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INTRODUCTION
Why do people give to charities?  Is it to gain acceptance, prestige, or the “warm glow” that comes from helping others?  For many, it is a civic duty to help and provide for those in need.  For others, their employers encourage it and therefore giving has become a standard for most workplaces in organized campaigns.  A related question is where one donates one’s money and time.  Over time, competition for donations has increased substantially due to the rise in number of nonprofit charity organizations.   To be efficient and successful United Way has come up with fundraising strategies to give the donor more choice in the matter of where his or her money goes

The United Way is an organization whose future faces a slow decline of contributions.  Fortune magazine (2000) states that United Ways, “contributions have declined 29% in the past 12 years even though overall giving as a percentage of income rose 8.2%”.  Because of the changes in the amount of money going into the United Way, they have had to make certain concessions to givers such as “donor choice”.  The money collected by these “donor choice” options now account for almost 25% of the money raised, Fortune points out.  Also with the institution of United Way specialized programs (for example Success by 6, and Essentials for Life) they have been able to increase their efficiency at getting plans into action and involving more agencies.  Overall, in the competitive world of philanthropy the United Way has lost its once large market share.  In 1988 its market share was 3.16%, a large number in the charity sector (given that there were 450,000 non-profits competing for donations), which has decreased to 1.98% in 1999, and the number of non-profits had grown to 715,000.  This makes effort to improve fundraising ever more important for United Way.

The goal of this thesis is to examine the effect of variations in fundraising efforts on total contributions controlling for all other factors. To examine these issues more clearly, our study will examine the effects of two types of fundraiser efforts on total contributions.  One fundraising strategy that United Way of Lane County employs is targeting goal areas on their pledge forms, which combine related community nonprofit organizations.  These goal areas are named, “Essentials for Life”, “Success by 6”, “Youth on Track”, as well as the general “Community Solutions Fund” which supports all programs under the United Way umbrella.  Another fundraising effort used by United Way of Lane County is face-to-face contacts by the United Way through presentations.  This is an important issue because the competition for donor monies is intense.


This paper examines the effectiveness of these two types of fundraising efforts by United Way of Lane County on recorded contributions.  Our analysis uses data we have received from the United Way of Lane County on charitable giving by local workplaces from 2000 through 2003.  Using these data, we are able to estimate the effect of a 2001 change in pledge forms that emphasized goal areas and the effects of presentations on giving by Lane County workplaces.


We find that there is a positive correlation between number of presentations and total contributions by a workplace, and that this is statistically significant.  However, in regard to pledge card changes we found that there is a negative correlation between the pledge card changes and total contributions, and this was statistically significant some of the time.    In fact, some specifications suggest that these pledge card changes had a statistically significant negative impact on contributions. The magnitude of this decline is large, (over the span of 2002-2003) suggesting a 37% decline in contributions everything else equal.  This means that for an average workplace contribution of $9,000 in 2000, their average contribution falls to just $5,670 in subsequent years.   


Our paper is organized in the following  manner.  First discussed is the literature review, where research regarding issues such as: why people give, role of presentations, and donor designations are discussed.  These topics of related issues give more support to our findings, and allow the reader to connect our work to other research in similar areas.  Following the literature review is the hypothesis development where we define our hypothesis and describe more in detail background related to our proposed questions.  Variables that are to be used are discussed in great detail along with other important topics regarding the process by which the information is analyzed.  After the hypothesis development comes the data analysis.  This section provides the reader with a hands-on grasp of some of the key features of the data.  Charts and graphs are provided with in this section as to highlight important things such as mean, maximum and minimum values.  The next section is the methodology section where the regression formulas are set up and each variable is separately discussed.  Directly following this is the empirical results section where the findings for the research are discussed and presented. In this section also the magnitude of change is also given based on an average workplace contribution of $9000.

LITERATURE REVIEW

WHY PEOPLE GIVE
American society today is plagued by social problems often alleviated by the charity of others.  However, why do people give to certain charities?  Is it for the “warm-glow” feeling, prestige, or acceptance from co-workers, peers, or the public?  “Warm-glow” is often described by many as a feeling of general pleasure in giving to others without having any other external benefit from the donation.  Prestige on the other hand, is feeling one gets when there are external benefits to the donation such as recognition of the donation in public, with a name on a chair or a building.  Acceptance, however, is one of the most fundamental, especially in the workplace today.  However it is hard to know which of these plays a larger role in the donation market.  Many researchers in the social science field have attempted to understand the true reason why some people give and why others do not.  

David C. Ribar and Mike O. Wilhelm in their paper “Altruistic and Joy-of-Giving Motivations in Charitable Behavior” attempt to theoretically and empirically examine those aforementioned motivations and their effect on charitable giving.  Their model of charitable giving assumes individuals are “impurely altruistic” with a donor’s utility a function of their own consumption, ci, the utility of the charitable institution, H, and the size of the ith donors contribution to H, hi.  Subject to a budget constraint, Ribar and Wilhelm found that if the “donor is motivated purely by altruism (and there are) changes in the contributions of others, it will generate the largest amount of crowd-out… (However) if the donor is motivated only by the joy of giving, (then) changes in the contributions of others have no effect on giving (430).”  Ribar and Wilhelm defined the term of “crowd-out” as being whether the donations to one agency could be redistributed to another agency because there is spending from other agencies that support similar causes (428).  By generating this crowding out effect, it helps support the idea that the United Way would need to even out the donations through the goal areas in order to support similar agencies.  Their reasoning may also lend to the idea that the some companies may enjoy giving more and in turn may give more per employee on average.  This subsequently increases the requests for agencies to come in and promote the United Way’s message. 

William Harbaugh also touches on the idea of why people give, in his article “What Do Donations Buy? A Model of Philanthropy Based on Prestige and Warm Glow.”  He explains, by “working locally, United Way groups insure that they are able to distribute reports on giving to those with the highest ability to provide prestige” thus gaining acceptance in the community (24).  By gaining acceptance in the community the United Way is able to promote their message and their goal areas to an audience with an open mind and therefore achieve their donation goals.  Another aspect of the giving “prestige” is the use of external benefits (such as a coffee cup example Harbaugh uses) that “inform your colleagues of your contribution toward the public good” and add to your prestige around the office (25).  Since the United Way’s main campaign is at the workplace it is important to increase the acceptance of the program, as well as the donations from that workplace in order for their mission to succeed.  

THE ROLE OF PRESENTATIONS


Local United Way chapters face a number of issues because of an increase in the number of non-profits that are vying for a share of the donations people are willing to give to charities.  Several of the articles, working papers, and other research addresses the problem of increasing competition of non-profits and help to discuss their best attempt to do the most important thing--increase the amount of total donations to not only large umbrella organizations, but to all charities.  The United Way has a unique position in that it has many agencies under its umbrella that get shares of a large community chest of donations.  The goal for the United Way is to organize their campaigns in such a way that encourages and increases donations not only to specific agencies but also to the community chest so that the local United Ways can have some say in distributing the donations in such a way that there is an even allocation to each agency.  

In contrast to Bill Harbaugh, others believe that contributions to the United Way could be seen as coercion, charity or even economic self-interest, as outlined in a paper by Barry Keating, Robert Pitts, and David Appel of the University of Notre Dame.  They present the hypothesis that “a contribution to the United Way is a transaction in which is paid for benefits received (816).”  However, the expected benefits they receive are those of goodwill “in response to social pressure rather than any estimation of personal gain from services provided by United Way (816).”  The authors examine whether the “social pressure” motive impacts giving by examining data on giving in an Indiana county.  The social motivation variable is referred to as the “pressure” that the employee had incurred at the workplace during the campaign through films, brochures, personal solicitation, and/or pledge cards.  


In their regressions the pressure variable is changed for each form of the equation.  Overall, their regressions showed that the variables for pressure were positive and statistically significant.  In their research they had several different forms of the same basic equation to help in the explanation of each variable.   The pressure variable is defined in many different ways throughout their findings.  Two examples of these different pressure variables are defined as a movie or group meeting and perceived personal contact that was received from a supervisor in relation to the campaign (821).  The authors concluded that when the pressure variable is a measure of “perceived direct personal contact” the variable is more significant than the pressure variable used earlier in their research.  There may be a direct link between number of speakers and the “perceived direct personal contact” variable, mainly because the more supportive the supervisor, the more presentations will be allowed in the workplace.  


The authors of this study also did a follow up survey asking employees if they could name an agency that is under the United Way umbrella.  They found that many people named agencies that are not funded by the United Way or were in fact government agencies.  This may explain why merely knowing the name of the agency, and not any in-depth information about their cause, could make donors more likely to give to that agency.  Therefore, by bringing in speakers to present an agency they are basically repeating the name to increase the probability that the donors will see the name on the pledge card, recognize the charity and decide it is worthy of their donation because they know they have heard something about that agency. 


Vivien Foster and Susana Mourato in their book The Price of Virtue discuss many different fundraising methods.  They find that the level of fundraising can be measured in two different ways.  The first way is “number of times the individual is approached by a charity fundraiser” and the second is the “quality of the fundraising methodology used.”  The highest quality methods are those that, holding all else constant, have the best ability to boost the “warm-glow of giving.”  Having a person present an issue in the community and offer a solution for solving it enhances that “warm-glow of giving” by adding a face to a cause.  Foster and Mourato give two reasons why the face-to-face contact will be of higher quality.  One of these is that by making presentations it creates a situation where others witness the fundraising and are therefore more effective in “generating social recognition.”  They assert that a person who donates by a “direct fundraising method” (ex. speakers coming to the workplace) will in turn receive a larger “warm-glow” effect and a higher individual utility than that of an individual who gives by means of a “remote fundraising method” (ex. a mailer to a household) (152).


Through their research they did find that the direct fundraising approaches did create a more successful campaign than that of the remote fundraising.  However the resulting gifts were “on average substantially smaller than those obtained from remote fundraising” (165).  The populations that were approached by direct fundraisers were different than those contacted by remote fundraisers causing differences in their underlying reasons to give.  By holding constant the differences in the “socioeconomic and demographic factors” Foster and Mourato were able to find that the direct methods continued to be more successful than the remote methods and the contributions were larger.  

Amornrat Apinunmahakul, in his essay “Strategic Interaction and Charitable Fund-Raising”, discusses a model that investigates the efficiency of the provision of a public good by a United Way and two unaffiliated (with the United Way) charities by looking at the effect of advertising.  He found that the charities that maximize social welfare “always choose the same level of advertising” whether or not the public goods are provided by the United Way or the two unaffiliated charities.  Apinunmahakul finds that the advertising expenditures are viewed as purely providing information but can be seen as changing individual preferences.  

DONOR DESIGNATION ISSUES


A number of papers have specifically examined the issue of how to pattern donor designation on pledge forms to offset contributions.  Marc Bilodeau’s paper “Voluntary Contributions to United Charities” shows that if donors are allowed to direct their contributions then the total donations for individual agencies may be lower than direct contributions for those agencies.  However, to offset this reduction in contributions, the United Fund would act as a mediator in order to trade “off a less desirable mix of services for higher total contributions (119).” Bilodeau reasons that people donate to an organization like United Way because there is an advantage to having a large unified organization in order to convert “contributions into services (119).”  Instead of constantly competing for donations, a United Way is able to decrease the expenses of getting the information out to potential donors and therefore increasing the amount of donations used for action in the community.  


Bilodeau’s article is based partly on Franklin Fisher’s 1977 paper that proposes that failure to earmark contributions may not affect the composition of services. Bilodeau formalizes’ Fisher’s intuition through a model of contributions as game with donors where they don’t cooperate, and a United Way is one of the participants.  Bilodeau finds that if the United Way is a player after everyone else, the game is found to be at equilibrium and the United Way is able to “offset the direct contributions to charities by individual donors (120).”


The United Way categorizes agencies that are similar or interconnected to help redirect contributions to that the United Way (either locally or nationally) can allocate the donations in an efficient manner between the agencies in the categories.  Because donors behave in a non-cooperative manner their designations often result in some agencies receiving too much and other agencies receiving less. Bilodeau asserts that the United Fund “could lay an efficiency increasing role” even without any advantage in fundraising mainly by “redirecting individual contributions more efficiently amoung the various charities (120).”  Bilodeau finally states that centralized collecting agencies “do not need any fundraising advantage to induce individuals to voluntarily renounce directing their gifts to their favorite charities.  ‘Having the last word’ may be the only advantage required (133).”

The United Way use their pledge cards to group agencies by what they provide for the community.  By grouping the agencies it provides donors with an easy method of donating to one set of needs, thereby reducing the time it takes to select one certain agency to donate to.  These costs include attaining the information about causes that the donor is directly or indirectly affect by and the process of assessing which agencies provide support for their chosen cause.  Ribar and Wilhelm believe that to reduce those costs there must be a mode of providing information so that the donors do not have to take their own time to find the information necessary to make a decision on where their donation goes.  The United Way follows this logic by providing presentations from certain agencies for companies’ requested causes.  

Susan Rose-Ackerman’s paper, “Charitable Giving and ‘Excessive’ Fundraising” shows how competition for donations cause a reduction in the amount of service provided relative to the donations raised for all of the charities (205).  The United Way cuts down on the “excessive fundraising” that Rose-Ackerman talks about through allowing agencies to be part of categories to help equally allocate the funds brought in.  Also by having an umbrella group, the agencies are guaranteed a percentage of donations brought in from the larger United Way fund every year, no matter if they designated by donors or not.  Charities in the United Way umbrella may earn less total donations than if they were an individual charity; however they gain because out of their total donations they do not have to pay the extra costs of providing the community with information about what their purpose is and other advertising.  Even though the United Way may seem to be a monopoly in the charity market, their power is limited because of the addition of donor designation for those charities that are not under their umbrella.  


Rose-Ackerman also finds that there is some sort of “brand loyalty” that exists in the charity market that creates a problem for the not so recognized, or newer charities, to become established in the community.  Donors may also make the assumption that the new charities may spend more of their donations on fundraising, rather than services (205).  This “brand loyalty” is prevalent in United Way giving, mainly because they allow the agencies under their umbrella to run campaigns in addition to the local United Way campaigns which furthermore cuts down on the “excessive fundraising” costs.  


Not only do the charities compete outside of the United Fund for donations, but also there is an amount of competition between those charities under the United Fund.  Marc Bilodeau and Al Slivinski present a model that has a number of nonprofits or charities providing “bundles of public goods and services through private donations (449).”  These nonprofits make decisions about the allocation of the donations over a number of services.  The donors in this model have knowledge of the allocation decisions made by the charity that they contribute to, therefore allowing for the charity organization to specialize in a certain area of services.  By not earmarking the contributions, it allows for the organization to make the designations and therefore they are acting in their best interests, not in the donors’ best interests.  However, to alleviate this problem the United Way can (and does) commit to a fixed allocation rule each year to keep things relatively equal (451).  


According to Bilodeau and Slivinski, the United Way does its best to allocate the donations in a way that is fair among the charities.  When a certain charity is designated, then that amount of donation is taken out of the total amount they would have received from the community chest of donations (463).  This allows the United Way to “use the undesignated funds to offset individual designations at the margin” and turns out to be not useful (463).  However, if enough donors designated their donations and more is designated to each separate charity than the United Way would have given in a regular allocation then it is efficient (463).  

The United Way’s option of designating where your donation goes has been in effect since February 1982; however, the implementation was at a very slow and hesitant pace.  Eleanor L. Brilliant explains in her book The United Way: Dilemmas of an Organized Charity, that the donor option was not fully supported by many large workplaces because of past failures of donor options that failed to get the designated money to the appropriate agency (104).  The early form of the donor designation was “more a matter of appearance than substance, and it was generally minimized in use, and even discouraged by local United Ways (104).”  In addition, the process was not yet set up to be able to designate donations to charities outside of the United Way umbrella of agencies, which added to an already hesitant pace.


Brilliant goes on to talk about the issue that if there are more donor options added and donors are given more liberty to choose where their donations go, then there could be a shift in the allocation of the funds donated.  This problem would occur if the United Way picked up agencies that are being designated more frequently and therefore cause the “shifts in funds…and less for the old members of the United Way ‘family’ (109).”  The solution, Brilliant asserts, would be to raise a significantly higher amount of donations each year to cover the cost of the new agencies and to still be able to support the “family” agencies at a level at which they had been in the past.  

The United Way had been under scrutiny in the mid-80s because of claims of monopolistic fundraising in the workplace according to Brilliant.  Furthermore, employees and employers did not appreciate the limitedness of the campaign but the employers did not want to run campaigns separate from the United Way mainly because of the concern for their public image and productivity.  By having a combined campaign support by both the United Way and the company, it proved more likely that there would be an enhancement in morale, a reduction of wasted time, and a strengthening of unity in the workplace (111).  

HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

The goal of this thesis is to examine the effect of variations in fundraising efforts on total contributions controlling for all other factors.  For our sample, United Way of Lane County has two such changes in fundraising efforts, which we can examine.  The first is the number of presentations at workplaces, which vary by firm and over time. The second method of fundraising effort is through pledge card changes.  The United Way of Lane County changed their standard pledge cards for local organizations in 2001 allowing for specific goal areas to be selected this will be discussed further later on.  

We first will look at how the number of presentations affects total contributions. The role of presentations is an important issue in the United Way organization. United Way bases a large portion of their fundraising efforts on the workplace and in doing so they encourage companies to invite speakers to talk about United Way issues and charities.  To analyze changes in fundraising efforts due to number of presentations we delve into how speakers are requested and by whom. The presenters at the workplaces are from certain specific charities.   However, their purpose is to speak the message of the United Way as a whole. This is important to note since if this was not the case and speakers persuaded giving to only their agency potential donors, might choose to donate just to that specific charity agency, bypassing United Way.   This is to help promote the overall mission of the United Way by demonstrating the symbiotic relationship between the agency and the United Way of Lane County.  In order for these presentations to be effective, they need to go to workplaces at the correct time and create a relationship where the employees do not feel pressured to give, but in fact compelled to give to either the United Way of Lane County or to that specific agency speaking. As discussed in the literature review many sources support the conclusion that more face-to-face time with a speaker would indeed increase total contributions for that individual organization.  This leads to our first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1a: There is a positive relationship between number of presentations and total contributions, meaning an additional speaker increase total contributions. 

However, in regard to number of presentations it possible that there is an optimal number of presentations for each workplace and that at some point an additional presentation does not yield as much extra benefits as the prior presentation.  In economics this is called diminishing marginal returns.  It may even be possible that too many presentations leads to negative returns, decreasing contributions from a workplace.  The idea of the “optimal” level of presentations is a very valid and relevant question to an organization such as United Way of Lane County.  This leads to our second hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1b.

There are diminishing marginal returns in number of presentations, meaning that, at some point, an additional presentation yields a smaller effect on total contributions than the previous presentation.

  
A second issue in fundraising efforts by United Way of Lane County is through changes in their pledge cards.  The United Way of Lane County has designated group areas serve as a smaller specific community chest.  These community chests are there to give the charities that share similar qualities a specified amount of money each campaign year.  By allowing for these groupings, the donors are given a set of charities that solve issues as a whole instead of specialized problems. It also provides a way for charities to raise money that may not bring in a lot of outside donations or through earmarked donations on the pledge cards. These charities that receive less have a better chance at providing their service by having a pool of money that is allocated in such a way that their needs are met.  One concern with goal areas is whether potential donors understand the goal areas and identify with them as they would with an individual charity.

Since 2001 United Way of Lane County has changed all their pledge cards to reflect new and specific “goal areas”.  These “goal areas” are broken into 5-6 distinct different programs that are made up of many charities, working for a common task.  Before the 2001 pledge card change the only options given on the United Way pledge card were:  to give to United Way, to give to a specific agency associated with United Way or not, and to give to United Way, but exclude a specific agency.  (Examples of the new pledge cards can be seen in the Appendix. Old pledge cards were not available for display) According to United Way representative Dodie Weyhe, the reason for pledge card changes was to emphasize goal areas because workplaces felt that United Way’s system of giving was losing relevance with donors.  All the research showed that people trust United Way, know the logo, but did not have any knowledge about how they were different from every other non-profit organization.  Donor research also showed that the new donor wanted to see how their money was making a difference in terms of results.  It was not enough to simply pay for food boxes, but essential that we solve the issue of hunger.  Hence the switch to goal areas rather than areas of service.  People could now pick a goal area such as Success by 6 and their money would be divided through to several agencies under that target program, giving people more choices as to where their money would go. The objective being that the more choices people would have would increase knowledge about that specific area’s goal and how that would contribute to solving the issue at hand.  As discussed in the literature review, many local United Ways, are changing to this type of creating their own charity programs by combining agencies that are under their umbrella.  As discussed previously, United Way’s decreasing relevance with the donors makes this a very important issue to understand and see if indeed it changes donor relevance and how it effects total contributions.  This leads to our second hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2. 

There is a positive correlation between changes in pledge cards in 2001 that highlighted goal areas and total contributions 
According to United Way of Lane County, donors find it more attractive to solve the heart of the issue such as hunger rather then just pay for a bit of relief such as boxes of food.  Therefore, the goal areas should reflect a positive relationship with total contributions.

DATA


The data used in this study were obtained from United Way of Lane County.  United Way collects data on contributions from workplaces throughout the year and then sends it off in a yearly report to United Way of America from which a benchmark is created.   We were provided a master data sheet (in Excel), which contained information on each workplace that donated for the years 2000-2003, inclucing the number of givers, number of employees, industry type and total contributions. Total contributions were recorded in dollars.  Industry type is given by a code created by United Way of Lane County just for their own records.  A complete list and definitions is given in Appendix. 


The next step for us was to transfer the data regarding number of presentations for the years 2000, 2002-2003.  For the year 2000 a binder of request for presentation forms was given to us by United Way.  This information had to be manually tallied and then entered in the master data sheet by hand.  For the years 2002 and 2003 the data were provided by United Way in Excel and were merged into the master data file.  We decided not to use the number of visits, because sometimes one speaker would visit once and present four times for one day.  The “Number of Presentations” was measured by how many times a speaker presented on behalf of United Way of Lane County’s.  


We then had to construct a pledge card change variable into our data file.  Again, we did this by using a “1” if the pledge card contained the local United Way “goal areas”.  This was true for most local firms/organizations in our data beginning in year 2001.  A “0” was assigned if the workplace used it’s own pledge card that did not contain the “goal areas”.  We were provided a list of workplaces that use their own pledge cards (Appendix).  From these, only the Eugene School District 4J, Eugene Water and Electric Board, Lane Transit District, and COFE do indeed have the “goal areas” included on their specific pledge card. Therefore these workplaces were given a “1” after 2001 due to the fact that they did indeed contain the “goal areas”, despite the fact that they have their own pledge cards.


To look at some of the data characteristics we next examine descriptive statistics of the data as shown in Table 1.  We see that the maximum number of presentations for any workplace is 39 with an average around 3 per workplace. The maximum total employee pledge, by a workplace is $336070.90, with an average around $9000.  

Table 1

	Variable
	Number of Observations
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Min
	Max

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SIC Code
	1229
	6149.177
	1981.43
	1542
	9000

	Campaign Year
	1407
	2001.39
	1.08093
	2000
	2003

	Pledge Cards
	1406
	0.66074
	0.4736268
	0
	1

	Number of Presentations
	1032
	0.896318
	3.058103
	0
	39

	Number of Employees
	1352
	200.3314
	502.2862
	0
	6543

	Number of Givers
	1118
	61.92397
	177.4584
	0
	2485

	Total Employee Pledge
	1124
	9005.836
	22989.72
	0
	336070.9



Another important thing to note about the data is the fact that although we had numerous observations it seemed that there were very few number of presentations distributed through the observations.  We had no data for presentations for year 2001, but even in the other years we noticed that many of the presentations were for the same group of workplaces that have presentations.  Also many of the workplaces had zero presentations. 

Table 2

	
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Number of Observations
	378
	374
	377
	274

	Average Number of Givers
	56
	48
	46
	45

	Average Total Employee Pledge 
	$6745.00
	$6636.00
	$6624.00
	$9466.00

	Average Number of Presentations

Per firm
	0.8307
	Unavailable
	0.7745
	1.1642


Here are the corresponding graphs of average total employee pledge and average number of presentations:
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One can see by looking at the graph that the average total employee pledge per year decreases a small amount from years 2000-2002 and then increases quite dramatically in year 2003.  This is hard to explain since the number of companies (observations) drops in year 2003 going from 377 in year 2002 to 274 in year 2003.  However our regression model will take into account any macroeconomic changes that may be causing the differences in per year contributions. We next look at the graph of Average Number of Presentations Per Year to see if there are any trends that this variable set seems to be following.
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The first thing to notice is the large difference in number of presentations from 2002 to 2003.  We see that it stays relatively constant from year 2000 to 2002 year (remember year 2001 was unavailable) and with year 2003 having the highest average number of presentations.  We also see by looking at the table above that year 2000 had the highest average number of givers, which, decreases and holds fairly constant over the remaining years.  

METHODOLOGY

In this section we describe our empirical methods that models total United Way contributions from a firm in a given year as a function of a number of observable variables.  The main observable variables are: number of presentation/employee, year, pledge form, number of employees, and type of firm. The master model we use to test our hypothesis is:

Total Contributions = f(pledge form, number of presentations, number of presentations (squared), number of employees, year dummies, organization type dummies) 

 The first variable we include is number of presentations.  According to hypothesis 1a, we expect this will positively affect our dependent variable, the total contributions by the firm/agency.  One would expect the coefficient on this variable to be positive, but only to a certain point where we might expect its effect on total contributions to slow due to the theory of diminishing marginal returns. Thus, we include the square of this term and, by Hypothesis 1b, expect a negative coefficient.  It is possible that for a large number of presentations this negative term would outweigh the positive coefficient on number of presentations suggesting a net decline of contributions. 

The second variable pledge card represents changes made in the year 2001 and after, to figure out how to measure this variable we had to get a sense of which firms/agencies use the “goal areas” on their pledge cards.  Different workplaces use different pledge cards, some use United Way of Lane County forms, while other workplaces use their own.  According to United Way of Lane County, national corporations, such as; Albertson’s, Bank of America, Target, etc., all use their own pledge forms and the “goal areas” are absent from the form.  One should note that the pledge form variable will result in the use of a dummy variable to distinguish if the workplace uses the UW pledge form and has the goal areas (Success by 6, Essentials for Life….) listed. Thus, the pledge form dummy variable assign a “1” if the firm uses the standard Lane County UW form and it is after the year 2001 when the “goal areas” were added to the form, and “0” otherwise. This assumes that there were no systematic changes in national organization’s pledge forms over the time of period of our study, 2000-2003.  This will test hypothesis 2 and a positive coefficient on this variable will confirm hypothesis 2.

The third variable that we include in our regressions is the number of employees.  This is a measure of the size for each workplace.   The expected sign of the coefficients is positive, since the larger the workplace the larger the total contribution, everything else equal.

The fourth set of variables will control for systematic differences in giving by type of agency.  Econometrically, this will be done through our software using dummy variables for each different code. There is a list in the Appendix of these various agency codes and associated description. This is important due to the fact that different industries may be likely to give more depending on what type of organization it is.  For example, one might expect a non-profit organization to donate more then a law firm that specializes in divorce.  Just the nature of the workplace and the mission of its employees, surely we would expect some type of correlation between type of agency and total donations. 

The fifth set variables takes into account macroeconomic factors that would contribute to changes in donation behavior over time.  For example, in the presence of a recession one would expect to see total contributions decrease.  It is important to control for this type of influence in the regression equation otherwise we may try to equate such a decrease or increase of total contributions to some other factor other then just the economic situation of Lane County. These effects will be controlled for by including year dummy variables.

We now test our hypotheses by running our different regression models.  We will first test how number of presentations, and how pledge form differences are correlated with total contribution.   Before running this regression we changed the total contributions variable to a log of the total contributions in order to allow for the large variance between different workplaces. Some workplaces are larger, therefore their donations on average are larger and this accounts for that difference.  We also used a log form of total employees for the same reason.  The log form for these two sets of variables is used throughout all of our regressions.  One can see that number of presentations is entered twice because we squared the second term in order to take into account any diminishing marginal returns to the number of presentations.  Accounting for the industry differences was done through a command in the statistics software program we used to run the regressions.  By “absorbing” the different industry codes it was able to control for any changes between industries.  

EMPIRICAL RESULTS
We now test our hypotheses by running our different regression models.  Our first regression is to test both hypotheses by running a regression that includes both the data on changes in pledge cards and the number of presentations.  The regressions tested the changes in donations using four different models of the equations. 


Table 3 provides results from our initial regression that includes both the pledge card variable and the number of presentations variable.  We start by looking only at the pledge card hypothesis, since we lose a year of data when we also examine the hypothesis connected with the number of presentations.  

Table 3 

Dependent Variable: Log of Total Contributions from workplace “i” in year “t”

	Explanatory variables
	
	
	

	
	Pledge Card Effects
	Pledge Card and Presentation Effects
	Pledge Card and Presentation Effects Controlling for Workplace Differences

	Log  of Employees
	0.6154**
	0.5465**
	0.1497*

	
	(0.0297) 
	(0.0347) 
	(0.0873) 

	Pledge cards
	-0.4646**
	-0.3884**
	-0.1739

	
	(0.1376)
	(0.1660)
	(0.1550)

	Number of presentations
	
	0.1886**
	0.0460*

	
	
	(0.0287)
	(0.0244)

	Number of presentations squared
	
	-0.0045**
	-0.0013

	
	
	(0.0010)
	(0.0008)

	ag
	-0.5432**
	-0.4332**
	

	
	(0.1469)
	(0.1665)
	

	dv
	-1.6394**
	-1.5067**
	

	
	(0.1628)
	(0.1842)
	

	pf 
	-0.5211**
	-0.3558**
	

	
	(0.1531)
	(0.1751)
	

	cm
	-1.7903**
	-1.4718**
	

	
	(0.1889)
	(0.2192)
	

	m1
	-0.3136**
	-0.2750*
	

	
	(0.1410)
	(0.1605)
	

	b1
	-0.8551**
	-0.7302**
	

	
	(0.1281)
	(0.1461)
	

	b2
	-1.1683**
	-0.9862**
	

	
	(0.1325)
	(0.1519)
	

	Year Dummies
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 Adjusted R2
	0.5037
	0.5330
	0.8637

	Observations
	1102
	828
	828


Standard errors are in parentheses and the ** denote statistical significance (two-tailed test) at the 5% level and a single * denotes statistical significance (two-tailed) at the 10% level.  


The first column of table 3 includes only the log of the number of employees and the pledge card change in 2001 as regressors to explain logged contributions.  At first glance you see that both variables are at a statistically significant level, with relatively low standard errors.  

According to our hypothesis, we expect to see a positive correlation between the pledge card changes and total donations because of the research done by the United Way of Lane County.  However it is seen here that over the span of two years (2002 and 2003) the actual donations decreased with the change in the pledge cards.  The magnitude of this decline is large, suggesting a 37% decline in contributions everything else equal.  This means that for an average workplace contribution of $9,000 in 2000, their average contribution falls to just $5,670 in subsequent years.   The second column in Table 3 controls for differences in the specific effects in each type of industry on total donations.

Every coefficient is seen to be statistically significant in this regression except for the coefficient on the “community” type of industry classification.  Overall the standard errors are low and there are small changes numerically from column one in the coefficients of log of employees and pledge card changes.  Even though there are differences numerically between column one and two there is no change on the sign of the coefficient.  The change in pledge cards is still seen to have a negative coefficient but at a lower level than that of column one.  As hypothesized, the number of presentations coefficient is positively correlated with total donations reporting a 0.1886 increase for every presentation at a workplace.  This number implies that there would be a 20.7% increase in contributions, everything else held equal.  If the average donations from a workplace were $9,000 then there could potentially be an increase of $1,863 in total contributions due to the presence of speakers at the workplace.  

Furthermore, there is a negative coefficient on the variable of number of presentations squared (which was also hypothesized) that shows that as the number of presentations reaches a certain amount the total amount of donations begins to have decreases in marginal returns.  The magnitude of this effect is small, however there are some clear conclusions that can be drawn from this coefficient.  Since this is a squared term it shows the diminishing marginal returns and at what rate those marginal effects occur.  Our research found that the point that at which it will begin having decreasing marginal returns is at approximately 42 presentations.  Consequently, each additional presentation from 42 and above results in lower contributions.  


The third column presents results from a regression where we control for workplace effects that are constant over time.  The coefficients in this regression are similar to the coefficients in the previous regressions, however they are statistically insignificant at the 5% level.  At the 10% level, only the pledge card coefficient remains significant whereas the other coefficients become insignificant.   Because of the lower coefficients the effects of the pledge cards and number of presentations were considerably less than the previous regressions.  In addition the coefficient on number of presentations squared is again negative, however the number of presentations at which there are diminishing marginal returns is approximately 36 presentations.  


In this type of linear regression it is important to see how much of the variation in the data is explained by the independent variables.  Therefore, the higher the R2 , the more confidence we have in the regression results.  Looking at the column’s R2 terms there seems to be a consistent range between 50.37% and 53.33%.  The lowest being the regression looking at the pledge card changes only absorbing for the differences in the industries and the highest being the regression that included all of the variables, including separate dummy variables for each different industry.  

CONCLUSION

This paper has shown that number of presentations does have a positive correlation with total contributions.  In addition to this we have shown that the variable number of presentations is statistically significant at the 5% level.  We also showed that sometimes an additional presentation could indeed have a negative effect on total contributions.  So as far as United Way goes about planning their fundraising campaigns it may be a better policy procedure to try to spread out the presentations so more workplaces would have the chance to learn about United Way, therefore increasing donation.  Rather then sending these speakers to organizations that have already had quite a few presentations already they will go to those workplaces that in recent years not had speakers with the goal to increase the chance of those to hear a speaker from United Way, in the hopes that by hearing a presentation would indeed in increase their chances of giving.    


Another aspect of our research was the role of donor designations, and how this related to total contributions.  We have showed that we can definitely reject that there was any positive relationship between goal areas included on the pledge cards and total contributions.  This relationship turned out to be negative in every one of our regressions, and it was significant part of the time, which supports the rejection of the positive correlation.  In order to have a pledge card that accurately reflects the needs of the donors it would be necessary to not only survey, but also create experimental pledge cards.  By creating different pledge cards for different groups it would allow for further economic research and studies to find the optimal pledge card form which would potentially increase the efficiency of the United Way of Lane County.   


We hope that our findings will help United Way of Lane County more effectively plan their policies in regard to fundraising efforts.
Appendix

Industry Codes:

· PF-Professional

· B1- Business 1- financial

· B2-Business 2 manufacturing/retail

· DV-Development

· AG-Agencies

· M1-Major Firms1

· M2-Major Firms2

· CM-Communities

Organizations that use their own pledge cards

· Albertsons

· AIG VALIC Financial Advisors

· Bank of America

· Bi-Mart

· Bon Macys

· CFC

· City of Eugene

· Costco Wholesale

· Enterprise Rent-A-Car

· EWEB

· FedEx

· Foster Farms

· Fred Meyer

· JC Penney

· Key Bank

· Kingsford/Clorox

· Lane Community College

· Lane County

· Meier and Frank

· Molecular Probes/Invitrogen

· Morgan Stanley Dean Witter

· NW Natural

· PSC Inc.

· Sears

· Smith Barney

· State CFD

· TJ Max

· Target

· Umpqua Bank

· University of Oregon

· UPS

· US Bank

· Wall-Mart

· Washington Mutual
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