
Social Media Use for FUNAraising ...........cocceeceveienieeeerenesireeeneeeseesseesessennes 38

Facebook FUuNdraiSing .......c.cc.ceeveeurverererienscnncrnineseneneseensenieseeseeseesseeenes 38
Twitter FUNAIraiSIng........ceevvveeeveeirreiiecsieeceenreereesaessssessteeenseessssesssesseesses 39
Other Social Media Site USE.......ccecvvvereererecinenierieneeeenienresreeee e eneeenes 39
Comparisons of Returns on Fundraising Expenditures.........cccccccverrierencrennen. 40

Comparative FINAINGS ......cc.coveeiieeereriretenierirneenenseesieeseeseesessseseessesseesssssessassesses 41
Basic Revenue COmPariSOns..........cevuevueereereerereteneereerersesesseessesesssessessessessenee 41
Virtual Engagement of Potential DONOTS ........ccceveeiecinenrnrniiniinesenceeseenenne 42
Future Use of Social Media for Fundraising Purposes ........c.c..ccuveeveeeveeivenrenne 43

Supplementary Interview — the Nature Conservancy ...........cccceceevveervrcerccreneenenee 44

V. DISCUSSION .....ooiieiieieteteienerntesseseeresseestestestesesssessassessassersssssassessesssessassssssass 47

Social Media Use for FUNdraising .......c.ccececeeeierieceneniesienesrenieseenreseeseessesssseesnes 47
Small Organizations..........ccceevieeeeriniirrreieeriessesieseresessesesssesaeeneessessessesssssesses 47

Facebook FundraiSing..........ccccevueeieseeseeeeiniierenseeiseseesaeesveesesessesssesssenses 48

Twitter FUNAIaiSing........cceevievenireniirereecienienecteeteecteere e esae v essseseeasesae 49



Xii

Chapter Page
Medium OTGANIZALIONS.........ccccvrrerrerireraraeereeessensaesssassasssssesssssssesssssssssssssassses 51
Facebook FUNAraiSing .........ccccoveretreevirntineninreniestenieneesteneeeeeeessessessessasses 51

TWItter FUNAIaiSINE.....co.eiuvereeeerieirrertrrtecrenresteeestestesaassseseseeneesacssassensens 52

Large OTanizZations. .. ....c.ccecereeeerieierrtrneretereenerastesseseessessassesseessessesstessesasaes . 52
Facebook FUNAIaiSing ........cceccevieriirieeieicnieiieeierieneeeesneseeseessesseeneessensanes 53

Twitter FUNAIaiSing........cceeireeriiiriiereeiereeneriteeescreseeeeeereesseesvesssessensenns 53
Comparison of Return on Fundraising Expenditures (ROFES) .......cc.cccceeerrune. 55
Small OrganiZations........cccevveceeerieerirreeniertreientereesteetesteeseseseeeseeseeseasanssens 55

Medium Organizations.........cccevueereererseererierienuessesseseesasessessseseeessesasasses 56

Large OrganizZations. .. ....c..cceccrreerurrierueruenerienseseesassesesssassasseessesseessesseseanes . 56

FINal DiSCUSSION.....coueererererrtrerenserteseeriesuesseeesseesesasssnessesssssessssnsnsassesnessessassessases 57
VI. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS ......ccooiitintrrnrnnreneeeeeeenaniennens 58
CONCIUSION «.eviieevriiiitertiriteetteretecteetest e eesee st e e e st eenaesresesessas s e e seessessaessnennsenes 58
Future RESEATCH........cocveeieiiiitieetect ettt e sa e an e aneaens 60
APPENDICES ....cutiteiiieeectetentrte et rtetts st et seess e sassessessesaessessassaasaessesnesseesaassansan 62
A. SOCIAL MEDIA FUNDRAISING SURVEY TOOL .......coooveveeenerrinrannne 62

B. IRS FORM 990 - BLANK .....utirtietiiirtectererentenressesresseesesseestessessessaentasensens 72

REFERENCES. ...ttt sttt et e esesee s seassaeses e ssssenesnne 73



Xiii

LIST OF TABLES
Table Page
1. Response Rates per Size CateZOTY .....ccevervverieriineeniieeeieereeeeeseeeseeseeseee e seesanenns 18
2. Purpose of Social Media Use among Small Organizations ............ccccccevveeriernnns 25
3. Social Media Site with Most Potential..........ccccecviiieiireinenieeireeeececceenceen, 25
4. Facebook Subscriber Start Date.........coccevverieriiirniireieneerieeeeeteee e eee e seeeeens 26
5. Facebook Success RAtiNg........cccevvveereeriiriirniiinieiieeieesieesiresee e veeeveessnesnesnseenns 27
6. Twitter Fundraising Success Rating — Small Organizations............ccccceecveeriereennnn. 28
7. Most Successful Traditional Methods of Fundraising..........ccocceeoeeeinnieeeeneeenneen, 30
8. Purpose of Social Media Use among Medium Organizations..........cc..eeceeeveeneeneen. 32
9. Facebook Fundraising Success Rating — Medium Organizations............ccccceueeneen. 33
10. Twitter Fundraising Success Rating — Medium Organizations ...........c.cceeeeueuenee. 35
11. Success Rating for Traditional Methods of Fundraising ..........ccccceceeevvieenincenene 36
12. Purpose of Social Media Use among Large Organizations ...........c.ccceeevecvenennennen. 38
13. Most Popular “Tweet” Content for Large Organizations ............ccceevrverereesvenen. 39
14. Average Annual Revenue per Traditional Method — Size Comparison ................ 41

15. Virtual Engagement — Size Cross COmMPariSOn........ccceecueveereeereenieeneesieneenreneennes 42




CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The processes of soliciting funds from various sources benefiting charitable
organizations have been a closely studied subject since the creation of nonprofit status in
the United States. Those studies and debates have included but are not limited to
questions about the ethics of donation solicitation, government regulations and
fundraising efficiency and effectiveness. However, the face of fundraising has changed
greatly in the last decade. Nonprofit organizations must be prepared to face these changes
in order to ensure their survival in an increasingly competitive market. This presents a
unique challenge to organizations across the country to fulfill their missions on miniscule
budgets in a discouraging economic climate. Development professionals must be creative
and look at innovative fundraising strategies while maintaining awareness on the
efficiency of the methods they choose.

In addition to the changing economy, we have entered in to a new era of
technology and communication that can change the way organizations network with
volunteers, board members, donors and other organizations. Society is becoming
increasingly dependent on the world of social media and networking and social media has
forever changed the way we communicate with one another and the way nonprofit

organizations are able to create awareness about their causes. No longer are nonprofits
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discussing online fundraising methods like email solicitation, blogging or “Donate Now”
buttons. They are now looking at memberships on social networking sites like Facebook,
MySpace and Twitter. For example, a recent study found that nearly 75 percent of 980
organizations were using Facebook which has more than 220 million users worldwide
(Wasley, 2009). Furthermore, Facebook Causes, the most popular social networking
application for nonprofit organizations, has over 24 million active monthly users that are
able to “recruit their friends into that cause, keep everybody in the cause up-to-speed on
issues and media related to the cause, and, most importantly, raise money directly
through the cause for any U.S. registered 501(c) (3) nonprofit or Canadian registered
charity” (Causes Exchange, 2010). To date, Causes has raised over 21 million dollars for
a variety of charitable organizations since its creation in 2007.

Although usage rates on these websites have exploded over the last two years,
there is a great deal of uncertainty that goes along with the purpose, efficiency and
effectiveness of these tools (Wasley, 2009). One of the primary points of confusion over
the use of social media sites by organizations is what these “active users” represent in
terms of volunteers, advocates or donors. As organizational “fan pages” gain popularity
(most likely in terms of having more “friends”), there is a gap in understanding what the
purpose of those virtual friends represent to an organization. George Hood, the national
community relations secretary at the Salvation Army, was quoted as wondering “what his
group’s 11,000 Facebook fans add up to. ‘Are they our employees? Are they existing
supporters? Are they brand new? If all we’re doing is attracting ourselves, we’re not

being very effective.”” It has been difficult for organizations to establish the main cause



for their use of social media and this has prompted a variety of questions over the
effectiveness of these websites for nonprofit use (Preston, 2009).

These questions have also led to a distinction between “friend raising” and
fundraising. It is undeniable that building relationships through networking is essential
for an organization’s survival. Yet, not all of those relationships are directly translatable
to charitable gifts or donations. It is critical that the analysis of “friend raising” methods
and marketing be kept separate from the use of social media sites as fundraising tools.
The analysis of donation solicitation should focus on efficiency, in terms of the returns on
fundraising investments (ROFIs), as well as effectiveness, or the completion of mission
related activities. The primary goal of this research project is to look at how organizations
have incorporated the use of social media in their fundraising strategy and the ROFIs that
they have seen in comparison to the more traditional methods of soliciting funds that

have been used for decades.

Fundraising Overview

Similar to a business, charitable organizations must diversify their revenue
sources to maintain a consistent stream of income. Karen A. Froelich discusses the
diversification of revenue sources in nonprofit organizations:

Nonprofit organizations must rely on a variety of activities and resource providers
to support their mission-related work. The classic image is that of traditional
fundraising to attract charitable donations from individuals and corporations for
socially valued programs. Another common revenue strategy is the pursuit of
grants and contracts from foundation and government sources. A more
controversial approach involves commercial activities, such as selling products to
customers or charging fees for program services.



It is critical that organizations have an appropriate combination of the above listed
resources in order to avoid potential income gaps that could cause program or personnel
cuts that could be detrimental to the fulfillment of their mission (Froelich, 1999).

As noted by Froelich, attracting charitable donations from individuals and
corporations for social programs is an essential part of any organizational strategic plan
because not only does it increase revenue, it is also raises awareness throughout
communities about the mission and purpose of an organization. Soliciting donations from
individuals and corporations creates a network of financial support that can be accessed
by nonprofits each year as they attempt to increase programs and further their mission.
However, as previously determined, the number of organizations is constantly growing
and the competition for donor dollars becomes more intense. The donation market is
extremely fickle and is impacted by a variety of factors including the overall economic
climate and tax policies. Development officials must be adequately equipped with

innovative fundraising strategies to handle the constantly changing charitable gift market.

Social Networking Websites as Fundraising Tools
Organizations are searching for an adequate alternative that will combine
financial efficiency with fundraising effectiveness. Technology will inevitably play a
pivotal role in fundraising in the coming years as our society becomes more virtually
connected. As of 2007, 62% of households have internet access including 33.3% of
individuals in the lowest income quintile (Census Bureau, 2007). One manifestation of

this has been the explosion of social networking websites that allow millions of



subscribers to connect virtually with their families, friends and coworkers from around
the world. The most popular websites: Facebook, Twitter, MySpace and LinkedIn
provide users with the opportunity to share information and sentiments, chat and network
with “friends” and “followers” in a virtual environment.

Each of these websites also allows businesses and organizations to create pages
that provide potential customers, volunteers or donors with information about their cause
or business. A unique opportunity is open to organizations to utilize these resources to
access a multitude of new donors to fundraise in support of their cause. However, as this
research project will further explore, the results thus far have been less than impressive.
Facebook Fundraising

Facebook, founded in 2004, is one of the most popular social networking websites
in the world boasting over 400 million active users, 50% of which log on to the site on
any given day. Facebook provides users with an opportunity to “help people
communicate more efficiently with their friends, family and coworkers.” It is free to join
and facilitates communication in a “trusted environment (Facebook, 2010).” This social
networking tool has grown from a simple platform for social connectivity in to a
revolution in networking and communication for individuals, businesses and
organizations across the globe.

Clearly, this presents an undeniable opportunity for nonprofit organizations to
raise awareness, network with potential volunteers and donors and potentially solicit
funds from the huge population of Facebook users. Connecting to this size of a group can

be daunting for any organization, therefore the Causes application was created
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specifically for nonprofit organizations to access these users in order to fundraise, recruit
volunteers and raise awareness all from one platform. Facebook Causes, a registered 501
(c) 3, was created in May 2007 and has since raised $21 million for 390,000 causes
through the efforts of over 100 million active users. Joe Green says the tool now
processes $30,000 to $45,000 in donations every day — up from $3,000 two years ago,
with a median gift of $25 (Wasley, 2009).

Causes’ purpose is as follows:
Facebook Platform presents an unprecedented opportunity to engage our
generation, most of who are on Facebook, in seizing the future and making a
difference in the world around us. Our generation cares deeply, but the current
system has alienated us. Causes provide the tools so that any Facebook user can
leverage their network of real friends to effect positive change.
The goal of all this is what we call "equal opportunity activism." We're trying to
level the playing field by empowering individuals to change the world. Existing
nonprofits must raise hundreds of millions of dollars and leverage massive direct
marketing campaigns to attract members. We're democratizing activism by
empowering activists with an arsenal of tools for users of Facebook who want to
leverage their network on Facebook to effect positive change (Causes Exchange,
2010).
The most critical point Causes intends to promote is “equal opportunity activism” by
providing the “Facebook generation,” a primarily young demographic, with access to a
variety of nonprofit organizations in attempt to make substantial change (Causes
Exchange, 2010). Traditionally, the majority of high level donors have belonged to the 55
and older demographic based on their available expendable incomes. However,
nonprofits must continually grow new donors by reaching out to younger audiences and
staying connected with them as they age and build wealth. The idea of “equal opportunity

activism” is that any individual can make positive changes simply by virtually and

financially supporting nonprofits through the Causes application. Yet, the question



remains whether this innovative perspective on philanthropy and revolution in virtual
organizational support will create the next phase in fundraising. This research project
seeks to establish whether organizations using the Causes application to solicit funds
from users are seeing the returns they anticipated.
Twitter Fundraising

Blogging has become a recent addition to many nonprofit websites as a way to
keep website viewers informed about current events pertaining to their cause, upcoming
events or fundraisers and anecdotes that might strengthen the connection readers may
have to the mission and purpose of the organization. The newest trend in the blogosphere
is “micro blogging” specifically through a popular website called Twitter. The concept
behind Twitter and similar micro blogging websites is to be a “real time information
network powered by people all around the world that lets users share and discover what’s
happening now.” Members are able to obtain answers to the ever present question of
“what’s happening” by “following” other members “tweets” (micro blogs of 145 words
or less) that are frequently updated. Users can also comment or “retweet” on a member’s
status. In terms of business and organizational use of micro blogging, it is a tool that
allows organizations to stay connected with customers and share information quickly
with interested parties, obtain feedback and build virtual relationships with potential
supporters (Twitter, 2010).

From a nonprofit perspective, Twitter has the potential to give organizations an
outlet to share important information that could help build support for their cause.

Recently Twitter has become a new fundraising platform for many organizations through



the exchange of important information about the financial needs of their nonprofit and
direct links for users to support their cause. A large portion of Twitter’s mission is
assisting organizations in the “open exchange of information that can have a positive
global impact (Twitter, 2010).” Two key principles of fundraising are accessing invested
populations to support the cause and providing them with the necessary amount of
information to build enough interest to solicit gifts. Twitter satisfies both criteria virtually
by providing access to members free of charge that could potentially be interested in an
organization’s purpose and allowing the organization to provide significant “real time
information” that could assist their fundraising efforts.

Other Social Media Fundraising Tools

There are a variety of social media platforms to choose from, and while Facebook
and Twitter are the most popular, other social networking websites and tools available
should not be ignored because their potential in fundraising could be significant in the
near future. For example, Linkedln, a professional networking website that is gaining
popularity focuses primarily on building professional relationships but has the potential
to be used for the solicitation of funds.

Another significant development in fundraising is SMS or text message
fundraising that was primarily debuted during President Barack Obama’s presidential
campaign and was a critical aspect in raising disaster relief funds after the recent
carthquake in Haiti. However, this form of fundraising has yet to be used in a long-term
capacity by an organization looking to raise operational or program funds. Therefore, text

message fundraising will not be incorporated in to this research project. Yet, it is clear
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that due to the volume of funds raised through text messaging for disaster relief it has the

potential to become an important and effective fundraising method in the future.

Research Overview

The following research will look at how nonprofit organizations are using
Facebook and Twitter to solicit donations as well as at other social networks they are
logging on to and how successful they have been in utilizing these new trends in
fundraising. But are organizations “jumping in and doing it” too soon (Wasley, 2009)?

This study seeks to build on the growing body of research concerning the
financial effectiveness of using social media fundraising. The survey portion of this study
analyzes both the planning process for social media strategies and the perception of
future success. This will provide information for a stronger understanding of whether the
newest craze in social media use will be an effective and sustainable method of soliciting
donations or if it is simply a social networking tool that allows organizations to create
virtual relationships with potential donors and volunteers. The results will establish
whether there is an appropriate use range where nonprofits could produce a better annual
return for social media fundraising by investing less and gaining more. Finally, the
separation of results by organization size category will provide a more complete
understanding of whether social media fundraising is the most effective and efficient for

organizations with certain amounts of available resources.
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

The overall impact of social media websites like Facebook and Twitter has only
begun to be analyzed by researchers in marketing, corporate advertising and academia.
Moreover, the potential of the social media revolution in terms of the solicitation of funds
by nonprofit organizations is an even more recent topic. There are currently three
significant studies published on the topic of social media fundraising in charities across
America. These studies provide substantive findings in terms of how often and why
nonprofits use social media but very little in regards to how much organization have
raised thus far and what their returns on fundraising expenditures have been. This project
seeks to fill that gap. Two out of three of the existing studies have been conducted by
marketing research firms. Each of these studies will be examined in depth and a variety
of aspects will be considered in order to better understand the place this research

undertaking holds in comparison to the current research on the subject.
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Current Research

Study #1: “Still Setting the Pace in Social Media: The First Longitudinal Study of Usage
by the Largest US Charities” - University of Massachusetts Dartmouth Center for
Marketing Research (Barnes & Mattson, 2009)

This study was the first statistically significant, longitudinal study on the usage of
social media by United States charities and surveyed the 2006 and 2007 Forbes Magazine
list of the 200 largest US organizations. Thirty-eight percent (76) of the nonprofits
participated and the purpose was to establish the “familiarity of the respondents with six
prominent social media (blogging, podcasting, online video, social networking, wikis,
and message boards)” and the actual usage of those six social media tools by the
responding organizations (Barnes & Mattson, 2009). Their analysis looked at the
fluctuations in both familiarity and usage from 2007 to 2008 and how drastically those
are able to change in the span of one year.

Familiarity

In 2007, Barnes and Mattson found that blogging was the form of social media
that the majority of respondents (62%) were most familiar with. Prior to the
establishment of social networking websites, blogging was a popular method for
organizations to share information about their purpose and general happenings because it
provided more space than a website page and allowed for frequent updating. In 2008,
seventy percent of respondents were the most familiar with social networking websites,
up from 49% in 2007 (Barnes & Mattson, 2009). Development professionals must stay

abreast of the ever changing methods of fundraising available to organizations. This

study demonstrates how quickly the most familiar fundraising method can change and
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combines this with an examination of the connection to the respondents reported usage of
these methods.

Usage

This study also looks at the actual usage of social media tools but does not define
how the social media tools are being used as the coming study will seek to do. They
found that seventy-nine percent of responding charities were using social networking and
video blogging most often. They also saw a dramatic increase in the use of social
networking sites and blogging from year 2007 to 2008.
Analysis

In 2007, familiarity and usage were not directly related. However, in 2008, the
tools most organizations were most familiar with were the tools they were in fact using
most often. Overall, this “longitudinal look at social media usage among the nonprofit
sector reveals that social media has become an incredibly important part of the
communication strategy for US charities (Barnes & Mattson, 2009).” This study is
primarily qualitative and uses little quantitative data to establish the validity of its
discoveries. The authors’ measures of effectiveness were based on blog attendance,
subscriptions and future plans for expansion of use. Although important characteristics to
look at, it is also necessary to look at the financial gains that organizations have and
could see through their use of social media which the following research seeks to

establish.
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Study #2: “New Media Users Eager to Support Causes...Just Not With Their Wallets” —
Cone Marketing, 2009

The 2009 Cone Consumer New Media study, a three part study, analyzes “new
media users’ interactions with brands, their support of social and environmental issues
and their engagement with corporate responsibility practices (Cone Marketing, 2009).” In
comparison to the Dartmouth study, Cone interviewed 587 “new media users” about how
they interact with nonprofit organizations technologically. Cone’s conclusions examine
the factors that influence Americans to use new media to support causes or those things
that prevent them from doing so. The majority of respondents (79%) who actively use
new media tools believe that nonprofit organizations should use these resources to “raise
money and awareness for causes.” They define new media as the “dialogue among
individuals or groups by way of technology facilitated channels such as social networks,
blogs, micro blogs, online games, mobile devices, message boards, and in some instances
websites and email (Cone Marketing, 2009).”

Sixty percent of new media users have supported a cause through some of the
previously listed channels at some point. However, 27% of respondents have given a
financial gift through a social network and only 4% ha.ve supported a cause using a micro
blog site like Twitter. The majority of Americans are not using social networking
websites to demonstrate their financial support of nonprofit organizations despite the fact
that 34% of respondents are using new media sites and tools two or more times per week
(Cone Marketing, 2009).

The Cone New Media study also looks at the factors that incentivize or

discourage Americans from supporting causes using new media. The motivators this
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particular study found most relevant are: the opportunity to choose which issue is
supported, emotionally compelling causes, the tools are quick and easy to use, there are
incentives for involvement, it has demonstrated results and there are also offline
opportunities for involvement. The majority of respondents in this survey reported that
there are far more factors motivating them to support a cause through new media versus
preventing them.

Nonetheless, there are factors that thirty-nine percent of respondents stated are
preventing them from virtually supporting organizations. A third of participants didn’t
trust their effort would actually go to help the intended cause. There is a lack of
connection between the organization and donor and in many cases organizations are
accessing donors that are outside of their local network which cause them to express
caution over submitting financial support electronically. Another important factor that
prevents 22% of respondents from supporting a cause using new media is feeling
“overwhelmed by the number of causes on new media (Cone Marketing, 2009).” This
factor is being considered more frequently by researchers because on Facebook Causes
alone there are over 390,000 causes represented that donors could potentially support
(Causes Exchange, 2010).

This study makes important conclusions on the relationship between those
Americans that say they would support a cause through new media but are not actually
opening their wallets and making contributions. Only eighteen percent of respondents
have made a donation to an organization through the use of a website, mobile device or

social media network. Two percent less participants have been motivated to volunteer as




15

a result of an organization’s new media marketing campaign. These results focus on
individual donor reactions to the use of new media rather than organizational efforts.
Alison DaSilva, Cone’s Executive Vice President of Cause Branding, says that
“Americans are actively engaged with causes on new media, but they’re lacking a degree
of trust that takes them to the next level of engagement (Cone Marketing, 2009).” She
recommends that organizations focus on engaging individuals to the point where they

become long term donors rather than simply making them aware of a purpose.

Study #3: “Social Networking and Mid-Size Nonprofits: What's the Use? ” —
Philanthropy Action (Ogden & Starita, 2009)

Philanthropy Action, a donor-driven publication that focuses primarily on
alleviating global poverty, published a survey on social networking use that studied 1,200
nonprofit organizations with annual revenues ranging between one and five million
dollars (mid-size). The purpose of this study was to establish the level of effectiveness in
using social technologies to attract both donors and volunteers while pointing out the
particular struggle of mid-size organizations that “lack resources to commit to an
unproven, and surprisingly expensive strategy, but fear they will be hopelessly ‘left
behind’” in the recent revolution of virtual cause marketing and fundraising (Ogden &
Starita, 2009).

The returns from social media use in terms of engaging potential donors and
volunteers have been less than impressive over the last four to five years. Fifty-one
percent of respondents reported that 1 to 5 hours per week of staff time was devoted to

updating and using social media. Although many organizations are attracted by the offer
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of “free” memberships to social networking sites, Ogden and Starita fervently point out
that what is truly meant by “free” is that “the distribution costs are low-to-nonexistent
compared to traditional alternatives like direct mail....And there is no doubt that social
technologies enable us to do things....at very low cost.” However, the “internally-
developed content” that is necessary to fuel micro blogs and social networking
participation by users has a significant time cost. Allan Benamer of socialmarkets and the
Non-Profit Tech Blog estimate that running just a blog with all costs included will cost an
organization approximately $10,000 in the first year (Ogden & Starita, 2009). This thesis
will explore both the costs of social media and the returns that organizations of all sizes
while also looking at the comparative efficiency of those more traditional methods of

fundraising.

Conclusion
Each of these studies presents a unique perspective on the use of social
technologies in nonprofit organizations and the potential returns that can be seen in both
donors and volunteers. Yet, the results of the Dartmouth, Cone and Philanthropy Action
studies prove that there is still a considerable gap in knowledge around the financial

returns on social media fundraising expenditures.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Survey Methods

The following research project will examine a cross-section of organizations
throughout the state of Oregon with annual revenues varying from under one million
dollars to over $176 million. One purpose of this study is to establish differences in the
impact of social media between different size organizations and so organizations of
varying sizes were selected for participation. The population of organizations studied
was limited to those that were founded prior to 2005, have a valid email address and are
not categorized as a religious organization (the large number of religious organizations
would have greatly skewed the results of this survey). The Guidestar database was used
to identify appropriate organizations to survey. Of the population of 11,574 nonprofit
organizations registered in Oregon and listed in the Guidestar database, 8,673
organizations meet the criteria listed above. From these, I selected a random sample of
329 organizations to survey, stratified by annual revenue into the following categories:
small organizations (annual revenue under $1 million), medium organizations (annual
revenue between $1 and 5 million) and large organizations (annual revenue above $5

million).
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Data from the National Center for Charitable Statistics indicates that 69.4% of
Oregon nonprofit organizations would be categorized as “small” by these criteria used
here (NCCS, 2010). In order to reflect the increased amount of small organizations,
organizations with revenues under $1 million were sampled at a higher rate. Small
organizations represented 47% of the 329 organizations in the sample (155), 33% were
medium organizations (108), and 20% were large organizations (66).

The 329 selected organizations received an online survey created through Survey
Monkey via email in early April. They were invited to participate and had approximately
three weeks to fill it out electronically. One hundred and five organizations completed the
survey for a 32% total response rate. The response rates for each size category are

summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Response Rates per Size Category

Size Category Small Medium Large Total
Response Rate (%) 32.0% 34.3% 28.7% 32.0%
Number of Respondents 49 37 19 105
Average Annual Revenue $383,967 $2,199,091 | $30,199,322 -

Each size respondent pools varied in annual revenues, missions and intentions in their use
of social media. Although not analyzed for their statistical representativeness, these pools

appear to be representative of the diversity of nonprofit organizations in Oregon.

Measures
In order to obtain “real time information” about the use of social media in
nonprofit organizations, the online survey tool examined the use of traditional methods

and social media websites focusing primarily on Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn.
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Organizations were asked their reasons for using social media, the planning they have
done in anticipation of and/or expansion of use, as well as the engagement levels of each
site in terms of friends, followers and “tweets” obtained. Also, recipients rated the
usefulness and success of each social media site which will be important in understanding
the potential of each new media site. Finally, the survey looked at future use of social
media to fundraise through questions surrounding organizational anticipation of use over
the next five years. See Appendix A for complete online survey tool that was distributed
to each organization. These measures can be divided in to the following analysis
categories: the fundraising planning process and the effectiveness of social media
fundraising and a comparison of return on fundraising expenditures. Finally, a
supplementary interview was conducted with the Nature Conservancy that provides a
comparison point for the results of the survey.
The Fundraising Planning Process

The variables examined for the planning process focus on the strategic planning
process that organizations go through to establish short and long term goals for mission-
related activities, program areas and in some cases fundraising. The strategic planning
process is critical for all organizations but particularly for those with limited resources.
Strategic plans assist in focusing the available funds and other resources on the most
critical mission-related activities. By incorporating fundraising in to this planning
process, organizations are aligning their program and fundraising needs.

The first set of survey questions (2-4) inquire about whether organizations have a

strategic plan and if fundraising has been incorporated in to that plan. Recipients were
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also asked whether they have a Board/staff committee dedicated to the creation of
fundraising strategies. Specifically for social media fundraising (question 19), those
organizations that responded subscribing to social networking sites, “social media users,”
were further inquired as to whether they have also included their use of these tools in
their strategic plans. These variables examine how well organizations of all sizes are
planning for the use of social media versus the ones that are simply “jumping in and
doing it” (Wasley, 2009).

The Effectiveness of Social Media Fundraising

The next level of qualitative examination is observing the overall usage rates for
each size category and each site (questions 9 and 12-15). In order to examine the
effectiveness of social media fundraising explicitly, the survey inquired as to recipients’
purposes for using social media (question 10). These purposes include: raising awareness,
marketing, fundraising, and volunteer recruitment.

The analysis is then broken down by each social networking site: Facebook,
Twitter, LinkedIn and any other being used to look at the effectiveness of each using the
following measures. The survey examined how many organizations are using Facebook
and Twitter to actively solicit funds (questions 18 and 40) as well as their perception of
usefulness and success for each. Finally, the uses and gains for LinkedIn and other social
media sites were analyzed (questions 48-50). Social media is an ever-changing entity
with new sites being created frequently. Therefore, it is essential to assess the other social

media sites organizations are using and the gains they have obtained thus far.
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Comparison of Return on Fundraising Expenditures
The independent variables for this measure are the use of social media sites (e.g.,
Facebook.com and Twitter.com) as fundraising tools in organizations across Oregon. The
dependent variables are the return on fundraising expenditures for both social media and
“traditional” method fundraising. The equation for the return on fundraising expenditures
for the purposes of this study is:

Return on Fundraising Expenditure = (Fundraising Revenue — Fundraising Expenditures)
Fundraising Expenditures

This data was collected from the 2006 IRS Form 990s and the organizations’ responses to
the survey tool. See Appendix B for a blank 2006 IRS Form 990. The total expenditures
include staff/volunteer hours per week used for fundraising and any overhead costs
incurred (line 15 on Form 990). Total annual fundraising revenues include direct
donations received per year, per method of fundraising. In order to separate fundraising
revenue from other revenue sources, lines 1e and 9¢ were used for this calculation (total
contributions and gross special event revenue).

A distinction was made for the purposes of this study between operational
fundraising versus fundraising for special events, emergency and disaster relief or
political campaigns. Operational fundraising provides for the day to day happenings and
is the most difficult for organizations to sustain in the long run. Finally, volunteer hours
were assessed at minimum wage because it is critical that organizations assess the
financial impact of volunteer input. There is debate over the hourly monetary value of

volunteer time but for the purposes of this study, the average hourly compensation rate
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was used (Brown, 1999). In 2008, the average hourly wage for the state of Oregon was
assessed at $16.69 (EDCO, 2008).

The percentages for each size category were then averaged and compared to one
another to establish the average annual ROFE for large, medium and small organizations.
It is difficult to assess the most current ROFE based on the time delay in available
financial information; the most current Form 990s available are for 2008.

The different traditional methods of fundraising used by each organization were
analyzed to compare the fundraising strategies by each size category organization. The
overall expenditures in fundraising for traditional fundraising methods were calculated
for the 2006 fiscal year. From there, the ROFE for traditional method and social media
fundraising were calculated. These percentages were averaged and compared to establish
the overall impact of social media fundraising on total annual revenues.

Supplementary Interview with the Nature Conservancy

As a supplement to the online survey tool, an interview was conducted with Amy
Ganderson, the Digital Marketing Manager for the Nature Conservancy. As noted
previously, the Nature Conservancy has been considered the “gold standard” in social
media fundraising. Ms. Ganderson was asked about the Nature Conservancy’s current
social media fundraising strategies, the financial returns they have seen thus far as well as
their recommendations for other organizations looking to begin using or expand their
current use of social media. This interview provides important reference information to

analyze the results of this study.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Small Organization Results (Under $1 Million Annual Revenue)

As noted, 49 small organizations that received the survey tool responded.
Indicative of their level of interest in the subject, along with the responses received 11%
of respondents emailed the researcher directly indicating a particular interest in the results

and provided further information on their use.

The Planning Process

Thirty-nine respondents (80%) reported having a strategic plan. This is
representative of the fact that a majority of these organizations are in the youngest stages
of organizational maturity and their available funding and staff resources are extremely
limited (Donovan & Simon, 2001). Eleven percent of responding organizations depend
solely on one paid staff person and volunteer participation. Taking the planning process
one step further, more than nine out of ten respondents have integrated their fundraising
strategies in to their strategic plan as a way to align their program needs with their
fundraising goals.

A slight majority (53%) reported having created a Board/staff committee
dedicated to creating fundraising strategies. However, almost half of the organizations

added that they do not have a fundraising committee which could be due to their lack of
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expendable resources available to dedicate to this level of planning. Only three of the 16
current social media fundraisers (19%) reported that they have included this process in to
their strategic plan. A local human services organization refers to Facebook in their
strategic plan as both a media outlet in their communication strategy as well as a

fundraising tool in their development plan.

Social Media Use for Fundraising

Consistent with the overall popularity of social media in today’s society, 36 small
organizations are current subscribers to some social networking site (73%); they will be
further discussed as “social media users.” Twenty-seven percent of respondents have yet
to subscribe to any social media sites. However, every reported “non-user” intends to
begin using social media over the next five years. A small medical services organization
that is not currently using social media but plans on doing so in the next five years states
that they ‘‘are gathering lots of information and are a few months away from beginning
with Facebook and perhaps Twitter. We wish we had more resources to move more
quickly.” This nonprofit’s comment is representative of the overall sentiment of “non-
users” with a lack of available resources, a primary hindrance keeping this size category
from signing on to the social media craze.

In order to examine social media fundraising explicitly, this survey inquired as to
organizations’ primary purpose for using social media. The majority of social media

users stated that their main purpose was to “raise awareness.” Social media users were
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inquired as to the other purposes for subscribing to social networking websites. The
following table is a summary of the responses.

P DSC OI DOCIA ed e AmMong

Orga 0 6
Raising Awareness 92%
Marketing 67%
Fundraising 36%
Volunteer Recruitment 39%
Other 14%

Twenty-four of the 36 respondents that are using social media reported that social media
has been useful for the purposes they indicated that are summarized in Table 2. The
remaining 36% of social media users believe that social media may be useful at some
point in the future although it has not been particularly useful to them thus far. Small
organizations in general see a significant benefit in their presence on various social
networking websites. Most respondents noted that this form of web presence is necessary
but have yet to see its full potential.

Twenty-nine of the 37 respondents, both using and not using social media, see
Facebook as having the most potential to become a successful fundraising tool for small
nonprofit organizations. Table 3 is a synopsis of the respondents’ perception of the social

media sites with the most potential.

Website Percent Response
Facebook 76.3%
Twitter 5.3%
LinkedIn 5.3%
Other 13.2%
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Facebook Fundraising

Facebook use amongst individuals, businesses and nonprofits has exploded over
the last four years and it is by far the most popular social networking website amongst
small organizations. Only six percent of small social media users have not yet created
memberships on Facebook. Of those organizations subscribing, almost half (47%) are
actively using it to fundraise. Although this is less than a majority, it is still a significant
percentage considering how recent the ability to fundraise through Facebook was created.
Table 4 is a breakdown of when Facebook subscribers began using the website to

illustrate how quickly this trend has spread throughout nonprofit organizations.

able 4 ebog ) h Do 4

January 2006 - January 2007 11.8%
February 2007 - January 2008 2.9%
February 2008 - January 2009 26.5%
February 2009 - January 2010 44.1%
February 2010 — Present 8.8%

The majority of small Facebook members have been using it for just over a year. Many
respondents expressed having a lack of knowledge on the functions of Facebook and are
actively seeking assistance in expanding their understanding so that they can more
effectively use this site.

In addition to whether or not small organizations are using Facebook to fundraise,
recipients were asked how they are fundraising and how useful and successful the site has
been for their organizations. As discussed previously, Facebook Causes and Fan pages
are two common fundraising applications. Fan pages are more popular amongst social

media uses than the Causes application. Twenty-five of the current Facebook fundraisers
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have fan pages whereas only nine of those organizations are currently using the Causes
application. On average, small organizations’ fan pages have engaged 420 “friends.”
However, most organizations reported that this awareness has not translated to
engagement.

When asked about the usefulness and success of Facebook use, 22 of the 34 small
Facebook subscribers find the site useful for them and 24% reported that it has not been
useful for their organizations for a variety of reasons. One organization expressed that
they “need more knowledge on maximizing its use for outreach, marketing and
development.” They also see a need to “increase their fan base which would take a larger
investment of resources.” In terms of success, organizations were asked to rate their

success on Facebook on the following scale.

Table 5. Facebook Success Rating

1= Very 2 = Somewhat 4 = Somewhat | 5 = Very
Successful Successful Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful

The average rating for small Facebook fundraisers was 3.07 or “Don’t Know” which is
telling in the current state of social media fundraising in small organizations.
Respondents believe that there is potential benefit in using tools like Facebook but are
unsure if this tool is going to be successful for operational fundraising in the long term.
Furthermore, 26 small organizations using social media plan (36) on increasing their
investment in Facebook over the next five years.
Twitter Fundraising

Over the last year 17 small social media users signed on to the newest trend in

rapid social communication and are looking to maximize its fundraising capabilities.
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Thirty-five percent of those Twitter subscribers have already begun to use the site for
fundraising. Similar to Facebook, small organizations were asked to assess how
successful Twitter fundraising has been for them from “very successful” to “very

unsuccessful.” Table 6 illustrates the results.

Table 6. Twitter Fundraising Success Rating - Small Organizations (n =17)

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very Don't
Successful Successful Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Know
0% 25% 13% 19% 31%

Most organizations stipulated that they believe Twitter is far more useful for their
organization in terms of communicating awareness-related information to interested
parties. Despite the lack of perceived success of Twitter fundraising for small
organizations, 6 out of ten Twitter subscribers find the site useful. Therefore, 40% plan
on increasing their investment in Twitter fundraising over the next five years and/or when
the resources are available to do so.
Other Social Media Site Use

As noted previously, there are a variety of other social media websites available
for use by nonprofit organizations. LinkedIn is a new media tool that 7 of 36 small social
media users reported actively using. The LinkedIn subscribers commented that they have
seen measurable success in their ability to collect information on individuals and
potential donors that may have had a connection to their organization previously. Two
respondents that are subscribing have seen a marked increase in visibility and traffic to
their main website. Another organization says that the site has been “great for creating
and developing connections and researching contacts.” Other websites small

organizations are subscribing to include: Vimeo, NING, WordPress, Forest Connect,
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Myspace, Youtube, BigTent, Oregon Media, and Yelp. Most of these websites are used
by the organizations to exchange mission-related information about upcoming events,

current news and trends rather than for fundraising purposes.

Comparisons of Returns on Fundraising Expenditures

This survey also inquired about organizational use of more traditional fundraising
methods like direct mail, telephone solicitation, major and corporate gifts, planned
giving, foundation grants and government grants and contracts. On average, small
organizations are obtaining $260,000 annually from traditional methods of fundraising.
Of these traditional methods, organizations were asked to list which method has been the
most successful and/or profitable for them over the last five years, Table 7 summarizes
the results.

Comparatively, the average revenue collected thus far (approximately one year)
from social media fundraising is approximately $180 for small organizations. The
maximum amount raised by a responding organization was $1,055 while the majority
reported that no money had been raised. In 2006, the average ROFE for traditional
methods of fundraising was 3,712% calculated from the Form 990s with the equation
listed in the methods section. This is far better than the average social media ROFE
which from the responses is -85%. This study is dependent on the reported revenue from

those social networking subscribers actively using these sites to fundraise.
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Foundation Grants 30.20%
Direct Mail 18.60%
Government Grants and Contracts 13.95%
Memberships 9.30%
Other 9.30%
Major Gifts 9.30%
Corporate Gifts 2.33%
Special Events 2.33%
Planned Giving 2.33%
Telephone Solicitation 2.33%

A variety of factors prevent this measure from being generalizable across all
organizations but it is clear from the data collected that small nonprofit organizations are
spending far more resources in terms of staff time than they are gaining from the use of
these tools. On average, small organizations are spending $2,618.03 annually on using
social media based on the amount of staff time and the average wages per hour they pay.
The average per hour wage including volunteer hours for this size category is $16.64 per
hour. Social media users reported spending an average of 2.86 hours per week on
updating their social networking accounts. Almost 10% of organizations did not know
how much time they were using per week. For the annual revenue category, an annual
expenditure of over $2,000 is a significant amount and should be considered as such.
However, many organizations do not realize the financial impact of their social media use
because of the general assumption that these tools are “free.” A weekly average

expenditure of $42.30 is not free.
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Medium Organization Results ($1 — 5 Million Annual Revenue)

Thirty-seven mid-size organizations responded to the online survey tool. The
following results contain significant differences from small organizations in terms of

planning, social media fundraising and ROFEs.

The Planning Process

Thirty-five medium organizations currently have a strategic plan. Of those that
reported having a strategic plan, 77% have integrated their development strategies in to it.
The same percentage of organizations reported having a committee solely dedicated to
creating resource development strategies. This is, again, indicative of their level of
engagement and evaluation of these approaches for efficiency and effectiveness.

Despite the large number of mid-size organizations with strategic plans, only 38%
of the 22 reported social media users (9) in this size category have incorporated social
media fundraising into their strategic plan. Fourteen of the 22 social media users have yet
to include these recent trends in resource development in to their planning process.
However, each organization that has not strategically planned for social media
fundraising plans to increase their investment in these tools over the next five years. One
organization that is not yet planning for social media stated that they plan to increase
their use because “it’s what’s next. There is no way that organizations will be able to
ignore this. If we ignore it (social media), we will get left behind and have a hard time

catching up.”
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Social Media Use for Fundraising
Twenty-two of the 37 medium survey respondents are actively using social media
at this time. Of those users, 55% are using social networking websites like Facebook and
Twitter to fundraise. The table below illustrates the breakdown of reasons medium
organizations are using social media. It is necessary in connection with the planning
process that organizations have a clear understanding of their purpose in using these

“trendy” tools.

Table 8. Purpose of Social Media Use Among Medium

Organizations (n=22)

Raising Awareness 95%
Marketing 73%
Fundraising 55%
Volunteer Recruitment 36%
Other 14%

Besides raising awareness, marketing, fundraising and volunteer recruitment
organizations are using social media as a platform to inform potential donors of special
events which has markedly increased their attendance and income.

Seventeen out of 22 social media users believe that these new media tools are
useful for the purposes listed above, only 5% stated that these resources have not been
useful for their organization. An animal services organization said that they have a lack
of knowledge and “a lack of any evidence that it could be useful which makes it seem
like a waste of time to use Facebook or Twitter. Especially since we do not know how to
use it effectively.” Thirty-two of the 37 medium respondents see Facebook as having the

most potential to become the most successful for medium size nonprofits.
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Facebook Fundraising

Medium organizations, as seen in the previous studies that have been examined,
are enthusiastically using Facebook for a variety of reasons. This is demonstrated by the
90% of social media users (20) that are currently members of Facebook. Only one of ten
mid-size nonprofits are not subscribers to this site. A large majority of these subscribers
have been using the network since 2009, a small percentage signed on in 2008. Only four
out of ten subscribers report that they are actively using the site as a fundraising tool.
Consistent with small organizations, more mid-size Facebook subscribers are using fan
pages to fundraise versus the Causes application. Each fan page for this size category has
an average of 428 friends per page.

There are significant concerns amongst this size category about Facebook
fundraising and they are apparent throughout the responses to this survey. Facebook
members were asked about their perception of the usefulness and success they have seen
thus far. On average, using the rating scale in Table 5, medium organizations rated their
Facebook fundraising attempts as “somewhat unsuccesful.” All the responses are
summarized in Table 9. Not a single organization reported this site being successful for

their resource development processes.

Table 9. Facebook Fundraising Success Rating - Medium Organizations (n = 19)

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very Don't
Successful Successful Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Know
0.00% 0.00% 62.50% 25.00% 12.50%

In addition, seventy of the twenty Facebook subscribers believe that Facebook is not
useful for their organization. A children’s organization stated that the site is “not useful

for direct fundraising because people in the main donor base do not tend to be Facebook
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users due to their age.” They continued by saying that it is also “not very useful for
increasing the number of youth served because Facebook is not one of the top places a
parent would search for kids after school programs.”

Twitter Fundraising

Mid-size nonprofit organizations began using Twitter in late 2008 and since then
10 of 20 social media users have subscribed. These subscribers are “tweeting” an average
of 2.5 times per week. The maximum number of “tweets” per week was 14 times with the
minimum being those organizations that have subscribed but have yet to being posting
regularly. The primary content of their “tweets” includes: special event news, policy
matters, fundraising and current news in their field. The majority of medium
organizations are “tweeting” less than the recommended amount of 3 to 5 times per day.
Yet, only 3 of those 10 users are using the site as a fundraising tool.

When asked to rate the success and assess the usefulness of Twitter, the results
were discouraging. Two of the three Twitter fundraisers say that they don’t know whether
their use of this tool has been at all useful for their resource development approach. Only
2 of 10 Twitter users see this micro blogging trend as useful in terms of soliciting funds.
A local humane society expressed this inconsistent response by noting that Twitter “is a
great way to spread information quickly to a large amount of people. Unfortunately it’s
somewhat random in that it depends on who is ‘listening’ at the moment that tweet goes
out.” The success of Twitter fundraising is difficult to evaluate however, Table 10

demonstrates the responses to this survey question.
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Table 10. Twitter Fundraising Success Rating - Medium Organizations

(n=10)

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very Don't
Successful Successful Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Know
0.00% 0.00% 55.56% 22.22% 22.22%

Despite the inconsistency of responses and the lack of demonstrated success, all the
responding organizations plan on increasing their investment in Twitter fundraising over
the next five years.
Other Social Media Site Use

A quarter of medium social media users are subscribing to other social media
websites. These include LinkedIn, Youtube, Myspace, Wordpress, and Yelp. One
organization commented on their use of LinkedIn: “Our organization is new to the
development field as most of our funds originally came from government contracts. This
year we are focusing on building capacity and the foundation for our development
department. While social media may not have a direct financial return, we feel that it has
helped to get our name out.” Mid-size organizations report that Youtube and Myspace
has been successful in gaining visibility and they plan on exploring the other functions of

these sites.

Comparisons of Returns on Fundraising Expenditures
In 2006, the responding mid-size nonprofit organizations obtained an average
ROFE of 2,046%. With this calculation, the small organizations were more financially
effective in their fundraising strategies at this point in time. In order to evaluate the

ROFEs, it is necessary to evaluate the popularity and effectiveness of both traditional
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methods of fundraising in comparison to social media. Table 11 illustrates the success

rating of the traditional methods of fundraising.

Most Successful

Government Grants and Contracts

Foundation Grants

Special Events

Major Gifts

Corporate Gifts

Direct Mail

NN (N AW

Memberships

Least Successful

Telephone Solicitation

On average, medium sized organizations have raised a little over $280 annually to

support their cause. This is a particularly insignificant amount considering the average

annual revenue for traditional methods of fundraising for this size group is $215,967 per

method. The maximum amount of funds raised from Facebook and Twitter within this

category was reported at $1,300. The disappointing financial results of social media for

mid-size nonprofits is only further reinforced by the annual investments these

organizations have and will make. The average hourly wage of staff and volunteers in

conjunction with the number of hours each group is dedicating to the use of social media

can be calculated so that this size category is spending an average of $1,700 annually.

Some organizations are spending upwards of $6,000 in staff resources each year on social

media use.
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Large Organization Results (+-$5 Million Annual Revenue)

This size category received the lowest response rate of 28.7% of survey
recipients. Due to the low response rate, it will be difficult to generalize the findings of

this survey to nonprofit organizations overall.

The Planning Process

Large organizations are strategically planning for their long term goals in both
program related activities as well as fundraising. Sixteen of the 19 respondents have a
strategic plan and of those organizations, 74% have incorporated their fundraising
approaches and have a committee dedicated to the creation of these strategies. In terms of
social media use however, the planning results of this survey indicated that only three
large organizations have integrated social media use in to their strategic plans. Those that
have made this inclusion find it necessary to emphasize “e-philanthropy” in their plans
while linking the success of these tools with their overall online fundraising efforts.
Although organizations of this size are not actively planning for their social media use,
they are optimistic about its potential benefit. A large majority (79%) of respondents plan
on increasing their investment in social media over the next five years. Overall, large
organizations reportedly believe that it is an important way to raise awareness and

communicate with people invested in their missions.
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Social Media Use for Fundraising
More than nine out of ten large nonprofit organizations are currently subscribing
to social media websites. The following table summarizes the purposes large
organizations reported for using social media for fundraising. All the respondents stated

that social media has been useful thus far or that it will be useful at some point in the

future.
ble Purpose of Socia edia ¢ Among
ge Org atio
Raising Awareness 86.70%
Marketing 93.30%
Fundraising 53.30%
Volunteer Recruitment 46.70%
Other 6.60%
Facebook Fundraising

Consistent with the other size categories, Facebook is by far the most popular
website in terms of organization subscriptions. Fourteen of the 15 large social media
users are members of the social networking site (93%). Not surprisingly, due to the size
and founding dates of the surveyed organizations, many respondents began using
Facebook prior to the smaller nonprofits. Many subscribed to the site between late 2007
and early 2008. Seven of the 14 members are actively fundraising with Facebook,
demonstrating a consistency across size categories. Although the average Facebook
success rating was between “somewhat unsuccessful” and “very unsuccessful,” 61.5% of
users believe that this site is useful for them. A selection of organizations commented that
it is yet another way to share information about events, drive people to their main website

and raise awareness amongst a demographic that has been traditionally difficult to reach.
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Twitter Fundraising
Large organizations have the highest rate of use for Twitter and they see
significant potential in the benefit of micro blogging particularly for public relations and
fundraising appeals. Thirty-three percent of respondents are “tweeting” an average of
4.25 times per week about upcoming special events, the most out of any size category.
Because Twitter is so expansively used across large organizations, Table 13 is a look at

the various topics that users are “tweeting” about on a regular basis.

Table 13. Most Popular "Tweet" Content for Large Organizations

(n=10)

Topic Percentage "Tweeting"
Upcoming Special Events 35%
Mission/Program Related Activities 30%
Personal Stories and Accomplishments 24%
Fundraising 11%

When asked which social media site has the most potential to become a successful
fundraising tool, 7 of the 19 large organizations responded with Twitter. Out of all the
size categories, they were the only ones who did not select Facebook first. In addition, of
those current Twitter fundraisers, 57% plan on increasing their investment in this process
over the next five years.
Other Social Media Site Use

A larger percentage of large organizations report subscribing to LinkedIn (26.7%)
compared to small and medium sized organizations. They believe it is useful to their
organizations for the following reasons: raising awareness, volunteer recruitment and
gaining visibility with business leaders. The only other social media website respondents

reported using was Youtube which is consistent with the other size categories. Large
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organizations are using it as a way to engage potential donors and volunteers through

video blogs and video documentations of events and current news.

Comparisons of Returns on Fundraising Expenditures

Due to the low response rates in this size category, it is difficult to get an accurate
depiction of the current ROFEs in order to adequately compare them to the 2006 average
ROFE of 2515%. Nonetheless it should be noted that the average annual fundraising
revenue from traditional methods reported for this size group is $803,141 and major gifts
is believed to be the most successful fundraising method. The revenue results from social
media fundraising that were reported the average was $134.38 however the majority of
organizations reported that they didn’t know how much they had directly raised from
social media.

Nonetheless, large organizations are investing a great deal in the use of social
media tools. On average, respondents reported spending $5,705 per year in staff
resources and other investments. A percentage of organizations are spending between
$15,000 and $30,000 annually on using social media. One organization commented that
one of the primary reasons they have yet to invest heavily in these websites is because it
“costs a lot to implement and as a nonprofit we don’t have the FTEs or sophistication to
explore and learn. We also don’t have the data base to track constituents to the extent

necessary to make social marketing really useful.”
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Comparative Findings

Basic Revenue Comparisons

To sufficiently compare the impacts of various fundraising methods across
different size organizations it is critical to look at the respondent pool demographics in
terms of average current annual revenue. Each respondent pool had a wide range of
revenues within the constraints provided. For example, the annual revenues for small
organizations based on their most current IRS Form 990 ranged between -$371,301 and
$962,566.

Recipients in each size category were asked to state the average annual revenue
per traditional fundraising method to be compared to the income they have seen from
their use of social media to solicit funds. Because the 990 form does not provide a
breakdown of fundraising methods, this question examines how much each size
organization is raising on average per method using the traditional methods of direct
mail, telephone solicitation, major gifts, corporate gifts, planned giving, foundation
grants, government grants and contracts, and memberships. The following table is a
comparative look across size categories of the average annual revenue per method

respondents report raising with the above listed methods.

[3
ble 14. Averace A ove e DE ditiona 0d e Co 0

Organization Size Category Small Medium Large

Average Annual Revenue/Method $50,458 $215,967 $803,14

Social media has yet to come close to grossing the annual revenues listed above
and it probably never will. A small organization illustrated this point perfectly by

commenting that social media sites “may be appropriate for some organizations. Our
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experiences do not demonstrate a good return on investment. Where we compete for
funding with other organizations for funds or services, it has proven useful for visibility,
but not for revenue.” The closest traditional method comparison to social media
fundraising based on response rates and average revenue would be telephone solicitation
which receives a significant percentage more income annually than social media has yet

to produce across all sizes.

Virtual Engagement of Potential Donors

Across small, medium and large organizations it is clear that organizations are
actively using social media tools and that a significant percentage of those social media
users are soliciting funds through these sites as well as attempting to raise awareness and
market themselves. A measure of virtual engagement for social networking sites is the
number of friends, fans and followers each organization’s page solicits. In addition,
engagement is illustrated on Twitter by measuring how many “tweets” per week an
organization receives. There is a marked increase in the amount of demonstrated interest

from small to large organizations illustrated by these measures. Table 15 summarizes

these findings.
gage { 0 0
Organization Size Small | Medium [ Large
Average Number of Fans/Friends/Followers 759 705 1,861

Based on the average number of fans, friends and followers each respondent reported

having at this point in time, the engagement levels are the highest for large organizations.
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A percentage of large organizations reported having up to 8,000 total friends distributed

across their social networking pages.

Future Use of Social Media for Fundraising Purposes

Almost unanimously across the size categories, Oregon nonprofit respondents
plan on increasing their investment in social media over the next five years. The majority
of organizations stated that they believe that continuing to develop their virtual social
networks is essential to future growth. A medium health awareness organization quoted
that “as far as our organization is concerned, communication is fundraising. Social media,
a tool for communication, is a great way for other to know about you and eventually
become a donor. Creating opportunity for people to hear about your organization in a
place where they are already (Facebook), makes it easier for you to engage with potential
donors.”

However, the plans to expand the use of social media in the future and explore the
various functions it may serve do not come without significant and potentially
debilitating drawbacks. The majority of small organizations that reported being unsure
about an increase in future social networking or fundraising also commented that this was
due to a lack of expendable resources and a concern about spending too much time
attempting to learn about and develop these tools. Medium organizations noted an
uncertainty about whether the majority of their donor audience was using social media
tools which largely hinders the success of their social networking efforts. For large

organizations, the primary reported hesitation in rapidly and widely expanding their use
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of social media is a lack of measurable results in terms of both fundraising potential and
effective communication. Many of the organizations also report having significant
concerns about the apparent information overload that plagues social networking sites

like Facebook and Twitter.

Supplementary Interview — the Nature Conservancy

There are a few organizations that have been successful in raising a significant
amount of money through the platform. The prime example of this fundraising method
has been The Nature Conservancy, an environmental organization that has raised
$345,185 to date using Causes and has 211,279 “friends.” Although, these numbers seem
impressive from a marketing perspective, only 570 out of these 211,000 members (.20%)
have actually donated through the website and only 330 members (.15%) have told their
friends about the mission of The Nature Conservancy (Facebook, 2010).

In analyzing the impact of these percentages, it is critical that organizations
understand that a substantial portion of the Nature Conservancy’s donations were “raised
through a game called Lil Green Patch on Facebook. The game’s developer agreed to
donate a portion of his advertising revenue every time someone uses the application
(Preston, 2009).” Therefore, the donations are not being directly solicited through
Facebook, but rather through third party collaboration where users are seemingly
unaware that their use of the game is assisting an organization. As the preceding example
demonstrates, Facebook fundraising success stories must be analyzed in terms of how the

donations are solicited, how many users out of the total are donating and how much is
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being donated per user. For The Nature Conservancy, approximately $1.70 is being
raised per member (Facebook, 2010). A supplementary interview with Amy Ganderson,
the Nature Conservancy’s Digital Marketing Manager, was conducted to look further at
their strategies as well as what they recommend for other organizations who are entering
the world of social media. She also provided her perception of the future of social media
in nonprofit organizations which will be analyzed in the Results section.

Ms. Ganderson manages all digital marketing for the organization including the
social media fundraising campaigns. She is responsible for formulating the social media
use strategies and creating a schedule for updates. The Nature Conservancy’s current
social media strategy uses Facebook, Twitter and Youtube primarily. Each of these sites
are updated on a daily, weekly and monthly basis with fundraising updates, special
events, current environmental news and other updates.

Ms. Ganderson pointed out that Facebook has been used primarily for fundraising
purposes whereas their use of Twitter and Youtube is for raising awareness and
marketing. She reported that Youtube has been very successful for their marketing
campaigns because they are able to post video documentation of their events so that
interested parties all over the world can tune in to their channel. They also post video
blogs and clips of current events. The Nature Conservancy’s strategy evolved over time,
they started with Facebook and then expanded their social media use from there.

Ms. Ganderson believes that Twitter has been the most useful website and has the
most potential to become successful for nonprofit organizations because it allows

charities to “check the pulse of individuals that are talking about our organization.” The



46
Nature Conservancy is an advocate for organizations having an adequate web presence in
order to create “buzz” about their happenings. When asked about recommendations for
organizations looking at using or expanding their social media use Ms. Ganderson
focused primarily on the planning process. She stated that organizations,

Need to think about it strategically. A lot of people just say they need to build a

Facebook account. Think about what you want to achieve from it. Organizations

should ask themselves the following questions: What do we want to get out of

this? How are we going to promote our goals? How will we measure this goal?

How many fans are we seeking? Are we focusing on a particular issue?

She also notes that organizations need to consider their investment in social media similar
to a business venture and plan accordingly. She emphasizes that strategic planning is the
most critical part of social media fundraising.

As for the future of social media use in nonprofit organizations, Ms. Ganderson
believes that it will get more efficient over the next five years but it has yet to replace
direct mail. She quotes that “social media is where the people are right now. We, as
organizations, need to be where the people are.” Overall, Ms. Ganderson believes that the
success the Nature Conservancy has seen is translatable to other organizations if planned

for and used properly. This interview provides a necessary comparison point to an

organization that has been successful in social media fundraising.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

The following section is a discussion of the major findings of this social media
study. There are a variety of conclusions that can be drawn for each size category as well

as comparatively.

Social Media Use for Fundraising

In discussing social media fundraising in nonprofit organizations, the results
demonstrate that all sizes are using social media for a variety of reasons but in terms of
fundraising, all size categories have yet to see the financial returns they anticipated. The
following discussion looks at organizational use of Facebook, Twitter and other sites for

operational fundraising and draws necessary conclusions from the results of the survey.

Small Organizations
The results of the survey clarify that the majority of small organizations are
indeed using social media however, they also illustrate that this size category is not
primarily using these new media tools for fundraising but for raising awareness. Between
Facebook and Twitter, more small organizations are fundraising through Facebook, but

the majority has yet to fundraise through either site. Neither option have seen significant
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financial return, only 8 organizations reported obtaining any donations, the highest
amount being $1,055 in a little over a year. This is consistent with the Cone Marketing
Study’s findings that Americans in general are using social media tools to demonstrate
their support of organizations but are not engaged to the point of opening their wallets
and making a donation (Cone Marketing, 2009).

Facebook Fundraising

There are significant and noted concerns amongst this size category about the
future success of Facebook fundraising. An organization responded that they “have
serious concerns about the privacy and ownership of content that Facebook entails” and
they “are hesitant to invest any further resources in to it.” Quite clearly, there are
contradicting view points on the potentially positive impact of Facebook fundraising on
small organizations with extremely limited resources to allocate to developing their social
media use.

Positively, the functions of Facebook are developing to be more useful for
nonprofit fundraising. For example, the Causes application is the first and only social
media function that allows for the direct solicitation of funds without taking donors to a
third party website. However, as has been discovered in recent studies, it is difficult to
fully understand and anticipate the financial impact of this fundraising tool and the
challenges are numerous. Holly Ross, an executive director of the Nonprofit Technology
Network, discusses a particular challenge by saying “if you think about traditional direct
mail, or even traditional e-mail, you’re having one conversation with a thousand people.

Now you are trying to have a thousand conversations with a thousand people. This takes
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a lot of time (Wasley, 2009).” This could be one reason that the majority of small
nonprofit respondents plan on continuing to explore Facebook fundraising in the coming
years and see the site as having the most potential as a resource development tool.
Twitter Fundraising

Similarly to Facebook fundraising, some organizations have seen significant
success using Twitter as a fundraising tool. In 2009, the Bob Woodruff Foundation
created the “TweetToRemind” campaign that raised $45,000 through Twitter alone as a
part of their effort to raise money for wounded military personnel. A partner of the Bob
Woodruff Foundation and CMO of Porter Novelli, Marian Salzman was quoted in an
interview as saying that Twitter is “an awesome way to get the impulsive donor and the
repeat small donor. It’s also a terrific tool for education and message reinforcement. But
we didn’t get some of our folks on Twitter just because of demographics — they were too
young (teens) and too old (boomers).” Although this campaign faced significant
challenges in terms of it being both a public awareness initiative and a fundraising effort,
the Bob Woodruff Foundation saw significant success (Parpis, 2009).

Salzman’s comment demonstrates a variety of the intrinsic difficulties in utilizing
micro blogging platforms like Twitter as fundraising tools. In an interview from the same
article with JWT CEO Bob Jeffrey, he states that the campaign “wasn’t only a
humanitarian effort, but a learning experience about how to use social media to get
responses from consumers, especially younger ones (Parpis, 2009).” One of the primary
challenges that Twitter fundraisers face is capturing the attention of their followers

frequently enough to solicit a donation. With the mass of information that users are
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bombarded with each time they log on to the site, it is difficult to make one
organization’s “tweets” stand out over the rest. Another significant challenge is
determining what information is important to “tweet” to followers and what posts could
cause them to lose interest. A key aspect of this research project will be to further the
understanding of how organizations are using websites like Twitter to solicit funds and
how organizations can be more efficient in their use.

One of the biggest challenge facing nonprofit Twitter subscribers is the lack of
flexibility in the function of the website. Organizations are limited to “tweets” under 140
characters in which they are expected to convey the necessary information to engage a
donor to make a donation through a third party website. Along with the “tweet” length
limitations, another significant challenge facing nonprofit “tweeters” is the ability to
captivate potential donors when they are overloaded with information from other
organizations or individuals they may be “following.” The number of “tweets” per day
necessary to capture the attention of “followers” is fervently debated.

As Twitter becomes more popular, more posts occur each day and the more
virtual static each nonprofit must compete with for donor attention. Nonprofit
Technology Network recommends 3 to 5 “tweets” per day in order to captivate their goal
audience. Small Twitter subscribers are “tweeting” an average of four times each week,
less than one time per day. There could be a variety of reasons for this including a lack of
knowledge about the uses of Twitter, a lack of expendable resources available to update
the page multiple times per day, or difficulty in establishing what content is appropriate

to post on their organization’s page.
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Medium Organizations
There was a 19% increase in the amount of organizations that report engaging in
social media fundraising from small to mid-size nonprofits. Despite this marked increase,
only three survey respondents reported raising any funds through Facebook or Twitter.
These results are consistent with those of the Philanthropy Action study that found that
organizations of this size are investing in social media heavily but “more than 70% of
respondents indicated that they had raised less than $100 or did not know whether they
had raised any money (Ogden & Starita, 2009).”
Facebook Fundraising
The interesting results from the survey in terms of engagement are that the

average number of friends on Facebook for medium organizations is almost identical to
that of small organizations. These results demonstrate that Facebook is a less effective
approach for organizations of this size and the platform may not be conducive to their
needs. In addition to the fan pages, only half of the organizations fundraising through this
network are using the Causes application to do so. Despite the fact that the application is
user-friendly and tracks the donations raised, the survey responses show that medium
nonprofits are not taking advantage of the benefits of this aspect of Facebook. Despite the
underwhelming amount of donations raised and the lack of engagement in terms of
friends, fans and followers, unanimously mid-size respondents plan on increasing their

Facebook fundraising over the next five years.
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Twitter Fundraising
Mid-size nonprofits are looking critically at how Twitter will grow and expand in

the coming years to make this micro blogging application more user friendly and are
prepared to dedicate more resources to its use. Only 30% of respondents are currently
fundraising with Twitter and there were no reported donations solicited as of yet.
However, medium organizations believe Twitter’s value lies in its ability to generate
traffic to their main website, advertise special events and raise awareness about current
trends in their field. Ms. Ganderson’s responses reflect the value of Twitter in the sense
that it gives organizations the opportunity to “check the pulse” about who’s talking about

them and measuring the impact of their web presence.

Large Organizations

The Dartmouth study found that social media usage throughout this size category
rapidly increased from 2007 to 2008. The results reinforce that large nonprofits are using
social media at impressive rates however; the income from these tools has been very
small thus far. In comparison to smaller organizations though, the reasons behind the
decreased financial impact may be due to the fact that organizations of this size are
utilizing social media primarily for brand awareness and have yet to fully develop its
fundraising capacity. The comments present a cycle of insignificant revenues from social
media prompting a lack of motivation to explore further use for fundraising in

combination with an inability to appropriately track the overall impact of these tools.
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Facebook Fundraising

The results reinforce the fact that large organizations’ main purpose for using
Facebook is not to fundraise and the lack of funds they have been able to solicit only
solidifies this assumption. The responding organizations were more interested in the
exposure and web presence Facebook provides them versus the financial return that could
be developed with a further injection of resources. Those that did not find Facebook
useful commented that it as a high maintenance tool that has been jeopardizing available
resources unnecessarily and that the returns both in terms of marketing and fundraising
have been less than anticipated.
Twitter Fundraising

It is also clear from the results that fundraising is not the main motivation for
Twitter use either. Special events are one of the most effective methods of fundraising for
this category so using Twitter to market in that way could have an indirect financial
impact on these organizations. One of the most telling results for mid-size organizations
is that 70% of respondents don’t know how useful Twitter has been for their organization
and the majority is not directly tracking gains from the site. However, almost
unanimously these organizations plan on increasing their use of Twitter over the next five
years. Per Ms. Ganderson’s recommendations, mid-size organizations should evaluate
their use of Twitter and establish what their main purpose is for subscribing to the site
before investing any future resources. From the results of the survey, Twitter has not been

financially effective or efficient for large nonprofits.
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Across size categories, Facebook has been a far more effective tool in terms of
fundraising than Twitter. However, organizations continue to see value in micro blogging
to raise awareness and market special events or fundraisers. One of the primarily
difficulties that survey respondents commented with Twitter is the need for “followers”
to go to a third party website to make a donation or get more information whereas
Facebook is all encompassing. In terms of virtual engagement through social media, large
organizations have been able to captivate the most fans, friends and followers.
Surprisingly, as illustrated in Table 15, the engagement rates were almost identical for
small and medium organizations. Does this mean that Facebook and Twitter are more
effective for large organizations? Not necessarily. There are a variety of other factors
beyond size that establish the reasons for individuals to be virtually engaged with a cause
such as, having previously donated or volunteered for the cause.

However, these results do allude to the fact that large organizations that have
more expendable resources may be better able to captivate virtual audiences based on
their increased web presence. Also, based on the respondents’ responses in this section,
small and mid-size organizations have reported a great deal of difficulty in
communicating effectively and frequently through social media because of their limited
resources. It is hard for smaller organizations to dedicate sufficient time to these tools
when they are dependent on one to two staff members and volunteer participation. In the
end, social media fundraising has yet to show substantial financial return but in terms of

engagement and raising awareness it holds value for all size categories.
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Comparison of Return on Fundraising Expenditures (ROFEs)

The ROFE of social media fundraising across all size categories has been far less
than many anticipated considering the number of individuals organizations can access
with the click of a button. The Nature Conservancy, as noted previously, has raised a
significant amount on Facebook but in terms of the dollar amount per donor, the results
are less than what a direct mail campaign could have solicited on average. The results of
this thesis reflect a similar situation: Organizations of all sizes are investing heavily in the
use of social media but few have raised much and not a single organization that

responded has broken even.

Small Organizations

Small organizations already encounter a variety of challenges based on their lack
of expendable resources. The findings of this study prove that small organizations are
spending far more on social media fundraising than they are gaining financially from
these tools. Overall, these social media tools do have potential to be resource beneficial
for organizations of this size and the majority of respondents do plan on increasing their
use over the next five years. These disappointing financial results are consistent with the
current literature on the topic and could be a symptom of both a lack of knowledge about
social media functions that were frequently commented throughout the survey responses.
Based on Ms. Ganderson’s recommendations and the fact that the majority of small

organizations are currently investing in social media use, although currently unsuccessful
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in terms of fundraising, this size category should continue to plan for and use these tools

for raising awareness and marketing.

Medium Organizations

The lack of consistency in responses in terms of the ROFEs of social media
fundraising for this category are telling of the current state of fundraising overall,
organizations may be stretched to thin and as the literature notes, the traditional methods
are far less effective and efficient while these new trends in technology have yet to
demonstrate any measurable impact for this size category. However, one outstanding
result of this category was the financial success mid-size organizations are currently
seeing with special events comparative to both small and large organizations. Special
events take a significant overhead investment in order to achieve an appropriate return
and therefore, the increase of expendable income makes this method far more feasible for
mid-size organizations. Per the results of this study, mid-size organizations have yet to
capitalize on the potential fundraising success of social media in terms of ROFE.

However, they have found sustainable success through special event fundraising.

Large Organizations
The lack of viable responses in this category makes it difficult to adequately
discuss the impact of social media fundraising for large organizations. However, the data
collected for this size category demonstrates that large organizations are investing the

most out of all size categories in social media; some organizations have invested up to
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$5,000 annually in staff resources. Although they are investing heavily in social media,
their primary purpose for use as noted previously is not fundraising. Therefore, it is
difficult to establish what the ROFE of social media for large organizations is because in
most cases the motivation behind their use is marketing or raising awareness meaning
that revenues are not likely being tracked. This is reflected in the fact that on average
organizations have raised under $140 annually since subscribing to Facebook and

Twitter.

Final Discussion

In general, the results of this study show that although usage rates are up in all
size categories, there is no consistency regarding the main purposes for use and the
financial results have been far less than anticipated. However, there is significant
optimism about the potential these sites hold based on the survey responses and the
interview with Ms. Ganderson. In the end, social media will continue to grow and expand
but based on the supplementary recommendations, organizations of all sizes should
proceed with caution, carefully plan out their social media decisions with a clear
understanding of their purpose, and proactively track both their expenditures and

revenues from these new media tools.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusion

This research project sought to answer the following questions: What is the
primary use for social media amongst small, medium and large organizations and are they
actively using these tools for fundraising?; Is the return on fundraising expenditure for
social media fundraising the same or better than that of more traditional fundraising
methods?; Does this ROFE differ based on the size of an organization?; and Have
organizations overall established a plan for the use of social media and does it differ
based on the size of an organization?

Overall, the findings of this study are consistent with the three existing studies,
the basic information being that usage of social media is expanding but very few
organizations have secured sufficient donations to make it worth a significant increase in
use. However, this study adds to that in the sense that far more organizations of all sizes
are subscribing to Facebook while fewer are finding the micro blogging world of Twitter
as effective for their purpose. The results of the survey have also increased our
understanding as to the primary reasons organizations are using social media and the
gains they hope to receive. In the end, the results as to which size organization social

media is most effective for point to large organizations with the most available
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expendable staff resources but only in terms of raising awareness. Small organizations, in
regards to the use of social media for fundraising, have been the most successful thus far.
Overall, in regards to the planning process, all size organizations must be more diligent
about strategically thinking about their social media use as to not waste resources on an
inefficient and ineffective tool.

It is clear that small, medium and large organizations are actively using social
media to fundraise although the financial returns have been less than impressive. It can
also be established from the results that for the most part organizations still need to
establish comprehensive plans for the use of these social networking sites. However, it
can be understood that due to the overall lack of knowledge and tracking of the financial
returns for the use of these tools for fundraising the true ROFE cannot be calculated.
Future research should be done in this area to further explore a usable donation tracking
system for organizations to link measurable benefits directly to the use of social media.

It is apparent that social media has been useful for each size organization for
different reasons. Small organizations have achieved a higher financial return than others
whereas medium organizations see the most success in their ability to communicate with
members. Finally, large organizations feel as though Facebook and Twitter have been the
most effective in raising awareness and increasing the visibility of their causes
throughout the community.

Social media can be useful for all organizations that understand how to maximize
the benefits without maximizing expenditures. Nonprofit organizations should continue

to make well-planned investments in these tools as their functions in terms of fundraising
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continue to develop. As a Chronicle of Philanthropy article stated, development
professionals are stuck “between a rock and a hard place” in terms of soliciting funds
(Wasley, 2009). The traditional methods are costly and the new methods have yet to fully
develop to the point of effectiveness. So where do organizations go from here?
Fundraisers should get creative, use social media to increase visibility but focus primarily
on more effective fundraising tools that are likely to gross higher annual revenues. In the

end, social networking 1s both Facebook friend and foe.

Future Research

Although this research is a case study of Oregon nonprofit organizations, the
results are valuable for organizations everywhere. Fundraising is possible through the
connections organizations make with donors which means communication is key. In
order to solicit funds effectively, development professionals must be creative and stay
current on the tools available to connect with potential donors and volunteers. Therefore,
it was inevitable that nonprofit organizations would join the social media frenzy in order
to raise funds through Facebook and “tweet” for donations. These sites provide instant
access to thousands of individuals at a seemingly low cost compared to more traditional
methods. A presence on social networking sites has become essential for nonprofit
survival.

It is necessary however, for organizations to consider the opportunity cost of
investing valuable staff and volunteer time in to the constant and necessary updates

required to maintain this presence. It is clear through the results of this survey that these
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expenditures are significant especially for those organizations with limited resources.
Success in social media isn’t always measurable and is anything but guaranteed. Yet, it is
necessary to capture and engage these populations as membership rates continue to rise
drastically. An increase in success rates can be achieved through careful planning and
constant evaluation by all sizes of nonprofit organizations.

Future research will be necessary in order to establish the true success of social
media fundraising over the next five years as the results of this survey were not
definitive. Once social media fundraising becomes more universal and the platforms are
adjusted to make soliciting donations more feasible, it will be necessary to reevaluate the

use of these tools.
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APPENDIX A

SOCIAL MEDIA FUNDRAISING SURVEY TOOL

Social Media Fundraising Thesis Survey

1. General Information

The follewing questions are intended to gather general information about your organization and it's
fundraising strategies.

* 1. Please enter the following contact information for your organization.

Rame of Organizastion:

Name of Respondent
Emall Addresx:

Phone Numbes;

* 2_ Does your organization have a strategic plan?

* 4, Does your organization have a committee dedicated to creating
fundraising strategies?

) ves
Oone

3. Traditional Methods of Fundraising

The following guestions look at yaur organization's use of more traditional methods of fundraising.
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Social Media Fundraising Thesis Survey

¥ 5, In the last five years, which of the following methods of fundraising has
your organization used? (Please select ail that apply) If any methods are
not listed, please select other and input the method in the text bax.

[ ] birect Maii (e-mail mciuded)

I:l Telephone Solicitaticn

I:] Specisl Events
D Flanaed Gulng
D Major Gifts

I::J Corporate Gifts
D Foundation Grants

I:] Goverament Grants & Cantracts

I:] Memberships

I::J Other {please specify)

-]
=l

* 6. Does your organization track the donations you have solicited for each of
the above methods listed specifically? {(For example, in your budget, does
your organization list direct mail donations as a revenue line-item?)

O et
O Ho

7. For the following fundraising methods please input your organization’s
average annual revenue per fundraising effort. If your organization has not
used a method listed put N/A.

Direct Mall (e-maii
includedy

Telephone Solicitation

Spuclal Events

Planred Glving
Mijor Gifes

Corporate Gifts

Foundatién Grants

S | |

Savernment Grants &
Contracts

Mermberships
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* 8. What do you think is your most successful fundraising method in terms of
dollars raised per dollar invested?

I

4. Social Media Fundraising

The following questions pertain te your organization's use of social media tools for fundraising.

9. Does your organization currently subscribe to any social media websites?
{i.e., Facebook.com or Twitter.com)

5. Social Media Fundraising {Continued)

10. What is your organization's primary purpose in subscribing to social
media websites? (Please select all that apply)

|:| RAG(Y AwlBreness

|:| Fundreising

D Volunteer Recruttment

D Marketing

D Other {please specify)
;‘l
:I

* 11. Do you feel as though social media websites are useful tocls for the
purposes you selected above?

() ves
O Maybe at some point In the future.
(e
* 12. Does your organization subscribe to Facebook.com?
() ves
() ve

6. Twitter Use
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* 13. Does your organization subscribe to Twitter.com?
() ves
() no

7. LinkedIn Use (start page)

* 14, Does your organization subscribe to LinkedIn?

8. Other Social Media Use (start page)

¥ 15, Does your organization subscribe to any other social media websites? If
so, please specify which anes in the comment box.

O no

Q Yes {please specifyld

9. Facebook Fundraising

16. When did your organization begin using Facebook?
MM oD ¥YFY

Facebook /|y
Membership Start
Diate

17. On average, how many hours of staff/volunteer time does your
organization dedicate to updating/using Facebook each week?

l
18. Does your organization use Facebook to solicit donations/fundraise?
O Yes
O Ne

10. Facebook Fundraising 2
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19. Is fundraising on Facebook part of your strategic plan? If so, please
describe your strategy in the comments section.

O ves
O we

If sp, pleace describe your strategy.

-

20. Does your organization actively track donations raised on Facebook? (If
not, please say why.}

]

21. What is the total amount of donations your organization has raised
using Facebook?

Ampunt Ramed

|

22. How many donors have given to your organization on Facebook?

|
11. Final Facebook Fundraising Questions

23. Has your organization made any other investments in Facebook

fundraising other than staff/voliunteer time? (If so, please list the total
amount in the comments section)

() ves
() oma

If sp, please list totat amouat oF Inveskment{x}

24, Does your organization use the Facebook Causes application to solicit
donations?

O Yax
O Na
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25. How successful do you feel fundraising on Facebook has been for your
organization?

Somewhit Sontkwhat Very Uns cxful
¥ Accessfu
Sucressful Linsuecessful ¥

Faceboak Fundraizing

Suceess Rating Q O O O O
26. Does your organization plan on increasing its Facebook use for
fundraising over the next five years?

O ves
o

Plesse Comment

Very Successfy) Don't Know

27. Do you know your organization’s current return on fundraising

expenditures for Facebook? {Return on Fundraising Expenditure =

Fundraising Revenue from Facebok Fundraising / Total Fundraising
Expenditures) If so, what is it?

O Yes
O ne

If xn, what s your current ROL?

12. Facebook Causes and Fan Pages

28. Does your organization have a fan page on Factebook?

O ves
O L{a)

29, How many fans/friends does your organization have on Facebook?

|
13. Facebook Invitations 1

30. Do you actively send out invitations for people to join your Facebook
group?

(O ves
Come

67
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14. Facebook Invitations 2

31. How many invitations per week do you send out on Facebook?

|
32. How many of those invitations are accepted?

15. Final Facebook

33. Do you find Facebook useful for your organization? If no, why not?
O Yes
C} No

-l
k|
16. Twitter General Information

34. When did your organization begin using Twitter?
MM il YYTY

Tiltter ¥ ¢
Membership Start
Crste
35. How many times do you update your organization's Twitter page per
week?
|
36. What does the content of your organization's posts on Twitter usually
pertain to? {(For example, are most of your organizations posts on

fundraising?)

37. How many followers do you have on Twitter?

38. How many people does your organization "follow™ on Twitter?

l

39, On average, how many "tweets” does your organization get per week?

|
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40. Does your organization use Twitter as a fundraising tooi?
O Y ek
O No

If ac, why not?

17. Twitter Non-Fundraising

41. Does your organization anticipate using Twitter for fundraising at some
point in the next five years?

(O ves
() ne

Please Comment

18. Twitter Fundraising 1

|L_

42. Please briefly describe your fundraising efforts using Twitter.
43. How much has your organization raised total using Twitter?

44. How many donors have donated to your organization via Twitter?

45. Does your organization actively track Twitter fundraising revenue
specifically?

O Tes
o

If ae, why net?

|L_
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46. How successful do you feel fundraising with Twitter has been for your
organization?

Somewhat Somewhat very L ——
. ary bnsuctessful
Suetessful Lntuccesyful Y

Twl Fundralgi
i O O O O O

47. Do you feel as though Twitter is a useful tool for your organization?

C} ek
O he

Please Camment

Very Successful Don't Knaw

19. LinkedIn

The foliowing questions discuss your organization’s use of LinkedIn,

48. What has your organization gained from having a LinkedIn page?
49. Do you believe that LinkedIn has been a useful tool for your
organization?

O Yes

o LIS

Flease Comment

20. Other Social Media Use

‘L_

The following guestians pertain to the use of other social media sites,

50. Please describe ybur use and successes/failures with the other social
media websites you have listed.

3

21. Total Social Media Staff Investment

70
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*¥ 51. On average, how many hours per week do staff/volunteers spend
updating/using all your organization's social media pages?
|
¥ 572, What is the average per hour wage for staff members responsible for
updating social media websites for your organization?

22. General Social Media Questions

*¥ 53, Does your organization plan on increasing its investment in social media
fundraising over the next five years? If so, why?

) ves
Ore

If xe, why?

* 54. In your opinion, which of the following social media sites has the most

potential to become a successful fundraising tool for nonprofits of your
size?

0 Fatebuok

(y Twinter

() Linkedtn

O Other {please specily]

l

55. Please include any other information about social media fundraising you
wish to add that pertains to your organizations use or successes/failures.

B

Thank you.
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APPENDIX B

IRS FORM 990 — BLANK

990 OMB No. 1545-0047

Form Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax ,?,;) @06
Under section 501{c), 527, or 4947 {a}(1} of the internal Revenue Code [sxcapt black lung =
dmé e benefit trust or private foundation) . Open to P'ublic
Intarnat Rev » The organization may have to use a copy of this retum to satisfy state reporting requirements. inspection
A For the 2006 calendar yaar, or ax ar beginnin 2006, and endiry + 20
_LI_H—F PAUAGLI R 1 N— *

B Check If applicabla: | Please (& Nama of orgarization o

use RS H
[] Address change [ isbel or -
D Name change peint or Numbec and street {or P.O. hex it mall is not delivered to strest address) | Roomdsuite E Telophons number

[ initiat return See ¢ ¥
] Fnal ratumn Wstroo. | City of town, state of country. and ZIP + 4 F Accounting methott [ ] Cash [ Accrual
A raturn Sone ] other tspecity) ™
Appicaion perd ® Soction 501(c){3) organizations and 4047(a}1} nonaxempt charftable | H &nd i are not applicable to section 527 organizations.
D anon perding trusts must attach a compioted Schodule A {Form 990 or 990-EZ). H(a} Is this a group retum for affiliates? [ ] Yes [ wo
G Waebsho: » HD) If “Yes,” enter number of affilates » _______________
Mic) Are al affiliates included? [1ves [InNo
[+ type {check only onel » [ S0Me){ 3« (mser noy [ 4%47@)tor [ 827 {H “MNo,” attach & list. See Instructions.)

Hid) Is this a separate retem filed by an

d
- N s 5 sl rat p
K Check here » [ ] it the orgarkzation is mot a 509{a)3) suppoeting wrganization and its gross ol tions o by a group rAing? [ Yes [ Mo

recaipts ara normally not mone than $25.000. A ratum is nat requirad, but If the organization chooses

to file a retum, be sure o file a complate roturn, 1 Group BExemplion Number »
M Check » [7] i the organization is not required
L Gross receiplis: Add lines 6b., 8b, 3k, angd 10b 1o fine 12 » to atlach Sch. B (Form 990, 996-EZ, or 990-PF).

Revenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets or Fund Balances {See the instructions.}

Contributions, gifts, grants, and simiiar amounts recshved:
a Contributions to donor advised funds . e e ia
b Direct public support (not included on line 1a) L. .. b
c Indirect pubiic support (Mot included on iine 1a . _ ic
d Govemment confributlons {grants) (hot Inchuded on line ‘Ea) id
e Total{addiines jattwough tdy(cash$ __ noncash $ - ie
2 Program service revenue including govermnmment fees and confracts {from Part VI, Jine 83) 2
3 Membership dues and assessments . . . . . e e e e e e e 3
4 Interest on savings ang temporary cash |nves(ments h e e e e e e e e . 4
5 Dividends and interest from securities . . . . . . . . . < < . -+ . . . 8
8a Grossremts . . . . . . . . <« - . - . . . . |sa]
b Less: rental expenses . . . b -
< Net rental iIncome ar {oss). Subtract Ilne Sb from Ilne Sa C e e e e e e e .. 6c
3 7  Other investment income (describe » ) 7
3| @a Gross amount from sales of ets other 1A Secuntios (83 Other :
& than inventory . . . e e e 8a
b Less: cost or Gther basls and sales expenses. 8b
¢ Gain or {foss) (attach schedute) . 8c
d Net gain or {loss). Combine iine 8c, cotumns Hryand B) . . ad
9  Special events and activities (attach scheduie). If any amount is from gamlng. heck here b l:l
a Gross revenue {not including $ of
contributions reported on hine 1) . . . ... 9a
b Less: direct expernses other than fundraislng ex,penses . on :
© Net income or {loss) from special events. Subtract ine b from ineB9a . . . , . 90
10a Gross sales of Inventary, less retums and sllowances . . | 102 |
b Less: cost of goods sold. . . . . . - . . [son]
© Gross proft or {loss) from sales of inventory (aﬂach schedule) Subtract Bne 10b from line 102 _ 10c
11 Other revenue {from Part Vii, line 103) e e e e e e e . i1
12  Total revenue. Add lines 1e, 2, 3, 4, 6, 6¢, 7, Sd Qc 100 and i1, . . . . . . . i2
. | 13 Program services (from line 44, column{B) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . is
8 |14 Management and general (from line 44, column (G)) . . . . . . . . . . . 14
% |15 Fundraising ffrom ine 44, column (D) . . - . . .« . o . e e o+ - . . . RE:)
& |16 Paymoents to affilates {attach scheduls) _ e e e e e e e e el 16
17 Total ¢, Add lines 16 and 44, cemmn {A) T S R 17
2| 1B Excess or {deficit) for the year. Subtract line 17 from line 12, . 18
g 19 Net assets or fund balancas at beginning of year {from lne 73, column (A)) - . 19,
< | 20 Other changes in not assets or fund balances {aitach explanatiorg. . . . . . . 20
2 24 Mot assels or fund balances at end of year. Combinelines 18, 18, and 20 . . . . 21

Far Privacy Act anc Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the saparate instructions. Cal. No, 11282Y Form DGO Rons)
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