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ABSTRACT 
This study incorporated interview (n = 18) and survey data to conduct a large scale study 

(n = 580) of professional nonprofit proposal writers across the U.S. The purpose of this study was 

to identify factors involved in the proposal development process in the context of grant or 

donation acquisition. Fundraising and knowledge management literature revealed that one’s 

learning processes, professional relationships, and technological and personnel resources are 

important aspects of proposal development, although the extent is unknown. I identified 8 factors 

involved in the proposal writing process and found that knowledge management practices are 

highly individual to fundraisers rather than to the organizations which employ them. 

Individualized practices may be in part due to the self-training and education that is necessary for 

“lone writer” positions. Technical communication teachers might consider incorporating research 

methods (such as interviewing), personnel management, and project management strategies into 

their pedagogy to improve writers’ acclimation processes.  
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
This dissertation attempts to identify nonprofit fundraisers’ information seeking, 

sharing, and storage processes and how these processes facilitate or hinder proposal 

development. Proposal development, or grant writing, is an area of research that has been 

increasingly necessary over the past ten years, particularly in the area of knowledge 

management (Gilbert, 2002, 2005a, 2005b; Hart-Davidson, Spinuzzi, & Zachry, 2006; 

Schorr, 2004; Zachry, Spinuzzi, & Hart-Davidson, 2006).  

Grant writing among academic writers (professors) has been studied sporadically 

in the technical communication field (Dooley, 1994; Kleinfelder, Price, & Dake, 2003; 

Renze, 1996; Sterner, 1999; many others), but little attention has been paid to proposal 

developers outside the university in the past 20 years (Davidson, 2009; McIsaac & 

Aschauer, 1990; Zachry et al., 2006). The existing studies on fundraising professionals 

are located outside the realm of technical communication and focus on job satisfaction 

(Georgia, 2004; Healey, Bartolini, Maehara, & Williams, 2010; Horstman, 2006). Few 

studies account for fundraisers’ daily processes and technologies that are used to 

complete their work duties (Davidson, 2009; Zachry et al., 2006). These daily processes 

and storage technologies contribute to the institutional memory, or knowledge, of an 

organization. 

Ideally, an organization’s institutional memory should be highly organized and 

easily accessible to employees across multiple departments, and systems for ensuring 

information is accessible are called knowledge management. Knowledge management 

(KM) has been studied extensively in the corporate sector (Bixler, 2005; He, Qiao, & 
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Wei, 2009; Stankosky, 2005; Watson, 2003; others), but it is a relatively new area of 

study in the nonprofit field (Gilbert, 2002; 2005a; Hurley & Green, 2005; Roman-

Velazquez, 2005; Schorr, 2004). Additionally, most of the studies about KM in the 

nonprofit industry investigate the perceptions of all of the employees across an 

organization rather than just the fundraisers. As a student of technical writing, I feel that 

fundraisers (also known as grant or proposal writers) should be studied separately from 

general nonprofit employees, because their job duties primarily involve developing 

strong arguments. To build a strong argument, the fundraiser must have access to 

information to support his or her claims. Access to information, and thus knowledge 

management, may be of central importance to fundraisers. 

The goals of my research are to investigate current practices of knowledge 

management in nonprofits in the context of proposal development, identify potential 

factors related to knowledge management—such as training/education, professional 

relationships, and technology/information resources—and eventually measure the 

proportion each factor contributes to proposal development.  

The introduction chapter of this dissertation introduces the field of knowledge 

management (KM), describes the role KM has in nonprofit organizations (NPOs), 

explains why fundraisers are an important population to study in the context of KM, and 

defines the purpose of the study. The chapter then introduces the research questions and 

hypotheses. Last, the chapter concludes by providing an overview of the study’s literature 

review, methodology, results, and discussion. 
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Background of the study: Knowledge management as a field 

 “Knowledge management” (KM) is the process by which organizations “create, 

capture, acquire, and use knowledge to support and improve the performance of the 

organization,” including knowledge development and transfer processes (Hurley & 

Green, 2005 p.1). KM involves the acquisition, storage, retrieval, use, production, and 

reuse of knowledge assets of an organization (Watson, 2003).  

A knowledge management system is a structured method of organizing 

information storage and retrieval processes, such as using an organization-wide intranet 

to store documents. KM systems often use keyword search functions to allow multiple 

users to access to the information (Capozzi, 2007). KM systems combine user-centered 

design, institutional memory, and informational storage and retrieval designs that are 

central to organizational efficiency (Blankenhorn & del Valle, 1992; Child, 2007; Iverson 

& Burkhart, 2007; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990; Merono-Cerdon, Lopez-Nicolas, & Soto-

Acosta, 2006; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; Rockley, 2003; Wallace, 2007; Wolff, 2009). 

KM has most extensively been studied in large, multinational corporations that 

have a large number of financial and personnel resources to implement specific, product-

based proposals and sales agreements. KM studies in the corporate sector tend to have 

more financial resources dedicated to them as managers strive to contain costs, streamline 

procedures, and gain a positive return on investment. Corporate studies have indicated 

successful KM ventures can provide immediate, measurable value such as improving 

organizational performance and increasing institutional memory, innovation, and sharing 

of lessons learned (Baehr & Alex-Brown, 2010; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; Tsai & 

Ghoshal, 1998; Watson, 2003). These benefits are now being used to justify studies in the 
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nonprofit sector, where immediate value may not be as easily measured and financial 

resources are scarce (Gilbert, 2005; Hurley & Green, 2005). 

Successful KM systems help organizations increase the institutional memory, 

improve operational excellence, and maximize corporate competitiveness (Bixler, 2005; 

O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; Schorr, 2004). Other studies show that KM systems can help 

employees enhance sharing and collaboration, identify best practices, and improve 

interpersonal communication (He et al., 2009). KM systems may also reduce employee 

turnover and training time, streamline work processes, avoid unnecessary reinvention 

(Battaglia, 1997; Hurley & Green, 2005; Peterson, 1993), and increase the capacity for 

creative capital (Blankenhorn & del Valle, 1992; Collins, 2005; Schorr, 2004). These 

benefits would be very helpful to the nonprofit sector, which depends on grants and 

donations to support programs that require a maximum impact with limited funds. 

Nonprofits and knowledge management 

The nonprofit industry has rapidly expanded over the past seventy years. In 1940, 

nonprofits numbered 12,500 and quadrupled to 50,000 in 1950. Today, that number is 

over 1.8 million organizations (Horstman, 2006 p.4). In 1930, nonprofits accounted for 

about 1.6 percent of all wages and salaries. In 2000, nonprofits account for as much as 10 

percent of all US employment and as much as nine percent of the domestic economy as a 

whole (Horstman, 2006). Subsequently, there is a growing population of fundraisers.  

Nonprofit organizations can benefit from having a successful KM system in place. 

Throughout the past decade, nonprofit organizations have been called to reengineer their 

core processes and organizational paradigms (Lettieri, Borga, & Savoldelli, 2004). To 
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achieve excellence, the organizations need to efficiently and effectively manage all 

available resources—financial, human, and programmatic—and the most important of 

these resources is knowledge (Lettieri et al., 2004 p.16). As federal and state program 

cuts and funding freezes continue to be a reality, nonprofits must rethink their strategies 

to fill the gaps in social services that national and state program cuts leave behind. 

Societal problems will not be alleviated by individual organizations operating in 

isolation; knowledge sharing and collaboration is essential (Schorr, 2004). Recently, 

nonprofits have been criticized for duplicating services already in place or failing to draw 

on best practices within similar communities. As a result, grant and donation dollars are 

not effectively leveraged (Hurley & Green, 2005). Once knowledge resources are 

optimized within the organization and its partners, financial and personnel resources can 

be more effectively disbursed, and a wider audience of participants and service recipients 

can be engaged. 

The bodies of programmatic knowledge within nonprofits are rarely formalized 

and usable because knowledge is divided among different people, making the information 

less accessible to others. This is often referred to as the “silo effect” (Gilbert, 2005; 

O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; Rockley, 2003; Schorr, 2004). The fragmentation of knowledge 

reduces the potential effectiveness of actions, wastes money, and makes cross-

fertilization among the ideas and solutions difficult (Lettieri et al., 2004 p.17). The 

organization’s risk of knowledge loss is directly proportional to the knowledge held at the 

individual level that is not easily accessible to other employees who may need it to 

perform their job duties (Brown & Woodland, 1999; Hurley & Green, 2005). This loss 
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can be disastrous for nonprofits, which rely on grant money and donations to fund their 

programs on a regular basis. 

Population: Fundraisers, the data collectors of nonprofit 
organizations 

Fundraisers may be the most central individuals within nonprofit knowledge 

management processes. Based on results of small sample ethnographies, we know that 

proposal writers use technologies or tools such as databases, workflow diagrams, email, 

instant messaging, and other project management systems to manage the information they 

use on the job. However, based on prior studies’ designs, we do not know exactly what is 

documented using these tools (Gilbert, 2005; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990; Zachry et al., 

2006). Fundraisers collect data, information, and knowledge from a variety of sources. 

These sources include texts produced both inside and outside their organization, such as 

reports and prior grant applications; online content such as websites; personal stories and 

interviews from colleagues, constituents, and managers; observations of programs and 

conferences; and multiple other sources of information stored in various electronic and 

paper-based forms. The fundraisers must then take that information and construct a 

compelling argument for grant providers and individual donors to earn funding for the 

organization. Proposal development is a prime example of symbolic-analytic writing: the 

fundraisers recombine data, information, and knowledge into new packages with the 

intention of moving the organization forward (Johnson-Eilola, 1996; Reich, 1991; Slack, 

Miller, & Doak, 1993). Fundraisers may be in contact with more information than other 

nonprofit employees, because their duties extend to the entire organization rather than 

just one program or department. It is possible that fundraisers may hold more information 
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about the status of their organization’s past and current programs and accomplishments 

than the Executive Director, making fundraisers an ideal population for this study of 

knowledge management practices. 

Purpose of the study: to investigate KM practices in proposal 
development 

The purpose of the study was to identify detailed, qualitative descriptions of 

social, technological, and practical knowledge management practices of fundraising 

professionals and to identify quantitative factors involved in proposal development. 

Qualitative descriptions of the fundraisers’ job processes served two purposes: 1. to 

provide rich detail and insight to their experiences and 2. to provide additional knowledge 

about processes that may not have been included in the survey or are unique to the 

interviewee’s organization. Identifying KM factors involved in proposal development 

will allow me to calculate the proportion that latent factors contribute to the complex 

processes involved in fundraising. Identification of the factors allows educators to focus 

on the most important contributors to proposal when teaching the genre activity. 

Research questions 

The study addressed four research questions: 

1. What technologies are commonly used and how are those technologies used in 

proposal development in nonprofit organizations? 

2. What KM practices are common in the nonprofit fundraising profession? 

3. What factors are involved in the proposal development process, and how do they 

reflect the themes (learning, professional relationships, and technology) found in 

the literature review?  
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4. How do proposal writers perceive the current documentation processes of their 

organizations in terms of the Information Process Maturity Model (Hackos, 

1997)? 

 

The study addressed two hypotheses:  

H1.  Favorable perceptions of interpersonal trust among workplace colleagues will be 

positively related to perceptions of sharing/contributing to knowledge management. 

H2.  Favorable perceptions of information and technology resources will be positively 

related to career satisfaction as a fundraiser. 

 The study used interview and survey data to address research questions 1, 2 and 4 

and used factor analysis on the survey data to answer research question 3 and hypotheses 

1 and 2. 

Overview of methodology  

To address the need for both exploratory and explanatory data, I conducted a 

three-part mixed methods study. I combined two sets of in-depth interviews with data 

from a large survey to identify factors involved in the proposal development process.  

First, I conducted exploratory interviews with fundraisers (n =6) across the U.S. 

to identify how they learned their job duties and their common information seeking and 

storage processes. I used themes found in proposal writing and KM literature 

(training/learning processes, professional relationships, and technological resources) in 

the context of job satisfaction to code the interview results and to identify eleven survey 

instruments that measured similar concepts in corporate, academic, or nonprofit contexts 
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(Cook & Wall, 1980; Dooley, 1994; Georgia, 2004; Kleinfelder et al., 2003; Kuzic & 

Giannatos, 2006; Lloyd, Streiner, Hahn, & Shannon, 1994; Mykytyn, Mykytyn, & Raja, 

1994; Paradis, 1985; Renze, 1996; Spector, 1985).  

Next, I developed and distributed the final survey instrument to members of 

professional organizations for fundraisers (n = 580). These organizations included the 

Association of Fundraising Professionals, Council for Resource Development, the 

American Grant Writers’ Association, and the Grant Professionals Association, and 

included snowball sampling if the members knew of any other professional fundraiser 

who might take the survey. The survey used Qualtrics software for distribution through 

an email link. The survey results were used to conduct an exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA) and a subsequent confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The purpose of the EFA and 

CFA were to identify factors involved in the proposal development process and to 

conduct a structural equation model.  

Finally, I conducted post-survey interviews (n = 12) using Lead User Sampling 

(Kujala & Kaupinnen, 2004) and Howell’s Stages of Learning (1982) to identify novice 

and experienced fundraisers to compare their perceptions on interpersonal relationships 

and technology and to provide supplemental depth to the survey responses. 

The mixed methods design allowed me to collect both the qualitative, descriptive 

data and the quantitative, numerical data necessary to answer my research questions and 

hypotheses. 
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Significance of the study 

Over the past two decades, the field of technical communication has called for 

more studies on the complex processes involved in proposal writing (Blankenhorn & del 

Valle, 1992; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990; Wolff, 2009; Zachry et al., 2006) and its 

relationship to knowledge management in nonprofit organizations (Gilbert, 2005; Hurley 

& Green, 2005; Lewis, Isbell, Koschmann, & Goldstein, 2006; Schorr, 2004). However, 

many of these studies were small, qualitative studies of one organization in the form of a 

case study or ethnography (Gilbert, 2005; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990). Large-scale 

surveys captured more generalizable information about job satisfaction attitudes (Healey 

et al., 2010), but failed to capture perspectives on daily job duties and processes 

(Convertino et al., 2011; Zachry et al., 2006). Additionally, proposal writers’ systems of 

invention—how they access, share, and store information to be later recombined and 

rewritten into new documents—are rarely studied (Zachry et al., 2006), which is also true 

of many studies and textbooks written about collaborative writers in general (Jones, 

2005; 2007; Wolfe, 2010). These KM processes deserve more study, particularly in the 

context of technical communication and collaborative writing.  

Research gap 

The field of technical communication has spent little time investigating proposal 

writers over the past thirty years (Zachry et al., 2006). Most of the studies involve 

academic proposal writers (professors) (Bartlett, 2005; Cole, 2006; Harris, 1985; Renze, 

1996; Sterner, 1999; others). Other studies focus on the proposal documents rather than 

the writers (Berleant, 2000; Cole, 1992; Connor & Wagner, 1998; Lagerwerf & Bossers, 

2002; Lentz & De Jong, 1997; Meyer, 1985; Spears, 2002). Only a handful of technical 
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communication scholars have published about proposal development in the corporate or 

nonprofit sector (Convertino et al., 2011; Davidson, 2009; Gooch, 2005; McIsaac & 

Aschauer, 1990).  Researchers in nonprofit management have studied fundraisers, but 

their studies are similarly rare and not within the realm of technical communication 

(Georgia, 2004; Hager, Rooney & Pollak, 2006; Healey et al., 2010; Horstman, 2006; 

Mesch & Rooney, 2008).  

Technical communication articles mention nonprofit organizations as part of 

service learning opportunities, but rarely focus on the organizations as sites to conduct 

research (Matthews & Zimmerman, 1999; McEachern, 2001; Reave, 2002). Learning 

how to write in organizations (Beaufort, 2000; Fairhurst & Putnam, 2004; Katz, 1998a; 

Katz, 1998b; MacKinnon, 1993; others) and collaborative writing (Jones, 2005; Pare, 

1993; Sherry & Myers, 1998; others) have been studied extensively over the past thirty 

years and provide a good starting point for studying proposal development. Last, not 

many studies exist on proposal development. Most were written before KM technologies 

were prevalent in organizations (Kent-Drury, 2000; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990) or call 

for these technologies to be studied in the fundraising context (Convertino et al., 2011; 

Zachry et al., 2006). 

Currently, the technical communication field is lacking several key areas of study: 

1. Existing studies about proposal development in organizations are usually 

limited to one organization (Georgia, 2004; Healey et al., 2010; Horstman, 

2006; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990) or region (Davidson, 2009) in the form 

small-scale yet in-depth studies using small populations for ethnography, case 
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study, or interview methodology. It is not known if the findings of these 

studies are generalizable to others in the fundraising profession.  

2. Existing large-scale (survey) studies of fundraisers are limited to one 

professional organization, whereas multiple organizations exist (Georgia, 

2004; Healey et al., 2010; Horstman, 2006). Additionally, the large surveys 

focus on pay and job satisfaction rather than the daily processes and 

technologies used in proposal development, cited as important by Convertino 

et al.(2011) and Zachry et al. (2006). 

3. Last, the large-scale surveys have collected largely descriptive data, which 

limits the amount of interpretation that can be accomplished. A more 

sophisticated survey design that asks questions beyond categorical and 

ranked-order will allow researchers to conduct stronger statistical tests such as 

predictive relationships using multiple regression (Horstman, 2006), which 

can help educators or nonprofit managers facilitate their relationships with 

new fundraisers. 

This study attempts to bridge the technical communication field’s need for more 

detail about the technologies involved in the often-collaborative proposal development 

process (Convertino et al., 2011; Zachry et al., 2006). The initial interviews provide a 

starting point based on the literature review themes, the survey identifies generalizable 

perspectives of fundraising professionals beyond the field’s prior single-organization case 

studies or ethnographies, and the post-survey interviews provide depth about the daily 

storing and sharing procedures used on the job. 
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The study’s value to the technical communication field 

Studying the fundraising profession may provide valuable pedagogical and 

practical insight to technical communication teachers, researchers, and practitioners about 

the proposal writing process, the technologies involved, and methods of training writers 

in organizations. The study also provides insight about how KM practices are used in the 

nonprofit setting, which differs slightly from the corporate sector. It is possible that the 

knowledge management systems that have been designed for use in the corporate sector 

may not match the needs of nonprofit employees. 

In the academic setting, factor analysis helped identify some of the factors 

involved in proposal development, which may allow teachers of technical communication 

and proposal writing to focus on the most important aspects of writing a collaborative 

proposal. The study’s pre-survey interviews indicated that knowledge of interpersonal 

skills may be of more value than college courses on how to write. The interviews also 

found that research methods, such as interviewing skills and basic statistics, may also be 

a valuable course to provide to future fundraisers. This study has provided the starting 

point of identifying some of the factors involved in this process using factor analysis, a 

method that is rarely used in technical communication studies. 

Researchers in the technical communication field may benefit from 1. an example 

of instrument development and testing, 2. an explanation of how factor analysis can be 

used to investigate other complicated aspects of technical communication practices, and 

3. an explanation of how structural equation modeling can be used to calculate the 

proportion of variance a factor contributes to an area of study. 
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Employees and leaders of nonprofit organizations may identify methods to 1. 

sustain and enhance relationships with fundraising staff, which may improve long-term 

funding strategies; 2. learn how to organize the information within their departments and 

organization; 3. optimize existing information resources for current and future program 

planning by learning about innovative practices of Lead Users; and 4. identify the 

organization’s status within the information process maturity model, which may help 

them serve their clients more effectively. 

Last, designers of knowledge management systems for nonprofit organizations 

will learn more about their target user population from data that may be more 

generalizable than more common, small-sample usability studies. System designers will 

learn about fundraisers’ attitudes toward existing systems, their needs, and suggested 

improvements to existing designs, which may help designers create more effective 

databases for large-scale fundraising efforts. 

Sharing best practices with academics, nonprofit fundraisers, organizational 

leaders, and systems designers could help both the academic community prepare future 

fundraisers for job excellence and allow practitioners to identify strategies that might 

work well in their own contexts. 

The following five chapters include the literature review, which will situate the 

research problem in the field of technical communication; the methods chapter, which 

will discuss the strategy for answering the research questions; the results of the study, 

which will explain the findings of the survey, factor analyses, and interviews; the 

discussion chapter, which will explain the significance of the findings and note 
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limitations of the study; and finally the conclusion, which will summarize the main points 

of the study and suggest areas of future research. 
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this literature review is to provide an overview of the knowledge 

management field, contextualize the study of knowledge management in proposal 

development and technical communication, and illustrate the main themes found in 

fundraising and knowledge management studies. The main themes found in research on 

successful knowledge management implementation include how fundraisers learn, the 

role professional relationships play in their job and knowledge acquisition, and how 

knowledge management resources are commonly used in organizations. The chapter 

concludes with the introduction of the study’s research questions and hypotheses.   

Overview of the knowledge management field 

“Knowledge management” (KM) is a process of identifying, storing, retrieving, 

applying, generating, and reviewing knowledge assets of an organization in a controlled 

manner (Watson, 2003) to help support and improve the performance of the organization 

(Bixler, 2005; Hurley & Green, 2005; Kinney, 1998; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; Wiig, de 

Hoog, & van der Spek, 1997). Effective KM practices may increase the value of an 

organization and help it gain a competitive advantage among other organizations (Chong 

& Choi, 2005). The purpose of knowledge-building efforts is to enhance the information-

seeking and storage processes leaders use to make decisions about their organization’s 

future. KM is a “conscious strategy of getting the right knowledge to the right people at 

the right time,” helping maximize the connections among individuals and static content in 

the organization (O’Dell & Grayson, 1998, p.6).  
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KM systems are information storage and retrieval structures designed to be 

accessible to all employees in an organization. KM systems are designed to improve 

sharing and dissemination of knowledge by facilitating interpersonal and computer-aided 

interactions and collaborations, ideally reducing the need for reinvention of information 

already present but inaccessible to those in need of it (Applen, 2002; Taylor, 2004). 

Knowledge management efforts can be as large as a multi-organization intranet or 

as small as a paper filing folder on an employee’s desk. Some knowledge management 

systems are for public use and contribution, such as Microsoft’s knowledge base 

(Microsoft, 2012). Other KM systems might be shared across multiple organizations, 

such as those within National Institutes of Health’s iTrust portal (iTrust, 2012). KM 

systems that are limited to one organization, such as Sharepoint or an intranet, allow 

department-wide contribution and editing. Some departments or individuals use 

collaborative software to be shared with a small group of authors, such as GoogleDocs. 

However, some organizations may not need sophisticated technology to manage their 

content: a KM system may simply be an individual’s personal filing cabinet full of old 

papers and files.  

Drivers of corporate KM implementation include 1. progress in technology that 

warrants necessary change (such as the need for corporations to develop an online 

presence using websites in late 1990s), 2. competition in the global economy, 3. increases 

in clients’ sophistication and expectations, and 4. the requirement to innovate in order to 

survive—organizations can no longer rely on “how things were done in the past” (Bixler, 

2005 p.52). Drivers of KM systems in nonprofits follow a similar pattern, including 1. 
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facing growing competition, 2. meeting increasing demand for services as government 

and local programs cut programs and spending, 3. responding to calls for an increase in 

transparency in reporting, and 4. avoiding duplication of services (Roman-Velazquez, 

2005). 

KM is also used to foster best practices. Gabriel Szulanski (1996) noted that a 

best practice can linger in a company for years without being formally recognized—and 

even when this did finally happen, it took an average 27 months for other departments to 

adopt the best practice and realize its value (O’Dell & Grayson, 1998). During this time, 

other departments may spend time reinventing the processes or applying incorrect 

solutions to problems that have already been solved by other individuals within the 

company. When hard-to-come-by knowledge is not articulated among an organization’s 

members, others have to learn this knowledge on their own—a process that is be costly 

and inefficient (Applen, 2002).  

KM is widely accepted and implemented throughout government and nonprofit 

sectors; a 2005 study noted 82% of nonprofit and government organizations stated KM 

strategies were implemented (Roman-Velazquez, 2005). The study’s nonprofit sector 

respondents reported that 81% of individual work-unit level tasks and 79% of 

organizational unit tasks used KM processes to a “great extent” or “very great extent,” 

indicating a significant awareness and understanding about the role KM can play within 

organizational models (Roman-Velazquez, 2005 p. 83). However, the field of technical 

communication knows little about how fundraisers in nonprofit organizations use 

knowledge management systems on an individual or daily basis; studies either focus on 
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one organization (Gilbert, 2005) or a small sample of participants (n = 3) (Hart-Davison, 

et al. 2006; Davidson, 2009) or are decades old (McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990; Peterson, 

1993). 

Types of knowledge/information found in organizations 

KM systems organize and store multiple types of content—data, information, and 

knowledge. Data are “facts and figures,” without context and interpretation (O’Dell & 

Grayson, 1998), a “property of things” (Watson, 2003). Information is the patterns within 

the data (O’Dell & Grayson, 1998); it is converted to knowledge based on the context in 

which it is used (Hurley & Green, 2005). Knowledge is “an intangible resource that exists 

in the mind of an individual” (Sveiby, 1997) based on a range of information used to 

identify the most appropriate course of action to react to external pressures (Alavi & 

Leidner, 2001; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Zack, 1998).  

The difference between information and knowledge is strategic (Applen, 2002)—

sheer availability and/or large amounts of information do not make it knowledge (Schiltz, 

Truyen & Coppens, 2007). Knowledge is shaped by culture and values (Lettieri et al., 

2004; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) and is accumulated dynamically (Prahalad & Hamel, 

1990). Knowledge is “information in action” (O’Dell & Grayson, 1998) and is directly 

related to the way individuals interpret information (Sharratt & Usuro, 2003). Knowledge 

is a property of people (Watson, 2003). Information can be easily moved and reused, 

such as replacing a hard drive in a computer, whereas knowledge cannot (Wick, 2000).  

Watson (2003) created a taxonomy of knowledge assets that organizations hold, 

including 1. formalized [information], such as patents, laws, procedures, products, 
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reports, and programs; 2. intangible know-how, such as oral traditions/stories, skills, and 

experiences of individuals; 3. functioning know-how, such as the way an organization 

communicates, holds a chain of command, develops new solutions and ways of doing 

business, and analyzes situations; 4. culture, custom, and values know-how, such as 

histories of interactions with suppliers, clients, and partners (Watson, 2003 p.5). Many of 

these concepts are embedded in tacit knowledge, but making the descriptions explicit 

may save another colleague time or help avoid mistakes. This awareness can be 

accomplished if the knowledge is available even when the individual holder of the 

knowledge is not.  

Successful knowledge management efforts involve the systematic and explicit 

process of identifying past experiences—the content of which is often scattered across 

libraries, databases, document storage systems, and the minds of colleagues—and 

creating new ways to exchange that knowledge, using systems such as intranet sites, 

networks, or communities of practice (Bixler, 2005; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; Wiig et al., 

1997). Fast identification of the necessary information can help make organizations more 

competitive and respond to clients quickly and correctly, without having to scramble to 

reinvent a solution.  

KM has most extensively been studied in large, multinational corporations that 

have the financial and personnel resources to implement product-based sales proposals 

and agreements. KM studies in the corporate sector tend to have more financial resources 

dedicated to them, as managers strive to contain costs, streamline procedures, and gain a 

positive return on investment. Corporate studies have indicated successful KM ventures 
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can provide immediate, measurable value such as improving organizational performance 

and increasing institutional memory, innovation, and sharing of lessons learned (Baehr & 

Alex-Brown, 2010; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998; Watson, 2003). 

These benefits are now being used to justify studies in the nonprofit sector, where 

immediate value may not be as easily measured and financial resources are scarce 

(Gilbert, 2005; Hurley & Green, 2005). 

KM within the nonprofit sector deserves study 

Nonprofit organizations use knowledge management systems to a large extent: 

82% of the organizations surveyed have some sort of system in place (Roman-Velazquez, 

2005). Although a majority of the organizations have KM systems to store their 

information, they have a tendency to maintain a majority of knowledge in implicit (non-

recorded) form (Watson, 2003). As commonly echoed in KM literature, the knowledge 

capital within nonprofits is “heterogeneous, widespread, rarely formalized, and unstable 

due to considerable turnover rates among workers” (Lettieri et al., 2004 p.17). The 

knowledge is often shared via informal discussion, even when the information could be 

codified (Watson, 2003). Dependence on informal sharing is particularly problematic 

when there is not a mentor or trainer available to new workers, which is common in the 

nonprofit industry (Horstman, 2006; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; Rockley, 2003; Schorr, 

2004). 

Nonprofit organizations likely benefit from the systematic storage and re-use of 

organizational knowledge. The nonprofit industry has expanded from 12,500 foundations 

in 1930 to over 1.8 million organizations in 2005 (Horstman, 2006). To achieve 
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excellence, nonprofits need to efficiently and effectively manage all available 

resources—financial, human, and programmatic—and the most important of these 

resources is knowledge (Lettieri et al., 2004 p.16). As federal and state program cuts and 

funding freezes continue to be a reality, nonprofits must rethink their strategies to fill the 

gaps in social services that national and state program cuts leave behind. Recently, 

nonprofits have been criticized for duplicating services already in place, or failing to 

draw on best practices within similar communities; as a result, grant and donation dollars 

are not effectively leveraged (Hurley & Green, 2005). Once knowledge resources are 

optimized within the organization and its partners, financial and personnel resources can 

be more effectively disbursed, and a wider audience of participants and service recipients 

can be engaged (Hart-Davison et al., 2006; Horstman, 2006; Hurley & Green, 2005). 

Potential usefulness of knowledge management in proposal 
development 

Proposals were ranked as the highest priority of texts produced in nonprofit 

organizations (Beaufort, 2000) and could have the highest potential for return on 

investment for KM value (Bixler, 2005). In a recent study on grant writers in the 

Southwest, “grant writing” was defined as “researching foundations or donors and 

drafting and revising the grant application” (Davidson, 2009).  

Grant proposals may be the “clearest and most practical expressions of an 

institution’s priorities”—carefully written proposals can convey the organization’s past 

experience in a way that can project its competence and possibilities into the future, much 

like a well-written resume can do for a job candidate (Martin, 2000 p.88). Proposals are 

about developing convincing arguments, often with multiple parties involved, creating a 
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cohesive front of agreed-upon power that pushes to make something happen (Applen, 

2002). Nonprofit proposal development is not so much about the creation of a simple 

document; a proposal has the potential to guide an organization in a new direction, 

possibly facilitating social and community change.  

Proposals contain content such as the program summary, key features of the 

proposed approach, benefits to the audience, capabilities and experience, methods of 

assessment, descriptions of constituents, contracting information, risk assessment, 

program organization, schedules, commitments, letters of support, and post-proposal 

strategies, all of which the fundraiser must gather from multiple sites of storage 

(Battaglia, 1997 p.291-292). The writers must be able to combine local wisdom and 

understanding of circumstances with the accumulated knowledge from their colleagues in 

the form of reports, studies, past proposals, and other content to know what has worked in 

the past and what may work in the current situation (Chong & Choi, 2005). This 

information is stored in databases, on intranets, and within individual employees’ files 

and brains. The fundraisers must know where to look or who to ask for the appropriate 

information and do so while working under a deadline. When the writers have the 

necessary pieces of information available, they can work together to build a proposal for 

a project that meets the needs of the audience and the funders.  

At this time, studies about nonprofits’ knowledge management systems have had 

little attention (Gilbert, 2001, 2005; Lettieri et al., 2004), and no studies have been found 

that address how KM processes affect proposal development (Zachry et al, 2006). Until 

now, opportunities to conduct this type of research have been passed over for other 
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important development areas of the writing process such as researching information, 

communicating with others, and building long-term goals for the planning processes. 

Although we have begun learning about KM traits within nonprofit organizations, much 

of the research was conducted more than five years ago, before the widespread use of 

software such as SharePoint and other document collaboration systems. Additionally, the 

populations studied within the NPO sector were not clearly defined, other than being 

general employees. More research is needed to determine a) the types of knowledge 

management systems that are used in nonprofit proposal writing and b) the attitudes 

towards the systems’ current and potential use (Zachry et al, 2006). 

Proposal development in the field of technical communication 

Formalized studies of proposal writing in the workplace are rare, and many 

studies with the richest data took place before technology resources were widespread, 

such as email, intranets, electronic bulletin boards, and other collaborative writing tools 

(Cook & Loadman, 1984; Kent-Drury, 2000; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990). More research 

is needed to understand the roles technologies play in the proposal development process 

(Convertino et al., 2011; Zachry, 2006). The following sections will discuss why it is 

important for readers to note that fundraisers tend to work across a wide range of 

disciplines and departments, information access is of central importance to their work, 

and the proposal writing process is much more complex than writing a simple document. 

Fundraisers bridge multiple departments, cross-functional teams 

A successful proposal is formed through an iterative process that involves 

multiple key players, reflects organizational goals and ideals, and meets the funder’s 



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

25 

 

requirements (Martin, 2000). The best proposals typically grow out of complex 

collaborations among institutional leaders, project directors, and the development officer 

in charge of producing the proposal. Add information about institutional hierarchies, 

histories, budgets, deadlines, “egos, departmental rivalries, computer glitches, vacations, 

lost records, competing priorities,” and management, and issues can grow exponentially 

(Martin, 2000 p.86). Knowing “who knows what” and how to locate and extract that 

information quickly and efficiently is part of the fundraiser’s responsibility, as is building 

goodwill with those colleagues who can be called upon to provide that information. 

Information-seeking processes are of central importance to fundraisers 

Most of the work in proposal development takes place before the writing begins. 

Proposal writers spend three-fourths of their time preparing to write and only one-fourth 

of their time actually writing (Martin, 2000). Fundraisers are in positions that are 

dependent on information sharing and accessibility, and want “just in time” access to 

what they need. To do their jobs well, information-dependent nonprofit employees need 

the answers to specific questions as quickly as possible. Fundraisers rely heavily on 

information-seeking processes, and the process requires collaboration across many 

individuals with a wide range of subject matter expertise. These activities may benefit 

from structuring, documentation, and a general centralized control (Battaglia, 1995; 

Peterson, 1993; Wolfe, 2010; Zachry et al, 2006). 

Proposal development is a complex, nonlinear process 

Proposal writing is not a linear process, and proposals are a very complex genre 

(Sterner, 1999; Wolff, 2009). The content held within organizations is in a constant state 
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of influx. The organization’s identity is culturally agreed upon and revised during its 

lifetime: the organization is living, breathing, excelling, failing, staying steady or dying, 

but constantly in a state of flux and moving forward and growing to survive. The 

institutional memory of an organization similarly changes over time based on the success 

and failures of its workers and the depth of knowledge other workers have about past 

efforts. 

Organizing this information and knowledge is essential to preserve the 

organization’s corporate memory. Studying fundraisers may provide insight to the 

knowledge management processes used within nonprofits and allow researchers to 

compare the results with the corporate sector. The following section will discuss the 

common themes found in both fundraising and knowledge management studies. 

Themes in fundraising and KM studies: learning, relationships 
and resources are important for success in both areas 

The following sections describe the broad themes identified in both knowledge 

management and fundraising studies. Most of the research on fundraisers has focused on 

their educational backgrounds, how they learn their job duties, and their job satisfaction 

at their current organizations, but more recent studies have asked about the technologies 

used at their jobs. Knowledge management studies focus on how technologies are used 

and subsequent user satisfaction. Combining the findings of studies about fundraisers, the 

corporate sector’s use of KM systems, and KM in the nonprofit sector will provide a 

starting point for this study. 

As of now, the main research findings within KM and fundraising studies suggest 

that learning, relationships, and technology resources are important to employees’ job 
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roles and duties. First, fundraisers learn their job duties in individual ways. In fact, most 

learn how to do their jobs through trial-and-error. Second, professional relationships with 

colleagues, management, and community are important to both fundraising and KM 

system success. Fundraisers need these relationships to become successful in gaining 

information from others, and KM studies have found that trusting relationships among 

colleagues lead to sharing information. Third, technological resources are important for 

information storage, although fundraisers tend to store and share information in 

individual ways. The following sections will discuss these themes in more detail, and 

then I will describe how I used these themes to design my study. 

Learning the job duties tends to be an individual process 

Formal studies of learning how to write in the workplace are common (Anson & 

Forsburg, 1990; Beaufort, 1997; Carter, 1990; Doheny-Farina, 1986; Katz, 1998a; Katz, 

1998b; MacKinnon, 1993), but how the individual genres are produced, such as 

proposals, is an area that deserves more study (Davidson, 2009; Wolff, 2009; Zachry et 

al, 2006). Proposal development by university faculty members has been extensively 

studied in the technical communication field (Bartlett, 2005; Porter, 2003; 2004; 2007; 

Renze, 1996; Sterner, 1999), but few studies relate to non-academic workplace settings 

(Convertino et al., 2011; Cook & Loadman, 1984; Davidson, 2009; Hager et al., 2002; 

Horstman, 2006; Kent-Drury, 2000; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990). 

Fundraisers learn their job duties in a variety of inter-related methods, including 

college degree programs, professional certifications, on-the-job training, and personal 

experience. Learning the daily routines of the organization, including the implicit rules, 
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procedures, hierarchies, conventions of practice, and other norms contribute to creating 

shared mental models among members of an organization (He et al., 2009; Jones, 2005; 

Taylor, 2004). Although degree programs, college classes, and professional certifications 

are available, most fundraisers learn through their job duties through trial-and-error due 

to low availability of on-the-job training and mentoring opportunities (Davidson, 2009; 

Healey et al., 2010). The following sections will describe how continuing education 

opportunities are important to fundraisers, mentoring and training on the job are helpful 

but rare, and that self-training is common with lone writers. 

Continuing education opportunities are important to fundraisers 

Studies about how influential formal education—college coursework—is to the 

proposal writing process are inconclusive. Some studies have indicated that coursework 

has helped prepare fundraisers for their jobs (Cole, 2006; Harris, 1985); others do not 

find coursework very helpful (Renze, 1996). A set of interviews with 77 university 

faculty members about their experiences writing proposals suggested that a high level of 

experience in fundraising at graduate school may have a positive effect on proposal 

writing at a later time (Harris, 1985); this finding was echoed by Cole (2006). Cole 

studied 286 university faculty members to identify behavior that leads to success in 

proposal writing in the academic setting, using multiple regression to predict successful 

factors in fundraising. Successful factors included 1. education [grant writing training] 

including having a mentor, taking college courses, participating in continuing education 

courses, and training on the job; 2. professional association meetings; 3. number of 

proposals submitted (building experience); and 4. research team size. However, another 
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study found that formal training in fundraising has little to no bearing on success of grant 

writers (Renze, 1996). Renze also found that not many of the faculty she interviewed read 

books or articles about proposal development nor found the resources to be helpful.  

It is important to note that most studies on formal training in proposal 

development have taken place in university settings (Cole, 2006; Harris, 1985; Renze, 

1996). Studies on academic fundraisers tend to use university professors rather than 

university development departments as the population of study. Academic fundraisers 

tend to write proposals to fund their own research projects, whereas university 

development departments tend to work for institutional advancement by seeking donors 

to support scholarships, alumni relations, and programs. However, academic studies on 

proposal writing are useful for providing a baseline of experience and exposure to the 

proposal writing process and genre in the university classroom. These studies will be 

used to create a starting point of study for the experiences of professional (non-academic) 

fundraisers.  

Professional fundraisers report that a variety of degree programs have helped 

prepare them to work in the field. The most detailed information on the educational 

demographics of fundraisers may come from the Compensation and Benefits Report, 

based on a survey that the Association of Fundraising Professionals conducts with its 

members each year. The 2010 report reports that its members are a highly educated 

group: 39% of fundraisers held a Bachelor’s degree, another 5.2% had completed some 

graduate work, and another 47.6% had completed graduate work such as an M.B.A.. a 

Master’s degree, Ph.D., J.D., or other graduate program. Only 7.8% of fundraisers held 
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less than a Bachelor’s degree (Healey et al., 2010). The Georgia Tech Consulting survey 

on university fundraisers reported similar results: 33% held a bachelor’s degree, but a 

larger percentage (65%) had a graduate degree in a variety of fields (Georgia, 2004). 

Professional fundraisers have diverse educational backgrounds. The top three 

educational backgrounds—college majors—of professional fundraisers were in business 

(18% of degrees held), public relations/marketing (16%) and education (12%), which 

indicates a career in fundraising may not have been in the individual’s original career 

plan (Healey et al., 2010). Forty-three percent of AFP members said they have taken 

continuing education coursework at colleges or universities, and six percent said they 

planned to take fundraising courses at higher education institutions in the future (Healey 

et al., 2010).  

Some studies indicated professional workshops were helpful to their learning 

process (Cole, 2006; Davidson, 2009). Professional association meetings have been an 

important source of continuing education opportunities to professional fundraisers, as 

well (Cole, 2006; Horstman, 2006).Twenty percent of AFP’s members had gained 

professional certification as a fundraiser through AFP’s Certified Fund Raising Executive 

(CFRE) certificate, and another 60.3% had obtained a different type of professional 

certification, although the name of the certificate was not reported (Healey et al., 2010).  

A high percentage of members seeking continuing education may indicate that 

fundraisers did not feel adequately prepared to enter the field and may rely on the 

individual organization of employment to prepare them to write proposals.  
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Mentoring and on-the-job training is helpful but rare  

Fundraisers report that learning informally through colleagues, attending on-the-

job training, and mentoring is helpful to the orientation process. Many studies about 

learning how to write on the job describe using a social apprenticeship model for 

newcomers to work and partner with other employees. This apprenticeship helps new 

employees learn their job roles and the organizational discourse (Beaufort, 2000; Carter, 

1990; Doheny-Farina, 1986; Katz, 1998b; MacKinnon, 1993).  

Working with colleagues can be a good way to learn about one’s job duties. In a 

university setting, Kleinfelder et al.’s (2003) study on 282 health education faculty 

reported 50% learned how to fundraise “informally through colleagues“ (p.51). Other 

studies found on-the-job training and mentoring were important for learning their jobs 

(Cole, 2006; Davidson, 2009). In nonprofit organizations, on-the-job training is the most 

widely-used method of knowledge transfer for nonprofit employees to share knowledge, 

with over 70% of individuals surveyed relying on it (Hurley & Green, 2005). Forty-two 

percent of nonprofit writers interviewed in the Southwest noted mentoring or an 

apprentice relationship was helpful to their learning process (Davidson, 2009), but it is 

unclear how often a mentoring relationship is available to train new fundraisers.  

With limited numbers of departmental colleagues, professional fundraisers often 

have little on-the-job training. Insufficient training may be in part due to fundraising 

being a field with relatively high employee turnover (Healey et al., 2010; Horstman, 

2006; Lettieri et al., 2004; Schorr, 2004). 

It is possible that a lacking a fundraising team may have detrimental effects on a 

fundraiser’s intent to stay with his or her current organization. In 2010, Healey et al. 
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found that 58% of the fundraisers said they had considered leaving their job in the past 12 

months, and 37% said they had looked for a job with another employer within the past 

calendar year. Employee turnover can be very problematic for knowledge sharing and 

retention if the undocumented knowledge leaves the organization before it can be shared 

with the new employee. Exiting employees can disrupt the corporate memory—“an 

explicit, disembodied, persistent representation of the knowledge and information in an 

organization” (van Heijst, van der Spek, & Kruizinga, 1996 p.1). If there is not a mentor 

or trainer available to the new fundraiser, he or she may have to re-invent the processes 

necessary to complete his or her job duties, which is an inefficient use of the fundraisers’ 

time and the organization’s financial resources (Convertino et al., 2011; O’Dell & 

Grayson, 1998; Rockley, 2003). Having no other grant writers to ask for advice at their 

new organization, the new fundraisers ended up teaching themselves the processes 

(Davidson, 2009 p.40).  

Self-training, or learning-as-you-go is common, especially for lone writers  

Lone writers are common in the NPO industry; many fundraisers report that they 

learned their job duties on their own. Hager et al. (2002) conducted a survey with 1,540 

organizations on how fundraising is carried out in US nonprofit organizations and found 

that only 25% of the nonprofit organizations surveyed had one full-time employee 

employed as a fundraiser, indicating they worked as lone writers, and 63% of 

organizations did not have any fundraisers in 2001 (p. 322). Only 8% of organizations 

used consultants. Studies on nonprofit fundraisers have found similar results, including 

Cynthia Davidson’s study on nonprofit fundraisers in the Southwest (2009). Half of 
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Davidson’s respondents noted there was no specific plan in place to navigate the 

researching and writing aspects of grant seeking process, or the plan was tacit (2009).  

Learning-as-you-go may be especially difficult for lone writers who have not had 

any formal education in proposal development nor have a development team to help them 

learn about their jobs (Hager et al., 2002). Writers often use sample grant proposals to 

orient themselves to the organization’s missions and priorities, but writers may not be 

able to differentiate between a strong proposal and a weak one (Davidson, 2009; Porter, 

2007; Wolff, 2009). In Davidson’s study, 75% (9 of 14) of the nonprofit fundraisers 

looked for sample grants to help them navigate the rhetorical landscape, using the 

documents to trace tacit steps previous grant writers took to obtain funds (2009).  

To be successful, a fundraiser must be able to internalize and represent the 

organization’s culture, core values, and goals, or cognitive dimension—“a shared code or 

paradigm that facilitates a common understanding of collective goals and proper ways of 

acting in a social system” (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998, p.465). Organizations are in a constant 

state of becoming, grounded in the social action of those involved (Fairhurst & Putnam, 

2004). Organizations are discursive constructions, always evolving as individuals join 

and leave the organization. It takes time to learn about the context of the project, 

organization, funder, and funding needs, and to discover what makes a proposal 

rhetorically effective. Learning about former successful and failed projects can help 

orient new employees or partners to the organization’s culture and priorities. However, 

learning this information may be difficult without a supporting team (Convertino et al., 

2011). 
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Research has not studied the typical length of time it takes fundraisers to feel 

confident performing their job duties. Fundraisers—and any new employee of an 

organization—may struggle during the first few months of employment as they learn how 

to identify how the organization operates. A quarter of of the fundraisers interviewed in 

the Southwest stated they had to learn by trial and error (Davidson, 2009). Another study 

found fourteen percent of the fundraisers who had considered leaving their position 

perceived they were held to unrealistic expectations, which may be due to poor 

communication with management or an unreasonable assumption to quickly acclimate 

with the organization’s culture (Georgia, 2004). Although a new worker can research 

example grants or reports on the organization’s KM system, it may be difficult for 

fundraisers to identify what information is pertinent. Management might assume that the 

fundraiser has all of the information he or she needs without realizing the six month 

period it tends to take for the fundraiser to become acclimated. 

Much of fundraisers’ learning takes place by working with others on teams and 

with management to learn about the norms of the organization and field. The following 

section will discuss how fundraisers’ relationships with professional colleagues, 

management, and community can help orient the fundraisers to the organization’s 

cognitive dimension and gain information needed to write proposals. 

Professional relationships are important to the learning process 

Many studies on fundraisers prioritize the importance of professional 

relationships over formal training for successful fundraising efforts (Convertino et al., 

2011; Davidson, 2009; Renze, 1996). Similarly, multiple knowledge management studies 
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prioritize cultural aspects of the organization over technological aspects of KM (Chong & 

Choi, 2005; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998). Synthesizing the 

existing literature on fundraising and knowledge management, most research attention 

has focused on the professional relationships one holds with colleagues and management 

and the benefits of a positive organizational culture. 

Organizations have sets of explicit and implicit rules that prescribe how members 

behave (Taylor, 2004). Newcomers to an organization have a hard time knowing the 

expectations of the organization, and this insider knowledge takes time to develop 

(Beaufort, 2000; Katz, 1998a). Participating in the daily activities of an organization 

helps new employees navigate the processes and expectations of other group members 

and gain access to the information needed to complete their job duties. At the individual 

level, people learn from personal experience and reflection. At the group level, members 

learn by sharing insights, observing others, asking questions, and communicating with 

their coworkers (Brown & Woodland, 1999; Taylor, 2004). Writers need feedback from 

colleagues and managers as they learn the organization’s discourse, based on frequent 

interactions with others, known as “organization socialization” (Katz, 1998b p.165). 

The following sections will describe how positive professional relationships with 

colleagues, management, and community members can lead to a high level of 

interpersonal trust and an organizational culture that fosters strong knowledge 

management and training systems for fundraisers. 
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Professional relationships with colleagues help fundraisers learn the organization’s 
culture 

Interpersonal communication plays a central role in the information-gathering 

process within nonprofit organizations (Roman-Velazquez, 2005). A study on nonprofit 

and government organizational culture investigated the success rates of KM systems and 

the flow of knowledge in U.S. government and nonprofit sectors. Roman-Velazquez 

asked employees about how they gained access to information using a 7-point Likert 

scale of 1 = use a minimum extent to 7 = use to a great extent. Many of the nonprofit 

employees surveyed reported that they prioritized an interpersonal approach to gain 

access to information. Interpersonal approaches might include one-on-one conversations, 

casual interactions with peers, telephone calls or conferences, staff or group meetings, 

brainstorming sessions, work groups, communities of practice, or mentoring/tutoring (see 

Table 1; note that number 4 and 6 are not included in the chart because they do not 

represent interpersonal communication).  

  



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

37 

 

 
Table 1: Roman-Velazquez's nonprofits' reported use of interpersonal communication sources for 

gathering information.  

Rank of information 

source (out of 20) 

Priority How nonprofits gain access to work unit 

(department) information  

Mean, SD 

1 = very minimum extent 

7 = very great extent 

1 High One-on-one conversations M = 6.12, SD = 1.04 

2 High Peer interactions M = 5.96, SD = 1.13 

3 High Telephone calls/conferencing M = 5.58, SD = 1.49 

5 High Staff/group meetings M = 5.52, SD = 1.38 

7 Medium Brainstorming sessions M = 4.73, SD = 1.76 

8 Medium Working groups/communities of 

practice 

M = 4.32, SD = 1.96 

9 Medium Mentoring/tutoring M = 4.08, SD = 2.00 

10 Low Document/content management 

systems 

M = 3.97, SD = 1.95 

 

Existing human connections are powerful reinforcements for future 

communication flow (Gilbert, 2002). Regular interactions with other team members 

allow for the opportunities to provide for continuous improvement in realizing the 

connections across types of content (Bixler, 2005), which is important in proposal writing 

and program planning. As I mentioned earlier, proposal development involves many 

direct and indirect contributors during the process (Horstman, 2006; McIsaac & 

Aschauer, 1990; Sterner, 1999; Wilson, 2003). Tacit knowledge is exchanged through 

group or dyadic activities rather than written or verbal instruction, with an individual’s 
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personal information repository building as trust and friendship develops over time 

(Hurley & Green, 2005).  

Fundraising studies yield similar results. Fundraisers place a high emphasis on the 

social aspects of writing, namely the oral communication that takes place among team 

members (Renze, 1996; Zachry et al., 2006). Many fundraisers rely on the relationships 

they have created with subject experts to develop grants (Renze, 1996; Sterner, 1999; 

Wilson, 2003). Renze (1996) found that fundraisers’ relationships within the community 

of practice influenced who won funding: the writers use their personal contacts at other 

organizations to form partnerships, ask questions, obtain information, and gain access to 

resources necessary for producing a proposal.  

Professional associations are another source of learning and socializing 

opportunities (Cole, 2006; Renze, 1996). Although membership for fundraisers’ 

professional organizations are in the thousands (AGWA, 2012; GPA, 2012) or tens of 

thousands (AFP, 2012), the influence of professional organization membership has had 

little attention in the literature. However, Cole found that the number of professional 

association meetings a fundraiser attended was positively related to the dollar amount of 

grants won (2006). Members may be directing their relationships with other association 

members to connect with a mentor, gain advice, identify continuing education 

opportunities, and participate in other support systems that professional relationships 

foster (AGWA, 2012; AFP, 2012; GPA, 2012 ). These associations might be particularly 

important for fundraisers who are hired to replace one who is leaving, taking the advice 

and corporate knowledge with him or her. 
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Forming good interpersonal relationships is important to KM success. In the 

corporate setting, He et al. (2009) found a positive social relationship with one’s 

colleagues has a significant effect on an individual’s ability to adapt to continuous 

change, serving as a predictor for KM usage by employees. He et al. found Chinese 

workers preferred to transfer knowledge through interpersonal contact with their 

colleagues rather than computer-mediated communication, suggesting that informal, in-

person interactions contribute to the knowledge-sharing culture. Adoption of new 

processes spread through small groups of colleagues as they are adapted by small units in 

the company over time. The study found that the presence of social relationships was an 

emergent factor that contributed positively to KM system usage in organizations (He et 

al., 2009). Likewise, a lack of relationships among colleagues is a major barrier to 

knowledge transfer—organizations whose employees report low levels of social 

relationships may not be good candidates for KM implementation. 

Working closely with colleagues on teams and in meetings may help new 

fundraisers acclimate faster than simply providing old files to get the new employee up to 

speed. Knowledge is increasingly described as a social construct (Wick, 2000), and 

knowledge management is referred to as a social system (He et al., 2009). Developing 

communities of practice, “people who engage in a process of collective learning in a 

shared domain of human endeavor” requires frequent interactions, regular dialogue, and 

employing shared values to help members distribute information among team members 

(Wenger, 2006 online). Some researchers regard knowledge management as a human 

resource strategy (Bixler, 2005), important for managers to foster, as employee 
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involvement is one of the critical factors for KM implementation success (Bhatt, 2000; 

Chong & Choi, 2009; Choi, 2000; Moffett, McAdam, & Parkinson, 2003; Ryan & 

Prybutok, 2001; Silos, 1999; Wilson & Asay, 1999).  

Positive relationships with management & leadership are essential for fundraising and 
KM success 

Within nonprofit organizations, studies have found that the fundraiser’s 

relationship with his or her manager is very important. “Unsupportive managers” was 

noted as a problem with 14% of fundraisers who had considered leaving their jobs that 

year (Georgia, 2004) and 18.2% of fundraisers reported that leadership was 

unappreciative of fundraising efforts (Healey et al., 2010). Recognition is important to 

fundraisers: 14% have considered leaving due to lack of recognition/work contributions, 

13% for lack of respect, 14% for lack of promotions, and 23% for no opportunities for 

career advancement (Georgia, 2004). Similar sentiments were echoed about lack of 

appreciation in another study about fundraiser turnover (Horstman, 2006). Leaders may 

need to think of ways to recognize their fundraisers’ contributions to the organization to 

ensure that they appreciate fundraisers’ efforts working on stressful, deadline-dependent 

projects. 

In KM studies, managers who promote a comfortable sharing environment can 

help new employees acclimate to the organization’s professional climate and procedural 

expectations. To maximize an organization’s culture of sharing, management must 

prioritize the importance of long-term social relationships among colleagues to build trust 

and promote positive attitudes towards sharing (He et al., 2009). A friendly, egalitarian 

culture promotes employee involvement, empowerment, and teamwork (Chong & Choi, 
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2005; Moffatt, et al, 2003; Ryan & Prybutok, 2001); includes motivated workers who 

share, develop, and use knowledge; evokes trustworthiness (Moffett et al, 2003); and 

includes supportive senior management leadership and commitment (Chong & Choi, 

2005; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Moffett et al, 2003; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; Ryan & 

Prybutok, 2001). Such an environment contributes to an ideal environment for a 

successful KM system. 

Several studies have noted it is critical for leadership to set the cultural tone for an 

organization to be successful with a KM project (Abell & Oxbrow, 1999; Calabrese, 

2005; Chard, 1997; Civi, 2000; Davenport et al., 1998; Dutta, 1997; Greengard, 1998; 

Guns & Valikangas, 1998; Hansen, Nohria, & Tierney, 1999; Kalling, 2003; Moffett et 

al., 2003; Pemberton, Stonehouse, & Francis, 2002; Roberts, 1996; Ryan & Prybutok, 

2001; Salleh & Goh, 2002), especially in knowledge creation and sharing activities 

(Chong & Choi, 2005). Chong & Choi (2005) propose it is the responsibility of 

management to build trust within the organization and to show employees how 

knowledge management contribution will contribute to their job duties. 

Good relationships with colleagues and management promote interpersonal trust  

Creating and sharing knowledge cannot be forced (Buckman, 1999): a culture of 

confidence and trust is a significant predictor an individual’s intention to share resources 

with others (Chong & Choi, 2005; Geraint, 1998; He et al., 2009; Stankosky, 2005;). 

Trust is a critical component of knowledge-centered organizational culture, and is a key 

part of KM initiative success (Barth, 2000; Microsoft, 1999; Pauleen & Mason, 2002; 

Politis, 2003; Ribiere, 2005) and job satisfaction research (Cook & Wall, 1980; Mayer & 
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Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). Interpersonal trust is “the willingness to increase your 

vulnerability to another person whose behavior you cannot control, in a situation in which 

your potential benefit is much less than potential loss if the other person abuses your 

vulnerability” (Ribiere, 2005 p.95).  

Trust is important to establish in the early phases of projects (He et al., 2009; 

Rutkowski, Vogel, van Genuchten, Bemelmans, & Favier, 2002). Intense interactions and 

collaborations on projects can quickly build norms and trust as long as everyone is 

invested in the process (Okoli & Oh, 2007). Social interaction and trust are significantly 

related to resource exchange and innovation, supporting the argument that “social capital 

facilitates value creation” (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998 p.473). Social capital, “relational 

resources embedded in cross-cutting personal ties, useful for the development of 

individuals in community social organizations” (Jacobs, 1961, p.60) is a term of value 

given to information resources embedded within relationships (Burt, 1992). People learn 

from each other, often by the process of co-creation. Knowledge emerges from processes 

of work rather than from online repositories or filing cabinets (Gilbert, 2002). However, 

organizations must actively cultivate and maintain a culture of sharing to maximize the 

efficiency of their knowledge capital. Social capital theory encompasses three major 

dimensions of the social setting, including social ties and interactions (the structural 

dimension), trust within relationships (the relational dimension), and the value systems of 

the system’s participants (the cognitive dimension) (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998).   

Positive perceptions on interpersonal trust, the relational dimension of social 

capital, foster good KM practices (Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). Ribiere (2005) investigated 
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employees’ perceptions on interpersonal trust and its relationship to sustaining 

knowledge-centered organizational culture, the success of a KM initiative, and the level 

of participation in communities of practice. He found that companies with a high level of 

interpersonal trust were more successful in their KM initiatives, were more active in 

communities of practice, and without trust, an employee is not likely to share and 

collaborate in knowledge exchange efforts. A culture of trust may reduce turnover in the 

nonprofit industry and foster stronger KM practices, allowing the organizations to focus 

on meeting the needs of their program’s constituents rather than addressing repeated 

problems in the development department. 

A positive organizational culture helps promote knowledge sharing among colleagues 

A knowledge-friendly culture must be present or developed for KM success 

(Chase, 1997; Choi, 2000; Chong & Choi, 2005; DeLong, Davenport, & Beers, 1996; 

Galargan, 1997; Greengard, 1998; Gupta, Lakshmi, & Iver, 2000; McDermott & O’Dell, 

2001; Ribiere, 2001; Ryan & Prybutok, 2001; Skyme & Amidon, 1997; Wah, 1999; 

Wild, Griggs, & Downing, 2002). To create a knowledge-friendly culture, it is important 

for managers to consider the current state of the cultural environment before 

implementing a KM system (Larson, 1999).  

 Fifteen years ago, at the dawn of internet technology, an international study on KM 

practices conducted by Ernst & Young (Chase, 1997) reported that organizational culture 

was seen as the biggest obstacle to creating a knowledge-based organization, accounting 

for 80% of the barriers noted, followed by lack of ownership of the problem, lack of time, 

information and communications technology, non-standardized processes, organizational 
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structure, top management commitment, rewards/recognition, and staff turnover (see 

Table 2). 

 
Table 2: Barriers to creating a knowledge-based organization (Chase, 1997). 

Barriers to creating a knowledge-based organization (Chase, 

1997) 

Percent of employees reporting 

barrier 

Organizational culture 80% 

Lack of ownership of the problem 64% 

Lack of time 60% 

Information and communication technology 55% 

Organizational structure 54% 

Non-standardized processes 53% 

Top management commitment 46% 

Rewards and recognition 46% 

Staff turnover 30% 

 

A positive organizational culture is important to nonprofit organizations as well. 

Seven years after the Chase study, Juan Roman-Velazquez noted 60% of nonprofit 

employees found it difficult or somewhat difficult to share information within their 

organization, indicating that the organizational culture may not naturally encourage 

sharing (2005). Organizations that have successfully implemented intranets and other 

KM systems are ones that have done so in a culture that already promoted trust and 

sharing and built on healthy, pre-existing relationships among colleagues and managers 

(Applen, 2002; Ruppel & Harrington, 2001). Resistance is common in “knowledge 
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hoarding” cultures where trust is scarce and turnover rates high (Applen, 2002; Wick, 

2000). 

KM systems are supported best within decentralized organizational structures: 

ones that operate less on a hierarchical scale of management- and subordinate-based 

relationships, and allow (promote) sharing ideas by all levels of the organization, 

regardless of position (Politis, 2003; Roman-Velazquez, 2005; Rutkowski et al., 2002; 

Watson, 2003). Within a traditional, hierarchical organization, decisions are made by top 

executives and carried out by subordinates using top-down distribution of ideas and 

decision-making procedures. In a decentralized organization, employees are just as likely 

as management to guide the direction of the organization and its policies (Politis, 2003). 

A decentralized organizational structure facilitates divergent thinking, creative solutions, 

a high level of information sharing and fluency, and thus development of new ideas 

(Roman-Velazquez, 2005; Rutkowski et al., 2002; Watson, 2003). Based on the literature 

at this point in time, it is uncertain if decentralized organizational structures are common 

in the nonprofit industry. 

Resources: Technological systems are common but not often optimized 

As I noted in the previous section, nonprofit employees rank personal 

communication interactions higher than the electronic-based information (see Table 1) 

and corporate employees rank personal communication as more important than 

technology (Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006) (see Table 2). However, it is evident that 

electronic-based information sources are frequently used to store and access information 

within nonprofit organizations, and it is possible that the reported usage of electronic 
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sources has increased since the introduction of intranets, email, online research, 

electronic documents, and other technology resources (Gilbert, 2005; Lettieri et al., 

2004).  

In the learning section, I mentioned that knowledge management systems storing 

example proposals and other information may help orient new workers, especially with 

few trainers or mentors available. However, organizations cannot simply add a KM 

strategy and expect to succeed. Managers must identify how the organizational culture 

will promote the system (Roman-Velazquez, 2005).  

The following section will discuss common technological resources, the types of 

content shared in NPOs, individual information access and storage procedures, 

improvement of information accessibility by structured search and retrieval mechanisms, 

and that management should encourage information sharing behaviors. 

A variety of technologies are used to store and retrieve information in organizations 

Technology includes the hardware and software involved in the KM processes, 

such as data warehousing, creating storage and retrieval methods, using tools to organize 

content, and conducting daily technology-aided processes like sending email. However, 

the structure of information-storage and technology systems remains an important area of 

inquiry in many studies (Chong & Choi, 2005; Moffett, et al, 2003; Ryan & Prybutok, 

2001).  

Bixler (2005) found the most commonly used technologies involved in corporate 

KM practices are: 1. internet access; 2. organization-wide intranets; 3. electronic 

performance support systems (EPSS—although EPSS is a dated term in 2012; KM 
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literature has widely replaced it with content management systems); 4. knowledge 

inventory systems; 5. artificial intelligence; 6. computer- or web-based training, 7. 

interactive support manuals, such as knowledge bases; and 8. group document handling 

systems. Types of systems in use vary within nonprofit organizations, but intranets, 

document sharing systems, databases, and similar web services are common (Convertino 

et al., 2011; Lettieri et al., 2004; Zachry et al., 2006). 

 Intranets, “internal Websites containing news, instructions, communication 

facilities, and other organizational information for employees” are the most commonly 

found organization-held systems (Cozjin, Maes, Schackman, & Ummelen, 2007 p.203). 

Intranets are common storage facilities for reports, documents, databases, contact 

information, or other information that is to be shared by all members of an organization. 

There is a significant relationship among users’ satisfaction with the intranet, the 

importance of access of information, the ease of finding and using information, and the 

satisfaction and quality of the information (Kuzic & Giannatos 2006).  

Corporate studies have ranked the importance of various technologies employees 

use to perform their jobs. In a study on corporate use of electronic information sources, 

Kuzic & Giannatos (2006) found corporate employees ranked email most important to 

their jobs, followed by their local drive, intranet, personal communication networks, 

briefings from managers, external sources, and hard copies of files. The study used a 

Likert scale of 1 = very unimportant to 5 = very important (see Table 3). 

 

 



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

48 

 

Table 3: Importance of information sources to knowledge workers in Australian corporations (Kuzic 

& Giannatos, 2006). 

Ranking of 

importance 

to one’s job 

Source of information M (no SD reported) 

1 = very unimportant 

5 = very important 

1 Email 4.83 

2 Local drive/computer 4.55 

3 Intranet 4.53 

4 Personal communication networks 4.37 

5 Briefing from managers 4.11 

6 External sources  3.81 

7 Hard copies of files 3.61 

 

 

Now that we have a baseline of what is common in the corporate sector, it is time 

to review how nonprofits use similar technologies. Juan Roman-Velazquez’s study 

(2005) surveyed 341 (out of a sample of 2,000) employees at the U.S. federal government 

and the nonprofit sector about the extent they used information sources, technologies, 

support tools and organizational processes, using a Likert scale (7 = used to a great 

extent; 1 = used to a minimal extent). Employees reported using the organization’s 

intranet as the highest-used explicit source, followed by search engines/retrieval systems, 

document/content management systems, workflow tracking systems, best 

practices/benchmarks, data mining, web-based training/e-learning, knowledge 

bases/lessons-learned systems; multimedia repositories, electronic discussion groups, and 

expert locators/directory of expertise (Roman-Velazquez, 2005) (see Table 4).  
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Table 4: Employees' priority ranking of electronic sources of information within nonprofit 

organizations (Roman-Velazquez, 2005). 

Rank of information 

source (out of 20) 

Priority How nonprofits gain access to work unit 

(department) information  

Mean, SD 

1 = very minimum 

extent 

7 = very great extent 

< 4 = low score 

4 High Intranet/extranet M = 5.67, SD = 1.44 

6 Medium Search engine/information retrieval system M = 4.87, SD = 1.84 

10 Low Document management/content 

management 

M = 3.97, SD = 1.95 

11 Low Workflow tracking system M = 3.82, SD = 1.99 

12 Low Benchmarking/best practices M = 3.97, SD = 1.95 

14 Low Data mining M = 3.82, SD = 1.99 

15 Low Web-based training/e-learning M = 3.37, SD = 1.86 

16 Low Lessons learned system M = 3.30, SD = 1.95 

17 Low Multimedia repositories M = 3.09, SD = 1.93 

19 Low Electronic discussion groups M = 3.04, SD = 1.94 

20 Low Expert locator/directory M = 3.03, SD = 2.00 

 

The “low priority” technologies described in Table 4 provides a comparison point 

to corporate KM studies. As new (and perhaps initially expensive) technology 

repositories such as data mining or lessons learned systems are becoming widespread in 

corporate KM systems, NPOs might borrow or develop an approximation of a corporate 

system for their own use. For example, an expert directory seems like a good fit with 

nonprofit organizations that require experts to take part in their grant-funded projects, 

although it is unknown how many NPOs use this type of specialized directory. 

Fundraisers require multiple sources of content to develop proposals 

Nonprofit organizations usually produce a service rather than a product to meet 

the needs of their constituents, and information is the commodity used to sell these 

services to funders, volunteers, and private donors. Whereas a for-profit organization 
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might sell a car or computer or product to a consumer with its usage implied, nonprofits 

are often selling abstract ideas that cannot speak for themselves and must describe how 

these services might be used. All of this information must be shared and stored in a way 

that is accessible to the employees selling the services: the fundraisers. To develop a 

proposal, fundraisers might require a project director’s program report, a finance 

manager’s budget, the executive director’s annual report, and multiple other sources of 

content that overlap the organization’s departments and users. These resources must be 

stored in a way that is accessible and easy-to-find by those who need it, yet the content 

should be protected so the information cannot be misplaced or destroyed. This is where 

the role of a well-organized knowledge management system can help. 

Nonprofit project directors, often involved in the proposal development process, 

mentioned they used the organization’s intranet to find contact information, search for 

grant content, and retrieve documents (Gilbert, 2005). Fundraisers conduct prewriting 

activities such as identifying program area experts, researching funding sources, meeting 

with partner organizations, and building the case for support. Announcement mailing 

lists, electronic newsletters, and e-journals were likely accessed via individual email 

accounts or search engines. Information must be collected from a variety of sources and 

can take days or weeks to compile (Bell, 1998). Zachry et al. (2006) note the increasing 

complexity of information storage, retrieval, and configuration adds further difficulty to 

these typically tacit processes. 

Often, content from grant proposals is also shared with constituents or other 

organizations, and this information must be readily accessible to put into newsletters, 
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reports, or project descriptions. Other content produced by NPOs can include brochures, 

proposals, journal articles, websites, conference presentations, and daily correspondence 

such as email with researchers, students, constituents, volunteers, and the general public 

(Gilbert, 2005). Other studies add newsletters, progress and final project reports, financial 

reports, press releases, and news articles (Kang & Norton, 2004; Mellon, 2011; Waters, 

2007; Yeon, Choi, & Kiousis, 2005). Identifying ways to systematically store, filter, and 

use this information within the organization may help nonprofits make better use of 

ingoing and outgoing knowledge. 

Employee perceptions on information storage and retrieval via intranets and in person 

The way nonprofit organizations store information varies. Some studies show that 

NPOs have a tendency to maintain knowledge in implicit (non-recorded) form and share 

it through personal contact and informal discussion, even when the information could be 

codified (Convertino et al., 2011; Lettieri et al., 2004; Roman-Velazquez, 2005). 

Fundraisers implementing their own storage and retrieval processes are common, 

indicating a common set of key words or tagging systems are not implemented 

organization-wide (Convertino et al., 2011; Davidson, 2009). Other studies indicate that 

organizations are recognizing the value of codifying information so that it is accessible to 

more individuals (Roman-Velazquez, 2005). One thing is certain: if the knowledge 

capital within nonprofits is distributed among various colleagues (Lettieri et al., 2004), 

this behavior does not facilitate sharing and contributes to the silo effect, where 

individuals hold information, but the pathways of sharing are blocked due to ignorance of 

the others’ information, leading to unnecessary re-invention and causing individuals to 
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determine their own information storage and retrieval processes (Convertino et al., 2011; 

Lettieri et al., 2004). 

Information exchange by fundraisers is complicated: both in-person information 

exchange and technology-facilitated processes are used on a regular basis and can be 

difficult to separate in terms of the exchange’s purpose. Using factor analysis, Roman-

Velazquez found two common information sharing strategies in NPOs: the 

personalization approach, direct personal contact for information that was difficult to 

codify, and the codification approach, based on people-to-document, formalized tacit 

knowledge. Both information-sharing strategies influenced the way individuals learned 

on the job.  

The personalization approach used lessons learned, storytelling, work 

groups/communities of practice, mentoring, and an expert locator directory to share 

information. Sharing at the one-on-one level was very personalized, as a user can ask 

specific questions that can be quickly answered by another worker. However, only 32% 

of the 341 responses in Roman-Velazquez’s study (2005) used the personalization 

approach. 

The codification approach used search engines, data mining, document and 

content management systems, multimedia repositories, and brainstorming sessions 

(2005). Sharing at the organizational level requires more abstract thinking, using 

appropriate key words to identify documents or content in a repository. Documenting 

meeting minutes is one example of codifying the tone and messages expressed which 

may be helpful to an employee who did not attend the meeting. Reading about the 
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interactions among participants may help the new employee learn about the context and 

relationship between attendees, helping the new employee plan for future interactions. In 

2005, 60% of information sharing in the nonprofit organizations was through the codified 

approach, even though over 80% of the organizations surveyed used KM systems 

(Roman-Velazquez, 2005). Only eight percent used both codified and personalized 

approaches with the same emphasis (p.89). 

This study may provide indirect support that much of the information shared in 

nonprofits is not yet codified; all of the interpersonal communication-based sources 

ranked in the top 50% of information sources (Roman-Velazquez, 2005). Organizations 

that have codified many of their regular workplace procedures are further along in the 

Information Process Maturity Model (IPMM) than those that have not. The IPMM is a 

classification of organizational procedures that allow the employees of the organization 

more freedom to focus on optimization of their processes such as best practices and 

customer services (Hackos, 1997).  

There are five levels to the IPMM: 1. ad hoc, where individuals work alone using 

their own process; 2. rudimentary, where users may be starting to establish practices but 

tend to abandon the processes under deadlines; 3. organized and repeatable, where the 

users try to identify best practices, such as using style guides; 4. managed and 

sustainable, where the users are very involved with project planning and quality 

assurance; 5. optimizing, where users consciously assess best practices by questioning 

processes and fostering continual improvement. Employees must identify the 

organization’s current state in the IPMM, map goals, identify its strengths and 
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weaknesses, assess the competition, identify customer needs, and set benchmarking goals 

to improve them. NPOs may be in the early stages of the Information Process Maturity 

Model (Hackos, 1997; Roman-Velazquez, 2005) 

Although the IPMM has not been formally studied in the context of fundraising at 

nonprofit organizations, many studies indicate that NPOs may be in the ad hoc or 

rudimentary stages (Roman-Velazquez, 2005), where fundraisers either work alone 

(Davidson, 2009; Hager et al., 2002) or the fundraising processes are not clearly defined 

(Cole, 2006; Convertino et al., 2011; Davidson, 2009). Jo Ann Hackos states that the 

more advanced an organization is in the IPMM, the more the organization can focus on 

its customer/user needs. Organizations that are lower in the IPMM force employees to 

spend time re-inventing their procedures rather than optimizing each others’ solutions to 

daily processes, which does not optimize the organization’s personnel, temporal, or 

financial resources. In most cases, it is difficult for organizations to graduate beyond one 

new level of the IPMM from their current standing (Hackos, 1997, p.379). If this is true, 

most NPO organizations may be able to move to level three, where users identify best 

practices. However, employees and managers must first evaluate the types of information 

most valuable to the daily and long-term functions of the entity and how this information 

is gathered, stored, and accessed by its users. 

Accessibility can be enhanced by structured search and retrieval mechanisms 

KM systems are often disorganized and difficult to use. In corporate studies, 

“access to information” is very important to employees, as is the “ability to find and use 

that information” (Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006 p.5). Information access and usability is also 
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necessary in nonprofit organizations (Hurley & Green, 2005). In both corporate and 

nonprofit organizations, intranets are often used to store documents that have multiple 

authors, and these documents often have multiple drafts before becoming finalized. With 

multiple users posting content to the intranet, the shared storage systems tend to become 

messy. In both corporate and nonprofit organization, it is likely that the information 

posted online must regularly be cleaned and reviewed for usability (Cozjin et al., 2007; 

Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006; Watson, 2003).  

To access the posted content, search functions are the most often requested 

method of information access (Hurley & Green, 2005; Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006; Schiltz 

et al., 2007) with almost 50% of employees using this method of retrieval in nonprofit 

settings (Hurley & Green, 2005 p.7). Many studies note the importance of viewing 

knowledge as a nonlinear progression (Schiltz et al, 2007; Spinuzzi, 2008; Zachry et al., 

2006).  

In many cases, information must be accessible to multiple members of 

departmental teams. One department may need information in one context to create a 

budget, while another may need the same information to develop narrative content or 

expand a project (Lewis et al., 2006). “Tagging,” or labeling content with a key word or 

attribute, creates order by means of meaningful redundancy without forcing users to 

subscribe to a linear progression of information (Schiltz et al., 2007; Watson, 2003).  

In 2011, Convertino et al. found that few of the systems supported easy re-use of 

information and content often contained inconsistent tags, and there was little training on 

how to use the systems. One way to avoid access problems is to use common terminology 
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such as specific key words for tagging and searching for information (Rutkowski et al., 

2002). Maintaining a procedure for storing information can help employees use past 

experiences—even if they were not the individual’s own—to be applied to current 

problems (Taylor, 2004). Creating trails that can intersect or divert to related pathways 

may help members of different department teams make associations that may not have 

been apparent before the tags provided the connections, such as the circular references 

used in card catalogues in libraries (Schiltz et al, 2007).  

Providing employees with pathways to help them access all the necessary 

information to make a strong decision can help them develop the trust and confidence 

needed to do their jobs well. However, for this level of access and sharing to be most 

useful, it is important that workers invest in and use sharing technologies, contribute to 

their development, and see the potential value from an individual and organizational 

standpoint (Baehr & Alex-Brown, 2010). 

Sharing is necessary, but must be encouraged by management 

One of the key elements of maximizing a successful KM practice is to educate the 

employees about what information is valuable and is worth capturing and sharing (Greco, 

1999; Rutkowski et al., 2002). Both explicit knowledge “knowing about” and tacit 

knowledge “knowing how” (Connell, Klein & Powell, 2003; Polyani, 1964) are essential 

components of an employee gaining expertise by on-the-job learning (O’Dell & Grayson, 

1998). Tacit knowledge is often built from experience, intuition, insights, and hunches 

(Connell et al., 2003), making mistakes, developing workarounds, and learning how to 

survive in work environments by experiencing the complexity of the work culture and job 
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duties (Applen, 2002) and is more difficult to share than explicit knowledge (Applen, 

2002; Hurley & Green, 2005; Watson, 2003). However, the transfer of tacit knowledge 

into explicit knowledge, such as via documentation, and the transfer of explicit 

knowledge among individuals, are the two actions underlying KM theory (Chong & 

Choi, 2005; Hurley & Green, 2005). Capturing employees’ tacit experience requires 

disciplined documentation, but may help new employees avoid repeating mistakes other 

employees have experienced. Many of these stories are shared informally, such as on 

coffee breaks, but can easily be documented if the incidents prove helpful to other 

employees. 

Organizations must recognize that employees may not be naturally motivated to 

contribute to KM systems or document their processes, and some organizations may need 

extra motivation such as pay or rewards to contribute to the system (Gumbley, 1998; 

Okoli & Oh, 2007). Many KM strategies fail because the employees cannot envision the 

benefits reflected upon the workplace when they share knowledge. Knowledge capture is 

the most difficult bottleneck in the knowledge management process (Gilbert, 2005). 

Often, users perceive value in contributing time and knowledge to the KM system, yet 

see themselves as having little time to produce the resources for the future (Gilbert, 2005; 

He et al., 2009). Employees may have mixed feelings towards sharing due to concerns 

about job security and the value of possessed knowledge (Chong & Choi, 2005; Doheny-

Farina, 1986; Ribiere, 2005).  

Employees are not likely to produce documented content on a regular basis unless 

1. it is required for them to move forward in their daily work activities; 2. the production 
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and storage processes are easy, natural, or integrated into their workflow in some manner 

(i.e. the employee has time allowed to document procedures); 3. the production results in 

advancing their department or field; or 4. the employee has a personal interest involved in 

the knowledge management process (Gilbert, 2005). Until at least one of these four 

conditions is met, employers cannot expect their staff to make significant contributions to 

knowledge management efforts and sharing culture.  

Nonprofit managers should take note of successful rewards strategies, such as 

those in place at Xerox, where employees are recognized for their contributions by 

associating their name with their contributions, which in turn increases their standing 

among colleagues (Hurley & Green, 2005). Some KM experts suggest providing bonuses 

for contributing to KM systems and promoting good team work or certificates (He et al., 

2009). Perhaps increasing KM recognition is a method managers might use to make 

fundraisers feel more appreciated, which was noted as a problem in the Relationships 

section. 

Methods used to study fundraisers and knowledge management 
systems 

At this time, no KM studies exist that use fundraisers as the target population. 

However, based on similarities between corporate and nonprofit KM use, many of the 

findings from corporate studies would likely transfer well to nonprofit employees, 

namely fundraisers. Enough research has been conducted on the demographic aspects of 

fundraisers to provide a baseline of comparison for a larger-scale study on their KM 

practices. Many KM studies use a mixed methodology to conduct their studies, which is 

helpful when conducting studies on areas that have not had a lot of research attention. 
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The following sections will discuss how KM and fundraising have been studied, and how 

similar aspects of the themes noted in this chapter have been studied in the context of job 

satisfaction. 

Methods used to study corporate knowledge management systems 

The most common methods used to study knowledge management in 

organizations are case histories, interviews, surveys, case studies, and in-depth analysis 

of documents produced/used (if the study is focused on a single organization). Site-

specific case histories of successful KM implementation were popular forms of early 

studies in the field (Bell, 1998; Blankenhorn & del Valle, 1992; O’Dell & Grayson, 1998; 

Watson, 2003). Interviews have helped give perceptions of the value and impact systems 

have on social capital (Baehr & Alex-Brown, 2010); initial insight about attitudes users 

have towards KM systems, their relationships at work, and trust (He et al., 2009); and 

importance of KM system requirements and satisfaction with its use (Kuzic & Giannatos, 

2006). Interview samples from a single organization ranged from five (Baehr & Alex-

Brown, 2010) to eleven (He et al., 2009). Both He et al., (2009) and Kuzic & Giannatos 

(2006) later created surveys from their interview responses.  

Employee surveys have been the main method of studying widespread 

conceptions of knowledge management in large, often multi-national organizations 

(Calabrese, 2005; Cozjin et al., 2007; He et al., 2009; Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006; Ribiere, 

2005; Taylor, 2004). Some surveys used the results to conduct ANOVAs (Taylor, 2004) 

or factor analyses (Politis, 2003; Roman-Velazquez, 2005). Other surveys studied user 

preferences and attitudes about KM systems (Cozjin et al., 2007) or relationships among 
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variables (He et al., 2009; Ribiere, 2005; Rutkowski et al., 2002). Survey response rates 

varied widely, some as low as 100/1,400, or 7% (Ribiere, 2005) others with response 

rates closer to 25%, such as 1,251/4,999 at a single Australian company (Kuzic & 

Giannatos, 2006), and 53/200 sampled from a 1,000-person Chinese company (He et al., 

2009). Experimental studies are rare: two studies compared task completion difficulty 

and/or efficiency measurements (Cozjin et al., 2007; Rutkowski et al., 2002).  

Many studies rely on multiple methods to capture breadth and depth of data of the 

field, such as using semi-structured interviews to inform the survey’s development (He et 

al., 2009; Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006); studies that investigated a single organization often 

examined records/content produced in addition to interviews and surveys (He et al., 

2009) or web analytics and interviews (Baehr & Alex-Brown, 2010). Researchers who 

used case histories also integrated interviews to member-check their samples (Bell, 1998; 

Blankenhorn & del Valle, 1992; Watson, 2003). These studies indicate that mixed 

method research plans have been useful to study this relatively new field of study 

(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).  

Methods used to study fundraisers and proposal writing 

Existing studies about proposal development in organizations tend to be in the 

form of small-scale yet in-depth studies using small populations for ethnography, case 

study, or interview methodologies, and are usually limited to one organization (Georgia, 

2004; Healey et al., 2010; Horstman, 2006; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990) or region 

(Davidson, 2009). It is not known if the findings of these studies are generalizable to 

other practitioners.  
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Existing large-scale survey studies of fundraisers are limited to one professional 

organization, whereas multiple organizations exist (Georgia, 2004; Healey et al., 2010; 

Horstman, 2006). Additionally, the large surveys focus on pay and job satisfaction rather 

than the daily processes and technologies used in proposal development, cited as 

important by Convertino et al. (2011) and Zachry et al. (2006). Last, the large-scale 

surveys have collected largely descriptive data, which limits the amount of interpretation 

that can be accomplished. A more sophisticated survey design that asks beyond 

categorical and ranked-order questions will allow researchers to conduct stronger 

statistical tests such as predictive relationships using multiple regression (Horstman, 

2006), which can help educators or nonprofit managers facilitate their relationships with 

new fundraisers. 

Job satisfaction studies provide a good context to study fundraising and KM 

Last, many of the themes introduced in this chapter have been studied in the 

context of employee job satisfaction, including three major studies on fundraisers’ job 

satisfaction (Georgia et al., 2004; Healey et al., 2010; Horstman, 2006). Studies outside 

the fundraising field have also studied job satisfaction in medical professions in the 

context of satisfaction with on-the-job training processes, professional relationships with 

colleagues and managers, and the resources necessary to perform their job duties (Cook 

& Wall, 1980; Lloyd et al., 1994; Spector, 1985). Although the populations in these 

studies are not fundraisers, the similarity of the identified themes and the instruments 

developed from the studies seemed to be effective ways to ask fundraisers about their 

experiences about the same topics.  
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Addressing some of technical communication’s research gaps 
in proposal development 

Current studies about fundraising and nonprofit knowledge management have 

several research gaps: 

1. Most studies are limited to small, qualitative studies at one organization 

(Gilbert, 2005; Kent-Drury et al., 2000; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990). 

2. The few quantitative studies have focused on job satisfaction and 

compensation rather than the fundraising process (Georgia, 2004; Healey et 

al., 2010; Horstman, 2006). 

3. Most qualitative studies about proposal development process fail to address 

the technologies used to manage the fundraising or proposal writing process 

(Convertino et al., 2011; Davidson, 2009; Zachry et al., 2006). 

4. Knowledge management studies in nonprofit organizations study the entire 

population of employees, rather than fundraisers (Gilbert, 2005; Lettieri et al., 

2004; Roman-Velazquez, 2005). 

This study attempts to bridge the technical communication field’s need for more 

detail about the technologies involved in the often-collaborative proposal development 

process (Convertino et al., 2011; Zachry et al., 2006) with a mixed-method design that 

uses qualitative interviews and a national survey of fundraisers belonging to professional 

organizations. The interviews provide depth about the daily processes and technologies 

used, and the survey allows for perspectives of fundraising professionals that are more 

generalizable outside of the field’s prior single-organization case studies or 

ethnographies. The study provides a current look at the technologies used in proposal 
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development, an under-researched area that was noted as recently as one year ago 

(Convertino et al., 2011). Using participants from multiple professional organizations 

will provide representativeness from a wider group of respondents than the traditional 

surveys put forth by individual organizations.  

Contribution to technical communication literature 

Based on calls for more research from the most recent studies between 2006 and 

2011, this study will contribute to the existing literature by 1. investigating a national 

segment of the fundraising population, sampling fundraisers from multiple professional 

organizations, rather than inferring results from a small, local population (Davidson, 

2009) or from only one professional organization (Horstman, 2006); 2. noting the 

technologies and knowledge management practices used on the job, which have had little 

attention in the nonprofit sector (Gilbert, 2002) and no attention for fundraising 

professionals; and 3. developing an instrument that allows researchers to assess the 

proportion of variance that different factors contribute to the fundraising process, which 

has yet to be done. Learning about these processes might allow technical communicators 

to participate more intelligently in the conversation about how these technologies and 

processes add value to the organization (Battaglia, 1995; Johnson, 1996; Redish & 

Ramey, 1995; Zachry et al, 2006).  

Research questions and hypotheses and how the research plans 
to answer them 

 The study used a mixed methods approach to address both the exploratory nature 

of investigating the unknown aspects of fundraisers’ KM practices and the explanatory 
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nature of comparing fundraisers’ experiences with studies conducted in the corporate 

sector. 

The study addressed four research questions: 

1. What technologies are commonly used and how are those technologies used in 

proposal development in nonprofit organizations? 

2. What KM practices are common in the nonprofit fundraising profession? 

3. What factors are involved in the proposal development process, and do they 

reflect the themes (learning, professional relationships, and technology) found in 

the literature review?  

4. How do proposal writers perceive the current documentation processes of their 

organizations in terms of the Information Process Maturity Model (Hackos, 

1997)? 

The study addressed two hypotheses:  

H1.  Favorable perceptions of interpersonal trust among workplace colleagues will be 

positively related to perceptions of sharing/contributing to knowledge management. 

H2.  Favorable perceptions of information and technology resources will be positively 

related to career satisfaction as a fundraiser. 

I predict that my study will indicate there is a positive relationship between 

interpersonal trust and positive affect towards knowledge management, such as 

respondents’ willingness to share content or contribute to KM initiatives. Although 

technology may have adjusted the way organizations conduct business transactions in the 

past two decades, cultivation of and participation in knowledge- and relationship-
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management practices have always been at the heart of all successful organizations. I 

predict that fundraisers at nonprofits will echo findings in the corporate KM literature, 

where organizational cultures built on trust and transparency will facilitate knowledge 

sharing and indicate higher job satisfaction. 

The following chapter will discuss the rationale for the methods used to address 

the study’s research questions and hypotheses, how the literature review informed the 

development of the interview and survey instruments, and the procedures for data 

collection. 
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CHAPTER III: METHOD 
The study used a mixed methods design consisting of preliminary interviews (n = 

6), a large-scale survey (n = 580), and post-survey interviews (n = 12) to answer three 

research questions and two hypotheses. This chapter introduces the research questions, 

the population under investigation, the rationale for a mixed method design, and the 

instrument development, sampling procedures, and data collection methods for each of 

the three method phases. 

Research questions 

I designed the study to address the following research questions: 

1. What technologies are commonly used in proposal development in nonprofit 

organizations? 

2. What KM practices are common in the nonprofit fundraising profession? 

3. What factors are involved in the proposal development process, and do they 

reflect the four main themes (learning, professional relationships, organizational 

culture, and information resources) found in the literature review? 

4. How do proposal writers perceive the current documentation processes of their 

organizations in terms of the Information Process Maturity Model (Hackos, 

1997)? 

The study was designed to address the following hypotheses:  

1. Favorable perceptions of interpersonal trust will be positively related to 

perceptions of sharing/contributing to knowledge management. 

2. Favorable perceptions of information and technology resources will be positively 

related to career satisfaction as a fundraiser. 

Population under investigation 

The population under investigation is individuals who are employed to raise 

money, or funds, for their organization. Fundraising is accomplished by individuals who 
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write convincing arguments to gain public or private support in the form of donations or 

grants. For the purpose of this study, this population will be referred to as fundraisers, 

described as “staff members whose main responsibility is to raise money for their 

organization” (Horstman 2006 p.9). It is important to note that there is no master list or 

registry of employed fundraisers in the U.S.: while members of the profession are 

increasingly turning to certification to quantify their skill sets, by no means does one 

need to certification to practice the profession. A lack of a registry for fundraisers makes 

it impossible for researchers to gain access to a complete population. The closest intact 

groups of fundraisers are professional organizations, but these organizations represent 

only a small fraction, estimated at 13%, of the estimated 250,000 fundraisers in the U.S. 

(Horstman, 2006). 

For this study, the sources of the population’s sample include three professional 

organizations for fundraisers: the Association of Fundraising Professionals (AFP), the 

American Grant Writers’ Association (AGWA),and Grant Professionals Association 

(GPA). However, the participants’ professional organizations describe their members in 

different ways.  

The Association of Fundraising Professionals serves over 26,000 “individuals 

responsible for generating philanthropic support for a wide variety of nonprofit, 

charitable organizations” (AFP, 2012). The American Grant Writers’ Association serves 

over 4,000 “grant researchers, grant writers, and grant administrators. Members 

throughout the U.S. work as Grant Consultants or as employees of Non-Profit 

Organizations, Foundations, Educational Institutions, State Government, Local 
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Government Agencies, and Tribes” (AGWA, 2012). Grant Professionals Association 

serves over 2,000 “grant proposal developers, grant administrators and program 

managers, directors of development, program development directors and specialists, 

grantmakers and funders, proposal and program evaluators, independent consultants, 

grantsmanship trainers and other service providers, executive directors and board 

members of public and private organizations” (GPA, 2012).  

A fourth organization, The Council for Research Development (CRD), was 

represented in the study through snowball sampling. CRD serves 1,700 members as the 

“education and networking choice for all community college development professionals” 

(CRD, 2012). 

Professionally, individuals who raise money may refer to themselves in a variety 

of manners, due to variations of job duties or titles. Fundraisers solicit sponsorship from 

for-profit companies or individuals, and often write proposals for large sponsorship 

contracts. Proposal writers are also fundraisers, but are often colloquially referred to as 

grant writers because their proposals apply to foundations and government agencies for 

grants to support their organization’s projects and programs. Other professional titles 

might include major gift officer, development associate, or program manager (Healey et 

al., 2010). However, individuals may not regard their fundraising duties as similar to the 

other job titles noted: proposal/grant writers might envision themselves as fundraisers, 

but fundraisers may not envision themselves to be proposal writers as an all-

encompassing job title, although both positions’ job duties primarily involve raising 

money. However, for sake of brevity, all participating respondents who hold these or 
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similar job titles are referred to as fundraisers throughout the study, as the term 

encompasses a wider variety of individuals who raise money.  

The following section will describe the rationale for using a mixed-method design 

to study this population.  

Overview of the methodology rationale for the complete study 

As noted in the previous chapter, studies on fundraising professionals are 

relatively outdated and most precede the implementation of technology-based knowledge 

management (KM) systems (Convertino et al., 2011; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990; 

Peterson, 1993; Zachry et al., 2006). Bernard Stiegler’s definition of technology as 

“organized inorganic matter” (1998) is an apt description of the information storage and 

retrieval systems proposal writers use complete their job duties, combining both tacit and 

explicit content which is stored, shared, and/or reworked throughout their organizations 

and professional circles.  

My research questions investigate both what KM storage and retrieval processes 

fundraisers use to complete their job duties and how fundraisers go about completing 

their work. I also explored fundraisers’ perceived importance of common information 

storage and communication tools (such as intranets and internal databases/local drives, 

external web sites and databases, email accounts, paper files, white boards, and 

conversations with coworkers) to complete their job duties (Kuzic & Giannatos, 2007 

p.3). I also wanted to learn if any unique or new communication or storage tools that are 

atypical were in use. Johnson (1998) would call this type of study the “mundane” use of 

technology, focused on the individuals who use the tools rather than the tools in question. 
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The fundraisers interact with the tools and processes to reach an end: securing project 

funding which then helps a segment of the population in need. I would like to assess the 

fundraisers’ perceptions of usability of the tools commonly available in nonprofit 

organizations and to learn where there may be areas for improvement. 

To address the need for both exploratory and explanatory research, the study uses 

a mixed methods design to optimize the depth of inquiry of a qualitative research design 

(pre- and post-survey interviews) with the breadth of inquiry of a quantitative research 

design (survey and factor analyses) (Punch, 1998; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Pairing 

qualitative research with quantitative research encourages triangulation, where findings 

from one method (e.g. interviews) can be checked against another method’s results (e.g. 

survey and factor analyses), which may increase the validity of the overall study (Punch, 

1998). 

First, I interviewed a convenience sample of six fundraisers to gain an updated 

perspective on the three themes identified in the literature review (learning, relationships, 

and resources). Second, I developed and distributed a survey (n = 580) to compare the 

results of the preliminary interviews with a larger sample of fundraising professionals and 

to integrate survey questions from recent corporate KM literature in the context of 

fundraising. Next, I used the survey results to conduct exploratory and confirmatory 

factor analyses to identify factors involved in fundraising/proposal development process. 

I also conducted a preliminary structural equation model to calculate the proportion of 

variance each factor contributed to job satisfaction and attitude towards contributing to 

KM systems. Finally, I used the survey results to conduct additional interviews with 
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twelve fundraisers who exhibited a wide range of attitudes and experience with various 

KM systems at their organizations. The qualitative-quantitative-qualitative design 

allowed me to examine the experiences of fundraisers in both high-level detail of several 

individuals’ perspectives and the breadth of a national sample (see Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Overview of the study's mixed methods design. 

The following sections will describe the rationales for the components of the 

mixed method design, including the purpose of using each method within my study, each 

method’s strengths and weaknesses, and how each method will triangulate the research 

design. 
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Rationale for conducting the pre-survey interviews: verifying and gaining 

depth about the learning, relationships, and resources themes 

After reviewing the literature on fundraising and knowledge management, I 

conducted exploratory interviews with six fundraisers. The purpose of the interviews was 

to compare the responses to previous studies on fundraisers, inquire about the three 

themes found in the literature review (learning, relationships, and resources), and gain an 

updated perspective on the fundraising profession. As I noted in the previous chapter, I 

had access to recent demographic information on professional fundraisers (Healey et al., 

2010; Horstman, 2006; Georgia Tech Consulting Services, 2004), but information about 

their daily activities was outdated, as noted by Convertino et al. (2011) and Zachry et al. 

(2006). This study’s research questions required general insight about fundraisers’ 

perspectives about learning their job duties, their professional relationships, and the 

technologies available to them: exploratory data such as this is often gathered using semi-

structured interviews (Dillman, 2000; MacNealy, 1999). Although workplace 

observations and/or ethnographies are useful methods to gather information about these 

topics, in the interest of time, finances, and geographic location, interviews were a better 

alternative to reach participants in multiple cities and gain more generalizable data. 

Conducting in-depth, qualitative interviews with a small number of individuals is 

a good way to gather information about the participants’ professional background and can 

provide insight to the more social and procedural aspects, particularly in workplace 

studies (Punch, 1998). A researcher is able to gain detailed information and examples 

from a limited number of participants using interviews. However, qualitative interviews 

are costly in terms of the time it takes the researcher to conduct and transcribe the 
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sessions, the amount of time the participant must contribute in to the study by answering 

questions, and the lack of generalizability of the participants’ experiences outside of the 

small sample (MacNealy, 1999: Punch, 1998).  

However, interviewing six individuals allowed me to access in-depth, exploratory 

information about fundraisers’ thoughts about learning, relationships, and resources, and 

the role these themes had in their job duties. This information, combined with the 

previous literature on fundraisers, corporate technologies, and knowledge management, 

allowed me to develop a survey to distribute to a larger sample of the fundraising 

population, which helps address the lack of generalizability of small-scale qualitative 

studies. 

Rationale for using a survey: investigating if interview themes were typical 

After I had collected the interview data about fundraisers’ perspectives on 

learning, relationships, and resources on the job, I needed to investigate if the 

respondents’ answers were common among a larger sample of the fundraising profession. 

One of the most efficient ways to collect a large quantity of data about a population is by 

distributing a survey (Dillman, 2000; MacNealy, 1999). Building a successful survey 

onto the results of the qualitative interviews can increase the validity of the results of 

both studies (Punch, 1998) by providing evidence that the interview results reach beyond 

those of the sample studied and removing observer subjectivity bias in the interview 

studies (Colorado State University, 2012). 

Researchers must consider a number of strengths and weaknesses when using a 

survey to collect data. Surveys are useful tools for studying the characteristics of a large 
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number of participants using standardized questions, allowing the results to be reliable 

and statistically significant even when analyzing multiple variables (Colorado State 

University, 2012; Dillman, 2000; MacNealy, 1999). Internet surveys, rather than postal 

mail surveys, and can be distributed relatively inexpensively while reaching participants 

across a large geographic area such as the U.S. (Fricker, 2002) and can be very useful 

when the target population is internet-savvy (Couper, Kapteyn, Schonlau, & Winter, 

2007; Dillman, Phelps, Tortora, Kohrell, Berck, & Messer, 2009; Sills & Song, 2002).  

Weaknesses of the survey method include the lack of direct observation of 

participants and the survey instrument’s lengthy development and testing periods (Chang 

& Krosnick, 2009; Fricker, 2002). Fricker (2002) found surveys took up to 150 hours to 

design and test, four times longer than researchers estimated. Additional concerns include 

participants’ self-selection and potentially low response rates (Colorado State University, 

2012; Dillman, 2000; MacNealy, 1999) due to the influx of marketing surveys since the 

1990s (Chang & Krosnick, 2009). Last, researchers must be careful about invading the 

privacy of participants, such as members who belong to do-not-email lists. 

The purpose of my large-scale survey was twofold. First, I needed to investigate if 

the experiences found in my preliminary interviews were common beyond the six-person 

sample. Second, based on research question three and the two hypotheses, it is important 

that I design a survey so that it can be used to identify contributors (or factors) using 

factor analysis (Brown, 2006; Gorsuch, 1997) in addition to the descriptive detail that 

interview and survey data can provide.  
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Currently, the most common large-scale surveys on fundraising review university 

professors’ fundraising experiences (Banta, Brewer, Hansen, Ku, Pacheco & Powers, 

2004: Bartlett, 2005; Cole, 2006; Renze, 1996; Sterner, 1999; others). The few large 

surveys on organizational fundraisers tend to focus on job satisfaction and compensation 

(Healey et al., 2010; Horstman, 2006; Mesch & Rooney, 2008), whereas my study 

focuses more on how they learn their jobs and use technology. Some of the questions I 

needed to ask the participants, such as, “what technologies do you use on a daily basis to 

complete your job duties?” had been asked of corporate KM professionals, but not yet of 

fundraisers. Other questions had been asked of a small number of fundraisers in 

interviews, but it was not known if those answers were generalizable to a larger segment 

of the fundraising population.  

Past surveys asked questions that provided limited data, types of data that make 

advanced statistics impossible. Previous surveys on fundraisers typically collected only 

descriptive data, such as nominal (categories), answers to questions such as “choose the 

selection that fits your salary range” or ordinal (rank) data, which answers questions such 

as, “please rank the importance of the following five items to complete your job duties.” 

Both nominal and ordinal data limit the number of statistical tests researchers can 

perform on the data. My survey design aimed to collect interval and ratio data that asks 

participants to respond to a scale (“please indicate the level of importance that using your 

computer helps you to your daily job tasks”). Interval and ratio data allow researchers to 

conduct factor analysis, a method of investigating major contributors to a phenomenon 

under study. The interval questions must be designed to have a high likelihood of 
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measuring factors—groups of questions about these information sources, that in 

combination, represent a latent (not directly measurable) construct, such as “interpersonal 

trust.” The process of how factors contribute to latent constructs is often explained using 

the example of how the SAT and ACT group questions that measure students’ math, 

verbal, and reasoning skills (direct measures using questions) to help predict success in 

college (latent construct). The following section will describe the use and stipulations of 

using factor analysis in more detail. 

Rationale for using factor analyses: identifying contributors (factors) of 

fundraising 

Factor analysis has become one of the most widely used multivariate statistical 

procedures in applied research since its introduction over a century ago (Brown, 2006; 

Spearman, 1904, 1927). The purpose of factor analysis is to determine “the number and 

nature of factors, or latent variables, that account for the variation and covariation among 

a set of observed measures, commonly referred to as indicators” (Brown, 2006 p.12-13). 

In other words, a factor is an unobservable construct that influences one or more 

measures, which accounts for the correlations among the observed measures.  

 For example, I intend to measure the ways fundraisers learn their job duties, so I 

ask questions about the importance of having a mentor, on-the-job training, team writing, 

college coursework, and other topics that describe common methods of learning. When 

analyzing the data, I might find that the answers to the questions about mentoring, team 

writing, and on-the-job training are highly correlated. I might call this factor—the 

construct that underlies multiple variables—“social learning” to describe the learning 

processes that come from learning by forming partnerships with others. Although there 
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may be dozens of ways to describe learning by working with others, we may only need 

(for example) three questions to measure the social aspect of learning. The social learning 

factor may in turn influence one’s job satisfaction (another indirectly measured, 

unobservable construct) in a positive or negative way, depending on the person’s 

perspective. Factor analysis allows us to eventually mathematically measure the amount 

that factor (social learning) contributes to another factor (job satisfaction) using structural 

equation modeling, which I will discuss in more detail in the next sections. 

As with any method of investigation, there are strengths and weaknesses to 

conducting factor analysis. The main strength of factor analysis is that it can reduce the 

number of survey questions (directly measured variables) needed to indicate a factor by 

identifying the strongest questions that measure the indirectly-measured factor (Brown, 

2006). For example, a researcher might start with a questionnaire with 100 questions, 

conduct a factor analysis, and find that the results indicate that only ten questions are 

needed to represent the underlying information (factors) more effectively than did the 

other 90 questions.  

Fewer survey questions is a benefit to both the researcher and participant, as less 

time is needed to ask the question, take the survey (which may lead to higher response 

rates), and evaluate the data. If the researcher can identify a construct that reliably and 

validly measures, for example, interpersonal trust, the researcher can return to that 

instrument over and over again to measure how interpersonal trust relates to various other 

constructs. This saves both the researcher (and other researchers working in similar 

fields) the time it takes to develop and refine a survey instrument or scale, and provides 
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reliable information that can be compared across studies. Weaknesses in factor analysis 

include the lengthy time required for completing scale development and testing, gathering 

a large population for testing, and gaining an adequate participant response for an often 

very large survey before factors can be determined (Brown, 2006). In technical 

communication, the rhetorical aspect of naming the constructs may also be an area of 

weakness. Researchers must also be careful when selecting names for identified factors, 

ensuring the factor names correspond to the combination of measured variables (Henson 

& Roberts, 2006). 

Two types of analyses are based on the common factor model and will be used in 

this study: exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The 

purpose of both EFA and CFA is to attempt to “reproduce the observed relationships 

among a group of indicators with a smaller set of latent variables” (Brown, 2006 p.14). 

However, EFA and CFA differ on their purposes, use of a priori specifications, and 

restrictions made on the factor model. 

How exploratory factor analysis works and why it is needed 

 The purpose of conducting an exploratory factor analysis is to “evaluate a set of 

multiple indicators (e.g., items from a questionnaire) by uncovering the smallest number 

of interpretable factors needed to explain the correlations among them” (Brown, 2006 

p.20). EFA is called exploratory because there are no a priori (pre-set) restrictions on the 

pattern of relationships between the observed measures and the latent variables: the data 

sort according to the pattern of correlations. EFA is used to determine the number of 

common factors among the items in the survey and to uncover which measured variables 
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are reasonable indicators of the latent variables based on the size of the factor loadings 

(Brown, 2006). Factor loadings are the “regression slopes for predicting the indicator 

from the latent factor” (Brown, 2006 p.53), which are based on the eigenvalues, which 

“guide the factor selection process by conveying whether a given factor explains a 

considerable proportion of the total variance of the observed measures” (Brown, 2006 

p.26). Exploratory factor analysis relies on eigenvalues because they represent the 

variance in a given correlation or covariance matrix. EFA is necessary because it is 

otherwise impossible to identify the factors within an instrument. However, once the 

initial factors have been identified, the researcher must conduct a confirmatory factor 

analysis to verify the number of factors and the pattern of the item-factor relationships 

(Brown, 2006; Gorsuch, 1997). 

How confirmatory factor analyses works and why it is needed 

Once the EFA has been conducted, the researcher must verify those results by 

conducting a confirmatory factor analysis. The purpose of a CFA is to examine the latent 

structure of a test instrument (questionnaire) and to “verify the number of underlying 

dimensions of the instrument (factors) and the factor loadings, or pattern of item-factor 

relationships” (Brown, 2006 p.2). Unlike EFA, CFA must be driven by hypotheses. 

Using past evidence and theory, the researcher must pre-specify all aspects of the model, 

such as the number of factors to identify and which items will load on that factor. Once 

the CFA has verified the number of factors and item loads, the tested factors can be used 

to evaluate the structural (regressive) relationships among the latent variables of interest. 
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If using a structural equation model, a CFA must be established prior to evaluating those 

structural relationships (Brown, 2006).   

Rationale for conducting a structural equation model: explaining proportion 

of variance of the factors 

The overall purpose of the study is to identify factors which can then be used in a 

structural equation model in a later study. Once the number of factors has been 

determined using a CFA, the researcher can conduct a structural equation model (SEM) 

to examine the proportion of variance each factor contributes to a hypothesized outcome 

(Pearl, 2000). For example, the researcher can investigate the proportion of variance that 

the factor relationships with colleagues contributes to the factor job satisfaction. Doing 

so allows the researcher to determine causal dependency models. In this example, 

relationships with colleagues is the exogenous (independent) variable, and job 

satisfaction is the endogenous (dependent) variable. The ability to identify causal 

dependencies can be helpful by reducing the uncertainty that latent variables contribute to 

difficult-to-measure concepts. For example, professional organizations might learn that 

networking plays a larger role in job success than does continuing education, and 

therefore host more networking events for their members. Nonprofit managers might 

learn that technology resources play a larger role in fundraising than training does, and 

may choose to allocate more of the organization’s financial and personnel resources to 

the technology infrastructure to enhance fundraising efforts. Grant writing teachers might 

identify new ways of preparing students for the profession that may not have had enough 

coverage in previous years’ lesson plans. 
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I conducted a preliminary SEM, which will not be included in this study, to 

measure which factors contributed to 1. job satisfaction as a fundraiser and 2. likeliness 

of a fundraiser to contribute to a KM system. For the SEM to be valid, I must test the 

revised instrument that was identified using the CFA with a new sample from the 

population. I plan to revise the instrument now that it has been tested and conduct the true 

SEM at a later date.  

Rationale for conducting post-survey interviews: gaining detailed viewpoints 

on technologies 

Once I analyzed the results of the survey, I conducted post-survey interviews with 

twelve fundraisers to learn more about how they used technology on the job. I had several 

purposes for conducting a second set of interviews in this study. First, I was able to 

acquire a stratified sample from my survey response set, which helped ensure I had 

representation from both novice and experienced fundraisers, variation in organization 

and city size, and a wider range of viewpoints than did the pre-survey convenience 

sample. Second, conducting interviews after a survey allows respondents to clarify 

confusing areas of the survey, such as if a respondent reports high satisfaction on the job 

yet low satisfaction with learning, relationships, or resources. Last, interviews allow 

respondents to develop their survey answers in more detail, and the researcher can ask the 

responder to expand on topics or responses, which was particularly useful for little-

known areas such as studying knowledge management systems (MacNealy, 1999; Punch, 

1998). 

In summary, a mixed methods approach is useful for a research study that inquires 

both detailed responses, such as research questions 1, 2, and 4, and quantitative-based 
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information in research questions 3 and hypotheses 1 and 2. The following sections will 

describe the three instruments’ development, sampling method, and procedures for 

conducting the methods. 

Pre-survey interview instrument development, sampling, and 
procedures 

 In February 2011, I interviewed six fundraisers with varying levels of experience 

working in five cities across the U.S. The purpose of the interviews was to explore how 

fundraisers felt about the three themes identified within the literature review: learning 

processes, professional relationships, and resources to do their job duties. The following 

sections will discuss the interview instrument’s development, sampling method, and 

procedures.  

Interview instrument development 

 Based on themes identified in the literature review, I developed a list of 23 

general questions about the fundraisers’ experiences at their current jobs in terms of 

learning, relationships, and resources. I divided the semi-structured interviews into five 

main areas of inquiry: demographic information about their experience and training, 

professional relationships, information seeking processes, and information storage 

processes, and comfort in contributing to knowledge management systems.  

An example question about learning processes would be, “what type of training 

have you had in proposal writing?” I compared the responses to the literature review’s 

themes about fundraisers’ learning processes, such as whether mentoring, on-the-job 

training, college coursework, professional workshops, or example proposals were 

common in the learning process (Cole, 2006; Renze, 1996). 
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An example question about professional relationships would be “tell me about the 

professional relationships you hold within your community and how the relationships 

affect your ability to develop a proposal.” This question was developed around Renze’s 

(1996) suggestion that writers place a greater emphasis on the social aspects of writing 

and that relationships within the community influence who wins funding. Renze’s study 

focused on university fundraisers (professors), so her questions had not been tested with 

fundraisers who write for an organization. Hence, it was necessary to find out if my 

sample reported similar results.  

The field of technical communication knows little about how professional 

fundraisers use technology to complete their job duties. Three categories of questions 

explored fundraisers’ attitudes towards accessing and sharing information with others. An 

example question includes, “How have organizations you have worked for stored 

information so that it is accessible by other employees? What has worked well? What 

would you do differently?” Our field also knew little about individual fundraisers’ 

experiences beyond one organization (McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990). The literature review 

had produced two studies to provide a baseline of what technologies were common in the 

limited number of nonprofit organizations studied (Gilbert, 2002; Roman-Velazquez, 

2005). 

Overall, the pre-survey interview instrument was designed to take between 20 and 

60 minutes to conduct, and included four questions in demographic experience/learning, 

four questions about professional relationships, and up to 15 questions about information 

seeking, information sharing, and KM contribution habits. The number and detail of 
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questions varied depending on applicability to the respondent’s experiences. Texas Tech 

University’s Institutional Review Board approved the interview instrument in January 

2011 (Approval # 502741). See Appendix A for the pre-survey interview instrument. 

Interview sampling method and procedure 

The pre-survey interviews required a readily-accessible sample of fundraisers 

from cities across the nation. Although I could have asked members of the professional 

organizations at this time, I thought I would obtain the most in-depth information with a 

convenience sample of individuals with whom I had already formed a relationship while 

working in the field.  

A convenience sample allows the researcher to quickly collect data from a small 

group of readily available individuals (Dillman, 2000; MacNealy, 1999; Pew Research 

Center, 2010). Convenience sampling is often required for populations that are difficult to 

access, and although certification is becoming more common in the fundraising 

profession, there is no master list of fundraisers in the U.S. A convenience sample does 

not use probability sampling, so the results tend not to be generalizable to the rest of the 

sample’s population, even if the sample size is greater than six. It is possible that the 

lengthy interviews will have seemed intrusive if I had conducted them with individuals 

with whom I did not already have a professional relationship. However, using a random 

or stratified sample, I may not have obtained such in-depth data due to the length of the 

interviews.  

Error is possible when the researcher personally knows some of the respondents. 

Bias error can occur when the researcher interprets the results slightly differently due to 
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personal familiarity with the participants’ experiences (MacNealy, 1999). Although I had 

worked alongside one participant in 2007, and another participant had joined the staff as I 

was leaving in 2008, more than three years had passed since I had been a colleague with 

any of the study’s participants. Additionally, the survey following the preliminary 

interviews should counter any bias created during this portion of the mixed method study.  

Population sources 

I obtained the contact information of six individuals who I knew wrote and 

researched grant proposals for nonprofit organizations through my email address book. 

The participants were contacts I knew from previously held jobs and from membership in 

professional organizations. Two were from Spokane, Washington; the others were from 

Minneapolis, Houston, Washington D.C., and Lubbock, Texas. 

Procedures 

I contacted each participant using a personalized email to avoid a generic request 

for participation (see Appendix A for recruitment email). Upon their approval, I 

scheduled a time to conduct the interview. I conducted five of the interviews by phone 

from my home, using the speakerphone setting and Audacity to record the calls while 

writing out the responses onto paper. I conducted one interview in a participant’s office 

in Lubbock. Each interview lasted between 60 and 90 minutes. I grouped the responses 

by themes and structured the content to note areas that the survey should investigate in 

more detail. 

The following section will discuss how I developed the survey instrument, 

sampled the population, and conducted the survey.  
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Survey instrument development, sampling, and procedures  

After conducting the exploratory interviews with the six fundraisers about their 

viewpoints on learning, relationships, and resources, I tested their responses against a 

larger sample of fundraisers using a national online survey. The survey served two 

purposes: to confirm the information found in the initial interviews and to identify factors 

using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. The following section describes the 

development and testing of the survey instrument, the sampling procedure, and the 

method of distribution.  

Survey instrument development 

I consulted several areas of study beyond the fundraising and technical 

communication fields to develop the final survey instrument. First, I reviewed the 

literature on survey development within the nonprofit fundraising and knowledge 

management fields, particularly in terms of factor analysis (He, Qiao, & Wei, 2009; 

Mykytyn, Mykytyn, & Raja., 1994; Roman-Velazquez, 2006). Next, I consulted studies 

on both academic and corporate proposal writers from the field of technical 

communication (see literature review). Then, I reviewed studies on fundraising and KM 

in the context of nonprofit management. Last, I compared the nonprofit KM studies to 

corporate KM practices and discovered the relationship of successful KM practices to job 

satisfaction and preparedness, something that received little attention in fundraising.  

Based on this information, I chose questions from job satisfaction scales that were tested 

to be reliable and valid from the medical and human services fields (Cook & Wall, 1980; 

Lloyd, Streiner, Hahn, & Shannon, 1994; Spector, 1985). I used the job satisfaction 

scales for use as a baseline to compare the three literature review themes of learning, 
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relationships, and resources, which often overlapped in the studies. For example, the 

Emergency Physician job satisfaction measurement instrument (Lloyd et al., 2004) 

measured personnel’s responses to learning (on-the job training, organizational processes, 

mentoring), network (relationships with colleagues, management), resources (availability 

of, satisfaction with equipment and information systems) and career (satisfaction of, 

commitment to, recognition within, and stress levels), using “job satisfaction” as the 

baseline of comparison. 

Overall, the survey includes questions from prior fundraising surveys (Dooley, 

1994; Georgia, 2004; Kleinfelder, Price & Dake, 2003; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990; 

Renze, 1996), knowledge management surveys (Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006; Mykytyn et 

al.,1994; Politis, 2003), and job satisfaction surveys (Cook & Wall, 1980; Lloyd et al, 

1994; Spector, 1985). I also created survey questions based on the preliminary 

interviews. I chose questions from the surveys that provided measurements of learning 

(perceptions of on-the-job training, coursework, workshops, and mentoring), professional 

relationships/organizational culture (perceptions on interpersonal trust, including 

relationships with management, colleagues, and community), resources (perceptions on 

availability of information, technology, and support staff), and job satisfaction 

(perceptions of value and commitment to the profession) to answer my research questions 

and hypotheses.  

Studies used to construct the survey questionnaire 

There was little explicit theory to guide my work at the level of detail desired; 

however, similar studies on other fields seemed closely related to what I wanted to 
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discover about fundraisers’ use of technology and resources on their jobs. Many prior 

studies on fundraisers were qualitative in nature, limited to small ethnographies or 

interviews at one or two organizations, while larger studies focused on technology and 

job satisfaction aspects but had very little to do with fundraising. In fact, the scales that 

aligned most closely to my study included nursing and emergency physician job 

satisfaction scales. I created a survey that had a balance of fundraising, KM, corporate 

technology, and job satisfaction scales to create the final instrument, which I will discuss 

in more detail in the following sections. 

Surveys about the fundraising profession 

Recent surveys of fundraising professionals, such as the Association of 

Fundraising Professionals’ annual salary and compensation survey, tend to focus on 

demographics, descriptive information about job satisfaction, formal education, and 

compensation (Healey et al., 2010). Other survey-based studies have addressed nonprofit 

fundraisers’ general attitudes and perceptions about their jobs (Duronio & Tempel, 1997; 

Healey et al., 2010; Georgia, 2004), or assessed methods for predicting turnover rate 

(Horstman, 2006). Compensation has been the most frequently studied aspect of 

fundraisers over the past fifteen years (Duronio & Tempel, 1997; Georgia, 2004; Healey, 

2010), and one of the three professional organizations that was approached for sampling 

conducts basic demographic and salary reports from their members each year (Healey, et 

al, 2010).  

Studies on academic fundraisers and corporate proposal writers tend to be more 

descriptive about the proposal development process. Recent studies include perceptions 

and expectations of fundraising professionals in academia (Georgia, 2004), perceptions 
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on training and confidence in proposal development (Kleinfelder et al., 2003; Renze, 

1996) and common processes involved in fundraising within universities or organizations 

(Allen & Weise, 1990; Collins, 2005; Dooley, 1994; McIsaac & Aschauer 1990). 

Questions from these instruments (and Georgia, 2004) made up the bulk of my survey’s 

sections about learning processes and perceptions about their jobs as fundraisers. Two 

major weaknesses in existing scales for nonprofit and academic fundraisers are that no 

reported valid or reliable scales, which also tend to ask merely demographic questions 

that are limited to descriptive statistics. Borrowing questions from reliable and valid 

knowledge management and job satisfaction surveys can help address these issues. 

Surveys about effective knowledge management practices 

Knowledge management scales often investigate the necessity of professional 

relationships and organizational trust in successful organizations (He et al, 2009; Ribiere, 

2005; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). Interpersonal trust items are often echoed in general job 

satisfaction studies (Cook & Wall, 1980; Lloyd,et al., 1994; Horstman, 2006; Spector, 

1985), particularly in terms of the nonprofit sector (Spector, 1985; Horstman, 2006) and 

in fast-paced human services professions (Lloyd et al, 1994). Technology and personnel 

resources are also important contributors to job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment (Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006; Lloyd et al, 1994), and Mykytyn et al.’s 

measurement of a knowledge acquisition factor can describe successful transfer processes 

(1994). Questions from these studies provided survey items that measured organizational 

culture, interpersonal trust, relationships with colleagues and managers, and use of 

technological and personnel resources. 
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Surveys about job satisfaction in various fields 

Last, general job satisfaction scales were evaluated and included to provide a 

baseline of general satisfaction the individual fundraiser has with his or her position at the 

organization (Cook & Wall, 1980; Lloyd et al, 1994; Spector, 1985). Cook & Wall’s 

reliable and valid Job Satisfaction Scale (1980) measures both organizational 

commitment and interpersonal trust factors, which are integral to a positive 

organizational culture and professional relationships (He et al., 2009). Many other job 

satisfaction questions were divided across the network, technology, and training sections 

of the survey. Using scales from job satisfaction instruments can help address validity 

and reliability issues and provide additional depth when studying fundraisers’ job duties. 

Many of the questions asked in job satisfaction surveys dating over thirty years old have 

found similar constructs to KM studies in terms of training, relationships, resources, and 

career climate. 

In conclusion, I feel confident that combining fundraising, knowledge 

management, and job satisfaction scales has helped build a stronger instrument than if I 

had not incorporated studies from the corporate and medical sectors. The following 

section will discuss how I structured the interval questions for use in factor analysis. 

Structuring content for use in factor analysis 

Research question three asks what factors contribute to the fundraising profession. 

The factor analyses will identify latent constructs based on the three themes found within 

the literature review: learning, relationships and resources, situated in the context of a 

fourth theme, fundraisers’ job satisfaction. The following sections will discuss the survey 
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questions’ design, content, and arrangement to gain a clearer picture of the fundraising 

population. 

Designing questions to gain nominal, ordinal, and interval data 

The survey contains 153 items, including 134 interval questions, 15 nominal and 

ordinal demographic questions, and four open-ended questions. The online survey was 

designed to take 10-20 minutes for respondents to complete. The survey was divided 

among eight web pages to make the information more manageable. The respondents first 

answered five nominal and ordinal questions, followed by the interval and open-ended 

questions, and finally ended with 10 nominal or ordinal questions to avoid fatigue and 

boredom (Dillman, 2000). 

I identified 15 nominal and ordinal demographic questions in surveys for 

university fundraisers (Georgia, 2004; Kleinfelder et al., 2003). Nominal data uses 

categories or labels to describe the data (MacNealy, 1999). An example of a nominal 

question might be, “Please indicate the choice that best describes your current position: 

CEO, Vice President, Program Director, etc.” and asks the participant to select one 

choice. Ordinal questions ask the respondent to rank the priority of the information (such 

as winning first place, second place, etc. at a horse race) but do not indicate the degree to 

which the data is separated (MacNealy, 1999). An example of an ordinal question might 

be, “Please rank the order of these items (1 = most important, 8 = least important) to your 

fundraising or grant writing training process.” The demographic questions asked about 

gender, age range, education, fundraising experience, career experience, time at current 

employer, organizational budget, job duties, and professional development activities. 
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These questions allowed me to group participants by levels of experience, training, 

operating budget, or fundraising activities to compare differences among groups.  

The 134 interval data questions were divided into four areas and asked questions 

about learning, relationships, resources, and job satisfaction. The survey had 28 questions 

about learning processes, 24 questions about professional relationships, 31 questions 

about personnel and technology resources, and 51 questions about job satisfaction. I 

obtained one hundred eleven of the 134 questions from prior studies (Collins, 2005; 

Dooley, 1998; Georgia, 2004; Kleinfelder et al., 2003; Lloyd et al., 1994; McIsaac & 

Aschauer, 1990; Reilly, 1997; Renze, 1996; Spector, 1985). I wrote the remaining 23 

questions to address topics that had been noted in the preliminary interviews or in more 

recent literature (Zachry et al., 2006). 

There were four types of interval questions that asked respondents to rate their 

responses to a topic, such as, “please rate how much you AGREE with the following 

statements…”, “please rate the IMPORTANCE of the following…”, “please rate the 

FREQUENCY of your experiences with…”, and “please rate your SATISFACTION 

with…” etc. Respondents chose from a six-point scale with five options ranging among 

(example) “completely disagree,” “somewhat disagree,” “neutral,” “somewhat agree,” 

and “completely agree,” and the sixth option of choosing “not applicable” to his or her 

job. 

The interval questions were both positively and negatively worded so that the 

respondent was required to pay attention to scale items when answering them (Noar, 

2003 p.625-626). I followed Dillman (2000) and Noar’s (2003) advice to write clear, 
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concise items with one thought per item, to avoid using jargon, to portray the same 

thought in a number of different ways to test items, and to write items that cover the 

entire content domain as suggested by theory. Last, I wrote two to three times the number 

of items that will make up the final scale (i.e. if 10 items are needed for a factor, the 

researcher should ask 20-30 questions) (Noar, 2003 p.626).  

I included four open-ended questions (modeled after Georgia, 2004) to address 

any additional comments the participants had about the topics being addressed, such as 

“We would appreciate any additional comments you have regarding your satisfaction 

with resources used to do your job” (Georgia, 2004).  

Please see Appendix B for the complete list of individual questions asked and 

their references. Two forms of the survey are provided in Appendix B. The first survey 

groups the questions by theme and includes the citations for each of the questions. The 

second survey is the final version of the online survey instrument as it appears in 

Qualtrics program. The following section will describe how I chose the interval question 

content. 

Question content was based on learning, relationships, resources, and job satisfaction 

The list of interval data-structured questions included items that were designed to 

represent aspects of learning, relationships, resources, and job satisfaction, using 

questions from studies that tested the same constructs to provide a baseline of comparison 

among respondents.  

Learning 

Twenty questions attempted to reflect the learning theme, such as perceptions on 

the importance of on-the-job training (Lloyd et al., 1994), presence of a mentor (Lloyd et 
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al., 1994; Renze, 1996), education via books, college coursework, workshops and career 

development opportunities (Georgia, 2004; Renze, 1996), preparedness for the position 

(Dooley, 1994; Georgia, 2004; Kleinfelder et al., 2003; Renze, 1996), and confidence in 

their own job abilities (Paradis, 1985; Lloyd et al., 1994; Spector, 1985). Examples of 

questions asked about learning included asking the fundraisers to “rate [the importance 

of] attending fundraising workshops” and “rate [how much you agree with] the statement, 

‘When I was first hired, I felt prepared for fundraising/developing proposals’” 

(Kleinfelder et al., 2003). 

Relationships 

 Twenty-four questions attempted to represent the relationships theme. The 

literature frequently noted the importance of developing and maintaining professional 

relationships with colleagues, management, and the community (Gilbert, 2002; He et al., 

2009; Lettieri, Borga, Savodelli, 2004; Wick, 2000). Interpersonal trust was a factor that 

had been identified and tested in a job satisfaction scale (Cook & Wall, 1980) and had 

been found to be valid and reliable (van Saane, Sluiter, Verbeek, Frings-Dreson, 2003); 

its five questions were used in the survey as a pre-existing factor. Ensuring that workers 

held positive attitudes about communication and teamwork was important in successful 

KM systems (He et al., 2009); this concept was represented by questions such as “When 

it comes to fundraising, there is a good level of teamwork and cooperation among the 

different staff members of my organization.” (Lloyd et al., 1994). Other questions asked 

about how appreciated fundraisers felt for their contributions to the organization 

(Georgia, 2004; Lloyd et al., 1994), particularly within the context of the fundraisers’ 
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relationship with his or her manager (Cook & Wall, 1980; Georgia, 2004; Kuzic & 

Gianntos, 2006; Lloyd et al., 1994).  

Resources 

  I identified a total of 47 questions for the resources theme. Questions asked 

fundraisers about the availability of support staff to help them research, write, or submit 

grants (Dooley, 1994; Lloyd et al., 2004). Other questions asked about the technological 

resources (such as computer hardware, software, and KM systems) in place for 

fundraisers to organize the information they need for their job duties (Kuzic & Giannatos, 

2006; Lloyd et al., 2004). Documentation and storage procedures in place at the 

organization and the use of various project planning technologies were also common 

question topics (Collins, 2005; Lloyd et al., 1994; McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990; Reilly, 

1997; Spector, 1983). I also asked about knowledge acquisition traits, such as asking if 

obtaining the information required to perform their jobs was easy (Mykytyn, et al. 1994). 

Many of the questions came from KM studies (Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006; Mykytyn et al., 

1994) such as “[rate your level of agreement with] my organization uses internal 

information storage and management systems such as organization-wide intranets, 

databases, or servers.” Finally, I developed nine questions based on the literature review 

and preliminary interviews based on newer technologies that had not been studied, such 

as collaborative writing software. An example question is [rate the importance of] 

“Collaborative, multi-author software such as SharePoint, Campfire, GoogleDocs, 

Box.net, or other shared software.” 

I felt that some of the questions asked of emergency health care professionals’ 

resources were transferrable in the context of fundraising, such as “[rate the importance 
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of] having the appropriate resources to do my job”—these resources might be surgical 

tools for surgeons, but resources might be a database or a software program for 

fundraisers. Last, the wording of the health care job satisfaction items do not have to be 

changed (Cook & Wall, 1980; Lloyd et al., 1994; Spector, 1985) because van Saane, et 

al. found the scales to be reliable and valid in a meta-analysis of reliable and valid job 

satisfaction instruments (2003).  

Job satisfaction 

 The category of job satisfaction was the last to be incorporated into the 

instrument. A total of 35 items have the potential to load on the job satisfaction 

component, but the number of items is so large because many of the questions overlap 

with the other three themes. Since exploratory factor analysis does not use a priori 

specification, it is impossible to tell how these items may load on a factor.  

Of the 126 interval questions, 103 (81.8%) came from fourteen studies (not 

including my own pre-survey interviews): nine were fundraising studies, three were job 

satisfaction surveys, and two were knowledge management studies. In total, there were 

three reliable and valid factors from two prior studies: Interpersonal Trust, Organizational 

Commitment (Cook & Wall, 1980), and Knowledge Acquisition (Mykytyn et al., 1994).  

Survey content arrangement.  

To increase the chance of obtaining reliable answers from their respondents, 

survey researchers are encouraged to distribute several questions that address the same 

topic in several areas throughout the survey (Dillman, 2000; MacNealy, 1999). Questions 

were asked in several manners, such as “[rate the level of importance of] or [rate your 

satisfaction with] the system for training new fundraisers at my job.” Varying the 
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questions and interval answers ensured that the survey respondent was paying attention to 

the questions during the lengthy survey (Dillman, 2000).  

Pilot-testing the survey instrument  

Online surveys can be susceptible to low response rates due to multiple reasons, 

such as browsers crashing, hyperlinks breaking, and general user frustration. 

Additionally, a good survey design takes a considerable amount of time to design and 

refine (Chang & Krosnick, 2009; Dillman, 2000; Fricker, 2002). Surveys are a front load 

method, meaning that question content and positioning, tone, and design must be tested 

and refined before distribution. The researcher will not be present to answer questions the 

respondent might have (Chang & Krosnick, 2009; Fricker, 2002).Researchers should 

pilot-test both the content and design of their instruments with a small group of target 

users to identify and fix errors before distributing the survey. 

Selecting users for a pilot test group 

I tested the draft survey with eight fundraisers. Three testers were former 

technical communication graduate students who had taken ENGL 5383, Grants & 

Proposals, at Texas Tech University and were now employed or attending school full 

time. The remaining testers were the first five survey responders who were members of 

the target population (fundraisers), asked to give feedback via email about the survey’s 

design in their recruitment email. 

Survey pilot testing procedure 

First, I tested the content of the survey by asking testers to respond to the 

questions’ wording and to note if any questions were ambiguous. Since participants 
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would be completing the survey in addition to their regular work duties, I tested the users 

in the late evening after working an eight-hour day to account for fatigue. Participants 

reported taking between nine and 19 minutes to complete the survey. Researchers 

recommend using brief questions and questionnaires (12 minutes or less to complete) to 

secure a high response rate (Deutskens, Ruyter, Wetzels, & Oosterveld, 2004).  

The first three users tested the survey’s content using Microsoft Word’s Track 

Changes tool. Pilot testing the Word document revealed that the wording on five of the 

questions was confusing. Fricker (2002) notes confusing questions or design can hinder 

response rates, so I made minor wording revisions to the questions. I changed “[please 

rate the importance of] decomposing (sic) an experts’ knowledge into its parts” to 

“[please rate the importance of] deconstructing an expert’s knowledge into its parts,” 

away from the original authors’ wording (Mykytyn et al., 1994). I deleted the word 

“elicitation” from “[Please rate the importance of] having a mind open to new ideas both 

before and during knowledge elicitation sessions.” Regarding two questions, “do you 

currently hold a degree in fundraising or philanthropy” and “do you currently hold a 

certificate in fundraising or philanthropy?” “I neither have one nor am working on one,” 

one tester said it made her feel inadequate answering it in this way, but the question was 

not modified as the other testers did not share the same reaction. Last, “[please rate the 

importance of] another employee to train a new hire in your position,” one user stated, 

“this question confuses me. Someone is training for my job? That can’t be good!” The 

question was not a problem or the other testers, so it was left as is. Once the Word 



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

99 

 

document content was adjusted and retested for clarity, the survey was entered into 

Qualtics to test the survey’s design. 

Five testers took the survey online in Qualtrics and emailed their suggestions 

about the survey’s design upon completion. The two grant writers who were employed as 

consultants felt their experiences were not well-represented in the survey and suggested 

adding a “Not applicable” option to all of the Likert scale questions, which I did. After 

pilot testing, the final survey instrument was approved by Texas Tech Institutional 

Review Board #503250 and distributed to participants via email with a link to the 

Qualtrics survey.  

Although the survey asks a large number of questions and the respondent must 

scroll down to answer all of the questions, in general, users did not express frustration at 

the length of the survey or the number of questions being asked. Researchers suggest 

using incentives, such as money or prizes, to increase response rates, but none were 

provided in this study (Dillman, 2000). However, several respondents noted interest in 

receiving a copy of the final study upon its completion. The population was very 

interested in helping identify common practices and attitudes about the profession and 

commented that the survey would be useful and provide a lot of new information.  

Survey sampling method and distribution 

I wanted to access as large of a sample of fundraisers as possible, but paying for 

membership lists for such large organizations was cost-prohibitive. The following 

sections will discuss the sources of my sample and how the survey was distributed. 
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Sample sources 

First, I contacted 210 chapter membership leaders at AFP, GPA, and AGWA, 

asking if they would forward my survey to their members. I sent a personalized email to 

each chapter representative. I suggested my study might provide more information about 

their member lists beyond salary/demographic information and the results might assist 

with programmatic planning for conferences, certifications, and other activities. Several 

chapter leaders noted they planned to post the link to the survey on social media sites like 

Facebook or Twitter or said they would post the link in the electronic newsletters for their 

members.  

Second, I also sent 1,505 emails to fundraisers who were personal contacts or 

contacts of colleagues. I personalized each email using the individual’s first name, and 

whenever possible, indicated how I may have known them through a conference contact 

or through a professional organization chapter leader. Each email included a description 

of the study, a request for participation, and the link to the Qualtrics survey.  

Survey distribution procedure 

I contacted the members via email with a link to the survey throughout February 

2012. See Appendix B for recruitment emails to both chapter leaders and individual 

fundraisers. I maintained a list of individuals whose email requests were undeliverable 

and of individuals who wrote me to say they would like a copy of the results or could not 

participate due to leaving the profession or other reasons. A reminder email was sent to 

non-responders two weeks later. A total of 580 participants responded from a total 

number of 1,715 emails sent. 
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Overall, I was pleased with the number of survey responses received and have 

enough responses to conduct the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. I used 

survey responses to identify fundraisers with varying levels of experience on the job and 

with knowledge management technology, which I will discuss in more detail in the 

following section. 

Post-survey interview instrument development, sampling, and 
procedures 

The end of each survey included an option for participants to provide contact 

information if they would not mind being interviewed about their experiences. After the 

survey data analysis was complete, I conducted follow-up interviews with 12 fundraisers 

asking for more detail about the interval and open-answer responses they provided on 

their surveys. The purpose of the post-survey interviews was to gain  

in-depth, exploratory content about technology use and adaptation based on the 

experience and attitudes of fundraisers in various stages of their careers. The following 

section describes the instrument, the sampling procedure, and how the information will 

supplement and provide depth to the survey results. 

Post-survey interview instrument development 

I developed a list of eight open-ended questions that asked fundraisers to describe 

their relationships with technology and their colleagues, based on their responses to the 

survey’s questions on the same topics (see Appendix C for interview instrument). The 

questions asked about their information management and seeking processes, their 

relationships with colleagues and managers, and their comfort and willingness to 

contribute to KM processes. Questions include items such as, “how does your 
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organization store the information you need to do your job?” and “how do you get the 

information you need for development activities?” to obtain a sense of the users’ natural 

information-seeking strategies. I designed the questions to take about 20 minutes to 

answer, because I was interviewing a larger sample of fundraisers, they had volunteered 

their time, and I did not want to take up too much of their time. 

Sampling procedure for post-survey interviews 

Of 580 respondents, 310 were available for an interview, and reported varying 

stages of experience and technological savvy. To select the 12 participants, I made a list 

of interested participants and divided their responses by their time in the profession, time 

at their current job, satisfaction and importance with the technological resources, and 

confidence in their abilities to be successful completing their job duties. The following 

sections will describe the types of users I was looking for and how I used their responses 

to sort them into one of three types of technology users: lead users, conscious 

incompetents, and conscious competent writers. 

Desired characteristics of sample 

I used both lead user sampling (Kujala & Kauppinen, 2004) and Howell's stages 

of learning (1982) to identify participants with varying levels of experience. Both novice 

and expert fundraisers provided their perspectives about developing proposals and 

knowledge management systems.  

Lead users 

Lead users are individuals who use a technology but may initiate some re-

invention methods to improve their own experience with the technology (Rogers, 1995). 
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For example, a study on 111 innovations in scientific instruments found that 80 percent 

of the innovation processes was dominated by the user of the technology rather than the 

manufacturer (von Hippel, 1976). With appropriate product testing, the lead users (also 

known as early adapters/adopters) can play a significant role in the way technologies are 

redesigned before being placed on the market, which can impact the popularity and/or 

usability of a product. Part of my post-survey interview sample included three lead users 

of KM systems as part of the proposal development process (Kujala & Kauppinen, 2004). 

Lead users can often anticipate or describe problems with the technology before the 

regular user notices them. Asking lead users about their solutions and work-arounds may 

provide insight to KM managers and developers. 

Howell’s stages of learning 

I also used Howell’s (1982) description of the writers’ learning process to identify 

a stratified sample so I could identify a range of user experience. The purpose of the 

interviews using this sampling method will be to gain greater depth about the role 

participants play in knowledge management based on the stage of experience the writer 

exhibits within their organization. Howell’s research suggests four stages of learning. 

1. Unconscious incompetence—the writer is not aware he or she lacks the skills 

they need. [The writer is still learning his or her role at the organization]. 

2. Conscious incompetence—the writer knows he or she is missing some skills. 

[The writer is still developing relationships or knowledge about the organization, 

discovering what they need to do their jobs along the way]. 
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3. Conscious competence—the writer has the skills, but applies them in codified 

ways; the writer still has to think about the process. [The writer knows what 

different organizations or partners do, but may still be figuring out the best way to 

make the connections]. 

4. Unconscious competence—the writer applies knowledge as second nature, 

without thought or effort. [The writer can write proposals without much effort 

because they have internalized enough about the organization, the needs, the 

funder, the population, etc. that they can answer their own questions/know where 

to get that information]. 

Interviewing the writers in stages 2 and 3 was most valuable, for they are the ones 

who can describe their processes of learning. Stages 1 and 4 do not know how they do 

what they do, because it is either too early (Stage 1) or too late (Stage 4), and the 

processes are unconscious for them. Because stages 2 and 3 writers are still thinking 

through what they need to know (i.e. mental checklists) as they work, and are learning 

how to make it natural but aren’t quite there yet, they would be most helpful for 

describing their processes. Sampling using Howell’s frames was more accurate than 

describing the population in terms of their years of experience in the field or level of 

educational attainment.  

Using survey responses to identify participants to interview 

I identified the sample by making a chart of survey responses regarding 

fundraisers’ time at their current job, time in the fundraising field, information 

accessibility, documentation processes, and satisfaction with performance. The 
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respondents’ survey answers were compared using eight questions to filter the 

respondents into the right segment of the population. The filter questions included the 

responses to the following statements: 

o How long have you worked with your current employer? 

o How long have you worked in the fundraising profession? 

o If I could not come to work for some reason, it would be easy for another 

person to pick up where I left off during the fundraising process. 

o I am willing to contribute to my organization’s formal knowledge base, 

even if it takes a little extra time to document my processes. 

o In general, it is easy for me to get the information I need to do my job. 

o My organization has out-of-date equipment. 

o The system for training new fundraisers is adequate. 

o [Satisfaction with] the amount of project planning my organization 

completes. 

 

Sampling procedures are often as imperfect as the population they are attempting 

to capture (Colorado State, 2012). Being human, the range of experiences did not often 

align with the false binary of experienced/inexperienced. Some users had been at their 

position only a short time but were considered lead users; others were more experienced 

and were perfectly content with using less innovative systems. I used an aggregate of the 

question’s answers, combined with the answers to open-ended survey responses to 

classify each writer into each type of user. I considered two respondents to be Lead 

Users, the most advanced stage, in their current job position, four were Conscious 

Incompetent, two were Conscious Competent, and two were in between the Conscious 

Incompetent and Conscious Competent learning stages. 

Procedure for conducting post-survey interviews 

Upon identifying the users’ categories, I emailed the respondents in February 

2012, thanking them for volunteering their time and asking if I could schedule a 20-30 
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minute follow-up interview with them. Throughout March 2012, I called the participants 

at a mutually agreed upon time on my cell phone, using Audacity to record the calls. To 

protect the identity of the participants, I did not record any additional  identifying 

characteristics beyond the respondent’s participant ID number within the calls.  

Recording and coding data 

While I conducted and recorded the interviews, I outlined notes on paper 

throughout the interview. I transcribed the interviews using Word 2007. I grouped the 

participants’ responses by question, and then further grouped the responses into themes, 

first describing the less-experienced or new fundraisers’ answers and then the more 

experienced or lead users (innovative) participants. 

Verification of data collected 

 I started the first two interviews with a “member-check” (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 

2009, p.213) that asked users to verify their responses and compare their experiences to 

their survey responses and a paraphrased description of the layman's description in 

brackets (above), but this method did not work well. I was hesitant to describe the 

characteristics as “conscious incompetent,” as the title would likely sound offensive to 

the respondents, but the layman descriptions such as “the writer is still learning his or her 

role at the organization” did not work well, either, which may have been due to social 

desirability (Dillman, 2000). Instead, I relied on the question classification and grouping 

of the answers described in the previous section. 

The post-survey interviews provided in-depth descriptions of the information 

storage and sharing processes commonly used in the fundraising process not available 
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through close-ended survey questions. Overall, the mixed method design served its 

exploratory (general experiences)-explanatory (are those experiences common)-

exploratory (technological experiences) purpose very well. The following section will 

describe the results of the preliminary interviews, survey and factor analyses, and post-

survey interviews. 
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS 
The purpose of the study was to identify detailed descriptions of the social, 

technological, and practical knowledge management practices in the nonprofit 

fundraising profession and to identify factors involved in the fundraising process. The 

purpose of this chapter is to review the results of the three methods of inquiry: the 

preliminary interviews, the nationwide survey and subsequent factor analysis, and the 

post-survey interviews with fundraisers with varying levels of experience. Identifying 

KM factors involved in proposal development will allow me to calculate the proportion 

that latent factors contribute to the complex processes involved in fundraising. 

Identification of the factors allows educators to focus on the most important contributors 

to proposal when teaching the genre activity. 

The chapter walks the reader through the results by introducing and answering 

each research question or hypothesis in its own section. The chapter first describes how 

the participants’ demographics and experiences favorably compared to prior fundraising 

studies, indicating that the results of this study may be generalizable to the field. 

The study addressed four research questions. 

1. What technologies are commonly used in proposal development in nonprofit 

organizations? 

2. What KM practices are common in the nonprofit fundraising profession?                                                                                                                                                                             

3. What factors are involved in the proposal development process, and do they 

reflect the four main themes (learning, professional relationships, organizational 

culture, and information resources) found in the literature review? 
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4. How do proposal writers perceive the current documentation processes of their 

organizations in terms of the Information Process Maturity Model (Hackos, 

1997)? 

The study investigated two hypotheses:  

1. Favorable perceptions of interpersonal trust will be positively related to 

perceptions of sharing/contributing to knowledge management. 

2. Favorable perceptions of information and technology resources will be positively 

related to career satisfaction as a fundraiser. 

Representativeness of participant data was comparable to prior 
studies 

The study consisted of a convenience sample of interviews, a large-scale survey 

distributed to members of three professional organizations, and follow-up interviews of 

writers with varying levels of experience. Based on comparisons to other studies 

conducted in the fundraising field, the results appear to be comparable in terms of 

demographic representation and may be generalizable to the fundraising profession. 

Convenience sample interviews reflected the literature review themes 

In February 2011, I interviewed a convenience sample of six fundraisers working 

in five cities across the U.S. The purpose of the preliminary interviews was to verify that 

the themes identified within the literature review (learning, relationships, and resources) 

were still pertinent to the fundraising field. Many of the major studies informing this 

work were conducted at least a decade earlier (Kent-Drury, 2000) or earlier (McIsaac & 

Aschauer, 1990). Much has changed within the workplace in terms of technology 

(internet, desktop computers, etc.), and the themes may have changed as well. However, 
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the interviews indicated that the fundraisers’ responses did reflect the literature review 

themes in terms of learning, relationships, and resources. See Table 5 for demographic 

breakdown. 

Table 5: Convenience sample interviews: Writers' basic demographic information. 

Writer 
 

Organization 
style 

Organization 
budget 

Education Training in 
grants 

Years in 
fundraising 

Years at 
current job 

 
1 

 
Health 

services 
 

 
$150 million 

 

 
M.PH Public 
Health 

 
1 grad class 

 
10 

 
4 

2 Education 
 

$3 million B.S. Science 1 workshop 3 1.5 

3 Community 
 

$5 million M.A. English On-the job 10 2 

4 Music 
 

$1 million B.A. History On-the-job .75 .75 

5 Arts 
 

$1 million PhD EdPsyc 1  grad class . 5 .5 

6 Children’s 
services 

$2 million MA Nonprofit 
Management 

1 grad class, 
2 workshops 

2.5 Consultant 

       

 

Although the preliminary interviews provided a detailed snapshot of several 

fundraisers’ experience, the purpose of the study was to gain a better understanding of 

fundraisers’ experiences across the U.S. Using a mixed-method design, the interview 

results can be converted into survey questions and distributed to a much larger sample of 

the population to learn if these perceptions are common. 

Assessing whether the study results are generalizable based on prior studies 

Once the convenience sample of interviews revealed that fundraisers’ experiences 

reflected those found in the literature review, I developed and distributed a 126-question 

(item) survey to members of three professional organizations for fundraisers. The 

following section will describe the recruitment process, the data analysis procedures, and 

how the study’s results favorably compared to prior large-scale surveys on fundraisers, 
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which means the results may be generalizable to the fundraising population beyond the 

study. 

Survey sample: 580 participants of multiple professional organizations 

In the Methods chapter, I described how I contacted 210 chapter membership 

leaders at the three grant writing professional organizations and asked if they would 

forward my survey to their local members. I also sent 1,505 individual emails to 

fundraisers who were personal contacts or contacts of colleagues, sending a total of 1,715 

survey requests. Participants were also encouraged to share the survey with other 

individuals who were fundraising professionals. The recruitment email was forwarded to 

people outside of the original recipient list, so an exact response rate cannot be 

calculated. A total of 770 individuals accessed the online survey, and a total of 580 

individuals completed the survey in February 2012.  

Respondents included members of the Grant Professionals Association, the 

Association of Fundraising Professionals, the Council for Resource Development, and the 

American Grant Writers’ Association. Only 6.3% of respondents were not members of 

any professional fundraising organizations. Many respondents are members of multiple 

professional organizations, hence the percentages not totaling 100 per cent (see Table 6). 
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Table 6: Proportion of respondents’ membership in professional organizations. 

Professional organization membership 

*respondents could select multiple responses 

n % 

Grant Professionals Association 332 59.9% 

Association of Fundraising Professionals 207 37.4% 

Other (most were Council for Resource 

Development) 

125 22.6% 

None 35 6.3% 

American Grant Writers’ Association 26 4.7% 

n 554  

Missing/No answer 26  

N 580  

 

Results of survey demographic results reflected prior studies on fundraisers 

The survey data analysis had four major phases: 1. reporting participants’ 

demographics; 2. reporting results of the interval data questions and comparing full-time 

employees’ responses to those of consultants’; 3. conducting the exploratory factor 

analysis; and 4. conducting the confirmatory factor analysis. I used SPSS 18.0 and Mplus 

6.0 software for the survey data analysis. The results and analyses of phases 1 and 2 can 

be found in Appendix D. 

The researcher should assess the frequency distributions (mean, standard 

deviation) of nominal and ordinal data and normality tests on interval and ratio data 

before results are assessed; the results of which can be found in Appendix E.  
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Overall, the study’s sample seemed to closely align with prior studies on 

fundraisers that have been conducted within the past ten years (Georgia, 2004; Healey et 

al., 2010). Gender representation has stayed stable, with women comprising between 75 

and 80% of the field; higher education has remained a priority to fundraisers, with 50% 

of respondents having a graduate degree (see Table 7).  
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Table 7: Comparison of general demographic results to AFP salary survey (Healey et al, 2010) and 

Georgia survey on perceptions of African American development officers (Georgia, 2004). 

Demographics of 

sample 

Dissertation 

survey 

AFP Salary survey 

(Healey et al, 2010)  

U.S. Respondents 

only. 

African American 

fundraiser experiences 

Georgia (2004)  

All respondents 

Response rate 

n 

N 

34.0%*1 

580 

1,705 

14.4% 

3,057 

21,747 

 

36.2% 

111 

307 

Gender 

Female 

Male 

 

79.0% 

21.0% 

 

74.7% 

24.4% 

 

78.2% 

21.8% 

Age 

>41 years  

 

72.3% 

 

73.0% 

 

59.1% 

Educational level 

<B.S. 

B.S. 

Graduate degree 

 

4.7% 

27.3% 

57.8% 

 

7.8% 

39.2% 

47.6% 

 

0.0% 

33.3% 

66.7% 

Organization’s priority 

Education 

Social services 

 

32.5% 

27.1% 

 

24.0% 

21.2% 

 

80.0% 

0.0% 

                                                 
1 The respondents were encouraged to share the survey link with other fundraisers, which means total 

number of participants is unknown and the true response rate cannot be calculated. However, since there is 

no national registry of fundraisers, this study provides a fairly accurate representation of what is known 

about the population based on prior studies. 
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Health 12.4% 17.5% 8.0% 

 

Using the two prior fundraising studies as a comparison point helped determine 

that the demographic breakdown of my sample was similar to those in other studies. In 

doing so, the results of the study may extend to fundraising samples beyond those in this 

study. Generalization to the field is particularly important because one of the goals of this 

study is to extend beyond the representation of one professional organization. 

Post-survey interviews provided data on the effect of fundraisers’ experience 

At the end of the online survey, there was a self-selection option for volunteers to 

participate in a twenty-minute interview about their experiences in fundraising. The 

surveys identified Lead User, Conscious Incompetent, and Conscious Competent stages 

of experience to identify how their relationships with technology and workplace 

procedures differed from other stages. Lead users are individuals who use a technology 

but may initiate some re-invention methods to improve their own experience with the 

technology (Rogers, 1995). Conscious incompetent writers are still developing 

relationships or knowledge about the organization, discovering what they need to do their 

jobs along the way (Howell, 1982). Conscious competent writers know what different 

organizations or partners do, but may still be figuring out the best way to make the 

connections. From 580 surveys, 190 volunteers indicated they would like to be 

interviewed; I selected 12 per Guest’s (2006) guidelines of data saturation. 
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I identified the sample by assessing participants’ responses regarding their time at 

their current job, time in the fundraising field, information accessibility, documentation 

processes, and satisfaction with performance. The filter questions included the responses 

to the following statements/questions: 

o How long have you worked with your current employer? 

o How long have you worked in the fundraising profession? 

o If I could not come to work for some reason, it would be easy for another 

person to pick up where I left off during the fundraising process. 

o I am willing to contribute to my organization’s formal knowledge base, 

even if it takes a little extra time to document my processes. 

o In general, it is easy for me to get the information I need to do my job. 

o My organization has out-of-date equipment. 

o The system for training new fundraisers is adequate. 

o [Satisfaction with] the amount of project planning my organization 

completes. 

 

I took a convenience sample of the first twelve writers to meet the sampling 

guidelines. Four writers were classified Conscious incompetent (CI) as they were new to 

their positions and were still in the process of identifying successful workplace practices. 

Four writers were classified as Conscious competent (CC) because they had been in their 

positions long enough to identify successful procedures and were able to articulate their 

development and testing—that is, their mental processes were not ingrained/automated 

enough to be difficult for them to describe. Two writers were navigating the pathway in 

between CI and CC, where they had tried out strategies but were still in the process of 

stabilizing successful procedures. Two writers were classified as Lead users, who had 

taken initiative in creating or modifying databases to meet the needs of their companies 

beyond that of traditional electronic storage software. Researchers suggest that data 
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saturation should be more than sufficient after six interviews with each group (Guest, 

2006) (See Table 8).   
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Table 8: Demographic information of post-survey interview participants. 

Writer 

number in 

interviews 

(participant 

number 

out of 580) 

Current role 

in 

organization 

General 

experience in 

field 

Time in 

current 

position 

Description of themes 

important to interviewed 

participants 

Experience 

Classification 

 

7 

 

Consultant 20+ years, 

Former 

Executive 

Director 

>1 yr in 

new state,   

Online networking  

Professional membership, 

continuing education via 

workshops, conferences 

Conscious 

incompetent  

8 

 

Grant writer 

and 

development 

in small 

college 

2 years 

Former 

program 

director 

5 months Mentoring  

Has role in professional 

organization. 

Job role is more of a 

facilitator than in development 

Conscious 

incompetent 

9  Consultant, 

worked on 

studies and in 

the 

community, 

TC 

background 

20+ years 

within the 

community, 

partner 

organizations 

1 year Relationships are a big 

priority 

Talking with others can be 

more important than written 

content 

Conscious 

incompetent 

10  Grant writer & 

government 

relations 

officer 

15 years  1 year Relationships are the main 

priority, including reciprocal 

support for community 

organizations 

Conscious 

incompetent 

11 

 

Grant 

coordinator at 

a large NPO 

10 years at 

same 

organization, 

former 

program 

director 

2 years Great colleagues and on the 

job training, workshops, 

mentor would be good.  

Uses Raiser’s Edge to 

coordinate donors. 

Between 

Conscious 

incompetent and 

Conscious 

competent 

12 

 

Grant writer 

at large 

university 

20+ years  6 months Prefers to create new 

information organizing 

systems. 

Between 

Conscious 

incompetent and 

Conscious 
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Writer 

number in 

interviews 

(participant 

number 

out of 580) 

Current role 

in 

organization 

General 

experience in 

field 

Time in 

current 

position 

Description of themes 

important to interviewed 

participants 

Experience 

Classification 

 

competent  

13 

 

Consultant  20+ years, 

worked as an 

Executive 

Director 

before 

consulting 

3 years Relationships with colleagues 

and community 

Sees main roles as being a 

listener, facilitator, translator 

of ideas into proposals 

 

Conscious 

competent 

14  Grant 

coordinator at 

a community 

college 

Had worked 

as freelancer 

for 10 years, 

been with 

current org for 

3 years, was 

an academic 

assistant 

5 months Strong communication effort, 

important to educate others. 

System is low-tech but works 

for her department 

Conscious 

competent  

15 

 

City grant 

coordinator 

4 years at 

various NPOs 

 Has established system for 

coordinating 10 departments 

& their needs 

Conscious 

competent 

16  Consultant 20 years 3 years Iterative KM practices, 

importance of reorganizing 

and cleaning files, institutional 

memory 

Conscious 

competent 

17 

 

Grants officer, 

government 

20+ years NA Manages several databases, 

developing new systems with 

user testing 

Lead user 

 

 

18 

 

Grant 

coordinator at 

a large NPO 

10 years 2 years Developed wiki to help gather 

grant information 

Mentoring a part time 

assistant 

Lead user 

 



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

120 

 

I used the varying levels of experience to trace the patterns of information storage 

and sharing processes of fundraisers as they navigated the rhetorical landscape of their 

job duties. Themes identified in the preliminary interviews and within the survey were 

used to provide thick descriptions of the fundraisers’ experiences noted in the interviews 

(see Appendix C for interview questions) (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).  

With the data collection procedure complete, I used a combination of survey and 

interview results to answer my four research questions and two hypotheses. The 

following sections will discuss my results. 

RQ1. What technologies are commonly used in proposal 
development in nonprofit organizations? 

Email, internet connections, databases, and corporate intranets are the most 

commonly used technologies, but the writers describe how personnel strategies help them 

effectively extract the information they need to do their jobs. The following section will 

discuss what technologies are commonly used, how fundraisers rate the importance of 

such technologies, and the frequency of their use of various technologies. 

Technologies commonly used: intranet, email, databases, hard copy files, 

talking 

Fundraisers require both internal and external sources of information to do their 

jobs. The writers reported using email on a daily basis, as well as their organization’s 

intranet to find reports, old proposals, statistics, meeting notes, and other documents 

necessary for the proposal development process. External websites were necessary to 

research grant opportunities, partners, and news about relevant topics. Some writers had 

custom databases for sharing and storing content, and several interviewed writers 
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described the importance of listening and gathering information from oral stories from 

colleagues, managers, and community partners. 

A large part of fundraisers’ job duties is to gather information from multiple 

sources. Some of these sources include email notifications from federal and state grant 

opportunities (Writer 12), newsletters from foundations and partners (12), GrantStation 

(an online resource for members of GPA that posts funding opportunities) (15); the 

FundBook (15); state websites (15), Foundation Center online (14), and other 

organizations’ websites to learn what has been implemented and had success (9). To get a 

sense of how fundraisers prioritized these commonly used technologies, I asked them to 

rate first the importance of various commonly-used technologies, and then to rank the 

frequency of use of the same technologies. 

Importance of various technologies: similar to the corporate sector 

In the following order, participants prioritized email, external databases/internet, 

internal databases/intranet, USB or personal storage methods, and multi-author, and, 

finally, collaborative software (see Figure 2).  
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Figure 2: Fundraisers' prioritization of importance of technology common in organizations. 

The prioritization of resources shown in Figure 2 roughly describes the same 

priority of resources described by interviewees moving from Conscious incompetent to 

Conscious competent to Lead user. CI writers tended to rely more heavily on resources 

readily available to all members of an organization such as email and internet access, and 

often use low-technology solutions due to the size or need of the department. Conscious 

competent users tend to tailor the use of technology to meet their needs rather than let the 

technology dictate how information should be stored. Personal storage methods are more 

common with CC writers. Lead users are more likely to participate in multi-author, 

collaborative software or create their own solution to storage and retrieval options, such 

as creating a new database for use by multiple parties. As the writers become more 

comfortable with their job duties and understand how technology can facilitate their job 

roles, the more experimental some writers are willing to become. 
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All participants rated the following technologies in the same order of importance: 

1. Email (M = 4.79 on a 5-point scale, with 5 = completely important, mean includes all 

participants), 2. external websites (M = 4.72), 3. internal databases (M = 4.41), 4. 

printed/hard copy materials (M = 3.78), 5. USB drives or personal drives (M = 3.74), and 

6. collaborative multi-author software (M = 3.13). Consultants and full-time employees 

significantly differed in only one area of importance: the organization’s internal 

databases such as intranet, local databases or internal information storage systems (FT M 

= 4.56, consultants M = 3.99). I thought it would be interesting to compare the 

fundraisers’ perceptions of the importance of various technologies to perceptions from 

the corporate sector; what technologies (and associated expenses) are justified or 

encouraged to maintain competitiveness in the nonprofit sector. I compared corporate to 

nonprofit results using the same 5-point scale Kuzic & Giannato (2006) used for their 

study on corporate intranet use in Australia (see Table 9). 
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Table 9: Fundraisers' prioritization of workplace technologies compared to a corporate study. 

Please rate the 

importance of the 

following Information, 

technology, and 

personnel resources to 

your job. 

1 = Completely 

unimportant 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely 

important. 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

Kuzic & 

Giannatos 

(2006) 

(SD not 

available) 

0507 Your email 

account. 

 

 M = 4.79 

SD = 0.75 

 M = 4.80 

SD = 0.72 

 M = 4.76 

SD = 0.90 

.738 4.83 

0510 External 

information sources 

such as intranet access, 

websites, or databases 

outside your 

organization. 

 M = 4.72 

SD = 0.83 

 M = 4.73 

SD = 0.76 

 M = 4.64 

SD = 1.14 

.473 3.81 

0508 Your 

organization’s internal 

information sources 

such as the intranet, 

local databases, or other 

internal electronic 

storage systems. 

 M = 4.41 

SD = 1.23 

 M = 4.56 

SD = 0.93 

 M = 3.99 

SD = 1.86 

.007* 4.53 

0511 Printed, “hard 

copy” documents like 

paper files or reports. 

 M = 3.78 

SD = 1.14 

 M = 3.80 

SD = 1.09 

 M =3.68 

SD = 1.31 

.420 3.61 
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Please rate the 

importance of the 

following Information, 

technology, and 

personnel resources to 

your job. 

1 = Completely 

unimportant 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely 

important. 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

Kuzic & 

Giannatos 

(2006) 

(SD not 

available) 

0509 A document 

storage drive that only 

you can access, such as 

a USB drive or personal 

laptop. 

 M = 3.74 

SD = 1.45 

 M = 3.76 

SD = 1.37 

 M = 3.65 

SD = 1.82 

.593 4.55 

0512 Collaborative, 

multi-author software 

such as SharePoint, 

CampFire, GoogleDocs, 

Box.net or other shared 

software. 

 M = 3.13 

SD = 1.43 

 M = 3.10 

SD = 1.40 

 M = 3.27 

SD = 1.59 

.336 NA 

  

Fundraisers similarly rated their email accounts as the most important technology 

for their jobs (fundraisers M = 4.79; corporate M = 4.83), indicating that the 

communication received from their colleagues, partners, managers, and others is very 

important to their job duties. Fundraisers rated external information sources higher than 

the corporate users (fundraisers M = 4.72; corporate M = 3.81), which is understandable 

due to the online research fundraisers must conduct on a daily basis. Corporate 

employees rated their own personal drives more important than fundraisers did 



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

126 

 

(fundraisers M = 3.74; corporate M = 4.55), and corporate employees rated their intranet 

system higher than fundraisers (fundraisers M = 4.56; corporate M = 4.53). However, 

without the raw numbers of the Kuzic & Giannatos study, significant differences cannot 

be calculated. 

Frequency of use of various technologies 

Next, the survey asked about the frequency of technology use, such as use of 

intranet or database systems and information storage and sharing processes. Participants 

were asked questions such as, “[rate the frequency of] being provided with the necessary 

technology I need to do my job.” Poor equipment is rarely a problem for either 

consultants or full-time employees, although the difference reported was significant (full-

time M = 2.26; consultants M = 1.80)—only 13.6% of consultants and 12.1% of full-time 

employees reported this was “often/always” a problem (See Table 10). 
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Table 10: Frequency of use of technology, information, and personnel resources at nonprofit 

organizations. 

Please rate the frequency of use 

of the following Information, 

technology, and personnel 

resources at your organization. 

1 = Never 

3 = Sometimes 

5 = Always 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1201 My organization uses an 

internal information storage and 

management systems such as 

organization-wide intranets, 

databases, or servers. 

 M = 4.27 

SD = 1.34 

 M = 4.52 

SD = 0.93 

 M =3.25 

SD = 2.12 

.000* 

1203 I am provided with the 

necessary technology I need to 

do my job well. 

 M = 4.08 

SD = 1.13 

 M = 4.20 

SD = 0.89 

 M = 3.73 

SD = 1.62 

.014* 

1204 I am provided with the 

necessary information I need to 

do my job well. 

 M = 4.06 

SD = 0.98 

 M = 4.14 

SD = 0.80 

 M = 3.92 

SD = 1.26 

.130 

1214 Unprepared employees 

have negatively affected our 

fundraising efforts. 

 M = 2.60 

SD = 1.38 

 M = 2.71 

SD = 1.28 

 M = 2.01 

SD = 1.70 

.000* 

1216 I am provided 

administrative support such as a 

project/research assistant, 

secretary, or intern to assist with 

proposal preparation. 

 M = 2.25 

SD = 1.54 

 M = 2.37 

SD = 1.49 

 M = 1.65 

SD = 1.65 

.000* 

1202 Poor equipment 

(computers, software, 

databases) result in fundraising 

shortcomings. 

 M = 2.18 

SD = 1.16 

 M = 2.26 

SD = 1.06 

 M = 1.80 

SD = 1.48 

.006* 
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Although survey data provide quantitative data about the technologies used on the 

job, the interviews provided much more depth to the experiences fundraisers had with 

technologies that factor largely into their job duties, particularly ones I had not 

considered to add into the survey, such as interviewing and storytelling. 

Personnel, research, & project management skills: necessary technologies 

One technology I had not considered within the survey was the source of oral 

stories from colleagues, managers, and community partners, who used their own 

storytelling skills to convey and gain information to put together proposals. Although not 

directly articulated by the fundraisers themselves, the more the writers described their 

interviewing and sometimes interrogation skills to draw out the narrative details sounded 

very much like search engine optimization. Writers described themselves as facilitators, 

and content organizers, but rarely as writers. The more experienced writers knew how to 

draw stories and appropriate levels of detail from their partners and connect the content to 

the funders’ priorities through a convincing argument.  

Fundraisers ask organizational leaders what they are looking to fund, what the 

outcomes should be, and what the context of the work will be within the organization’s 

mission (Writers 16, 7, 9). Writer 9 states, “I like to talk to the person working in the 

program to get the details about how they want their program to go; this information can 

be hard to access through technology [alone].” However, strong interviewing and 

storytelling skills do not always lead to a strong project plan if the project goals are not 

clearly articulated. Writer 7 suggested “I have found if you have to market your need for 
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the information too much, [the organization] isn’t worth working with; there is enough 

business out there for grant writers to need to work with information hoarders who are 

disrespectful of your [need for] knowledge.”The writer implies that if the information is 

too difficult to obtain from project partners, it is unlikely to result in a successful, funded 

proposal. 

Grant writers spend a lot of time listening to others talk about their own program, 

then translating the enthusiasm into the actual proposal (Writer 13). She states, “I don’t 

even invent anything new! Sometimes I feel guilty about that. They don’t really need 

me.” She elaborates: “Project directors can be so involved with the day-to-day delivery of 

their programs that they don’t do a good job selling themselves and their programs. They 

neglect marketing opportunities and any type of long-term fundraising because it doesn’t 

have the daily immediacy.” Grant writers serve as liaisons not only between partners and 

departments, but sometimes between the project manager and their own ideas. She states, 

“I come in and serve as the liaison. I tell them what I see, and highlight those things that 

they don’t even notice they are doing—sometimes they need an outside perspective to 

help; the project directors are too close to the project to see the big picture.” Sometimes 

listening to the project directors’ wish lists helps fundraisers identify holes in the 

proposal. Writer 9 states, “I can ask [the nonprofit] questions [needed for the proposal], 

but if they can’t answer them, you have to be able to help them get that information for 

you.” 

Answers reflecting personnel and project management skills lead me to my next 

research question: how is this knowledge managed? I asked writers how and where they 
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gathered the information they needed for their jobs, who they shared information with, 

and about methods of storage and retrieval that have worked well for their jobs and their 

departments. The following sections will describe how fundraisers gather, share, and 

store information in more detail. 

RQ2. What KM practices are common in the nonprofit 
fundraising profession? 

Fundraisers reported a combination of both organization-wide and individual 

knowledge management practices, including intranets, custom databases, multi-author 

funding charts, calendars, blogs, and wikis.  

Common KM processes depend on organizational and individual needs 

When asked how organizations manage the incoming/outgoing information, their 

answers often depended on the size of the organization and the needs of the users 

involved. In most qualitative responses, fundraisers noted using both organizational and 

individual knowledge management storage and retrieval systems. The following sections 

will discuss the differences between the systems. 

Organizational KM resources commonly used: intranets and databases 

All of the fundraisers indicated their organization had a designated sharing system 

for grant-related information, some of which worked better than others. Up to 86% of 

fundraisers use a shared drive (intranet) where writers can write a document and upload it 

to the drive. Employees who have permission to view the files can access the document, 

change it, or share it with others (18, 15). 
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Maintaining clean, organized, usable intranets and databases for multiple users 

Writers noted that they were continually seeking best practices for information 

storage within their organizations and identifying ways to facilitate the information 

storage and access procedures for both full-time fundraisers and consultants. 

Writer 16 describes success using the organization’s intranet. He has a 

background in Knowledge Management and is careful to keep his folders “as usable as 

possible,” creating a transparent filing system of folders for each project he is working 

on. He regularly revisits the system and reorganizes the content, deleting unnecessary or 

redundant information, especially upon submitting a proposal. His system ensures his 

colleagues and/or successors can find what they are looking for, something Writer 10 

agrees is helpful. A systematically organized system is a requirement if more than one 

user or organization is sharing the same system. 

Writer 10 works at a branch of a large organization that shares an intranet 

accessible to all branches. Her predecessors created a Grant/Grant Resources folder that 

stores items commonly used in the application process, such as 501(c)3 status certificates 

and 990s. She also reported receiving a travel drive filled with partner resources from the 

development director at the national office. Copies of this travel drive were sent to 

development associates at all the branch offices and contained suggestions about 

modeling other successful partnerships and programs to be used in their own local 

settings.  

Other internal databases, such as Microsoft Access and FileMaker, were used to 

store the organization’s contacts, but were not often used by the fundraisers in proposal 

development. These systems did not allow the additions of individual notes by the writers 
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because they were shared among all employees. Two writers reported using Microsoft 

SharePoint, but both writers were too new at their organizations to fully utilize its 

capabilities, citing issues such as time constraints and lack of practice using the system.  

While full-time employees have immediate access to intranet and other storage 

systems, consultants often must convince I.T. and management how important it is that 

they gain permission to view electronic files. Depending on the I.T. department, some 

writers were issued passwords (9), although some had to wait after explaining to the 

executive director that they needed this information (7). Writer 7 was eventually issued a 

password to access some read-only files. Writer 16 notes “some folders might be 

restricted, but never to a single individual. Again, this has to do with the knowledge 

management notion that if something happens to me tomorrow, they need to be able to 

access whatever I was working on, and figure out where to go and where to look.”  

Consultants who need access to sites that require login credentials are encouraged 

to develop a good relationship with the leaders of the organization to ensure they can gain 

access to the information they need in a timely manner. Other consultants warned that if 

the organization makes it difficult for fundraisers to get the necessary information, it is 

likely not a good place of employment. 

Many use specialized software such as eCivis, Raiser’s Edge, or state/local systems 

Some writers reported using specialized software to store information about the 

organization’s finances, the grant, or the funder. Writer 11 reported using Raiser’s Edge, 

software for fundraising that organizes information about donors and helps coordinate 

information for grant proposals. Writer 15 uses an online database called NCgrants.gov, a 

grant application and report repository. She also uses NCOpenBook, a directory of all 
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grants available in North Carolina, and this directory connects to CRIS, a grant website 

her office updates on a regular basis. Writer 18 also reported using WinCap, a financial 

system to track budgets, and GroupWise for email, although the organization would be 

switching to Gmail in the near future to save on costs. 

Writer 17 is another grants officer whose job is “very heavy into technology.” As 

a grants officer, she manages several databases, a local area network, and a Pearl grant 

management system created by Bromelkamp, LLC to manage the grants process. “Most 

of our data is managing payments, creating forms, historical information, managing 

grants on a day-to-day basis…I also have an online application and recording system 

where we select applicants. [The online applications] end up in Pearl; we have about 18 

applications in that system right now, but we manage about 1,000 applications through 

that system per year.” 

Writer 15 uses eCivis to keep track of her grant applications. When she started her 

job, the ten departments she worked with did not keep track of the grants received each 

year, and she did research on what software would work well to unite the departments. 

To get started, she contacted all ten departments and asked to view all of the grants they 

had received in the past ten years, and only “about two of them” were able to tell her 

what grants they had received. She has since created folders for each department and 

labels which department applies for which grant, noting that eCivis has been very helpful 

to her organizing process. To maximize to her KM system, she meets with each 

department face-to-face once a year and “updates their needs, noting what is current and 

what has changed.” She also pays attention to their website updates, Facebook status, and 
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newspapers. She finds she often discovers a lot of information through these informal 

sources rather than directly from the department itself. 

In conclusion, fundraisers reported a wide variety of organization-wide databases 

and information storage systems used to help them write proposals, the most common 

being intranets. Consultants may need to develop a strong relationship with the 

organization’s director or information technology officer to access a wide range of 

content to develop their proposals. While most organizations use an intranet or other 

database KM sharing system, many fundraisers have additionally developed their own 

storage solutions to help them manage their information. The following section will 

discuss how some full-time writers have either expanded existing storage systems or have 

developed a brand new system that works best for their needs. 

Individual KM processes used by fundraisers 

As Writer 15 noted in the previous section, many fundraisers used the 

organization’s KM system but also had their own processes to manage the information 

needed for proposals. Based on interview data, I learned that writers tend to use a 

combination of organizational and individual information storage processes to complete 

their job duties, including hard copy files and electronic versions on their organization’s 

intranet and local drives.  

Every writer’s storage procedures were different, based on their individual needs. 

Writer 8 maintained electronic and paper records of everything submitted. Writer 18 

shared a spreadsheet describing grant opportunities and deadlines that was frequently 

updated and shared with other department members, using a matrix to look up program 
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opportunities when people ask for “good [funding] fits.” Writer 12 served a much larger 

development department; she is the contact point for 6 academic deans and their faculty 

members. In general, Writer 12 served as the main contact point with the development 

office, using a chain of command to share opportunities with contact points at other 

departments rather than among dozens of faculty. She used grant concept forms to track 

submissions and show which departments were going after which opportunities. Writer 

14 often partnered with community organizations. She often shared funding opportunities 

with her partners when she found a good match for their interests. In general, most 

writers noted they served as the contact point or liaison among other departments or 

individuals who then served as the primary grant applicants. Instead, as echoed in the 

results of research question 1, the writers truly served as “organizers” or facilitators, 

rather than literal “writers.” 

Filtering content was important to both new writers and those who worked on 

grant applications for multiple programs. Two writers mentioned using their own systems 

of organizing content in a password-protected blog site or wiki-based file sharing system.  

Unique solution 1: Using a blog to store, tag, and search for information 

One writer gave descriptive tags to each post with multiple keywords, stating that 

searching for content on an organization-wide intranet used by over 60 employees was 

cumbersome and that its search function was often tedious or inaccurate. Instead, she 

adopted an off-site, search engine-blocked blogging platform to organize content (see 

Figures 3 and 4). 
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Figure 3: Example of a fundraiser using key words to search for content on a private blog. 

 

Figure 3 shows the results of the writer’s search for the key words “child” and 

“health.” The fundraiser can post documents such as submitted proposals, status reports, 

meeting notes or details about partner organizations on the private blog and subsequently 

tag the information. For example, if “Barbara Smith” is an expert on child health and 

nutrition and her content has been tagged with those keywords, her name would come up 

in the search for content on prior programs on child health. She may be contacted to serve 

as a partner or liaison in a future grant proposal.  
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Figure 4: The importance of key words in filtering content. 

 

Using a blog was a way to adopt pre-existing software to meet the user’s needs: 

structuring and retrieving nonlinear information. Components that were important to her 

process, such as a good search function and tagging ability, were already present and 

worked better than the organization’s current services. This writer essentially re-purposed 

blog software to complete her work tasks, but it was unclear if her practice would 

successfully transfer to a new employee if she left the organization. Blogging software 

seemed to be useful on an individual level, but for it to be useful at the organizational 

level, employees would have to have a common taxonomy of structuring and tagging 

information so it was useful to all users. 
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Unique solution 2: Using a wiki to share and collect information with others 

Writer 18, another lead user, created a wiki for her grant writing process because 

it allowed her to collaborate with her partners more effectively. She states, “I cannot 

write [grants] in a vacuum. I need the input from people who are going to run the 

program, to know what the issue is and what we are going to say we will do and the 

overall narrative.” So she set up a wiki, creating a permission-locked folder for each 

project, and emailed invitations to her partners within the community to join.  

On top of conference calls and in-person meetings, our I.T. department is looking 

for ways to share our services with other surrounding counties, to provide a better 

service, and this is one way we collaborate. Sharing one Microsoft Word 

document, going back and forth, can be difficult, and this is a way to section off 

areas of the narrative to show where holes are and to show where the partners’ 

input is needed. I just finished a grant with a team in our division, and three of us 

plus myself was writing the grant, and one person is the supervisor of the other 

two, so the supervisor and I worked out the budget information off the wiki, 

because that is proprietary information, but the narrative information about what 

we would do, responsibilities, implementations, and so on were discussed in the 

wiki. I cannot imagine doing my work without it. 

 

Writer 18 can receive email alerts when someone modifies a page, so she knows 

when others are doing their portion of the application (or not). The wiki is password-

protected, so the content is not public. She notes,  

I am the wiki’s administrator—I can give access to only certain folders to certain 

people. If someone leaves a project, I can remove that individual from the folder 

permissions. It is a great way to let project managers visualize the grant proposal 

process, and see exactly where the holes lie within the narrative that require their 

input. 

 

Based on the interview and survey data, Conscious incompetent writers tend to 

rely heavily on the technology already offered at their organizations, which will provide a 

good starting point for organizing and sharing their content with others. As Conscious 
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incompetent writers move into the Conscious competence stage, they begin to identify 

other solutions, whether on their own or through their network, that might be 

implemented within their department. Solutions might be tailored to a number of users or 

to a single writer. Lead users, however, may find a more creative approach to breaking 

down or adding to an existing system to meet their needs rather than purchasing a store-

bought solution from a database retailer. 

The longer the writers were at their job, the more confident they felt about 

obtaining the information needed from others. However, this process of knowing where 

to look or who to ask takes time to learn, with most writers indicating it took them up to 

one year to feel confident in performing their job duties.  

Based on writers’ preferences for having both an organization-wide and 

individual KM system, I asked the fundraisers what made a knowledge management 

system successful and if they had any tips for organizations wishing to improve their 

current system. 

Fundraisers’ suggestions for revising or building strong KM systems: fast, 

filterable, usable solutions 

Writers who have worked on developing a custom KM system for their 

organization have several suggestions for others looking to build a custom system. As 

writer 18 shows, it doesn’t have to be an expensive database solution. The key is to 

gradually note what writers need from a system and then identify the ways the needs can 

be met. Technology adoption should not be a rushed process; user-testing and 

modifications will take time and trial-and-error to discover what works best for each user 

and department. The following section will discuss the components that go into custom 
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database development, such as needs assessment, pilot testing and usability testing, and 

will remind readers about possible inexpensive yet creative KM solutions. Fundraisers 

noted that important traits of KM systems include speed, ease of use, and inexpensive 

storage and filtering options. 

Know who your users are and what they need from the system 

It is essential to know what information is most important to the organization and 

identify who will be using it, so the system can meet the needs of the user. Speed in 

information storage and access was crucial for most fundraising professionals. File 

vulnerability—i.e. inadvertent content deletion or relocation by other employees—

seemed to worry the writers, whose work was deadline-dependent. Two writers noted it is 

always possible to lose electronic documents, or the intranet might be down, hindering 

access. Speed and accessibility of information was crucial for them to feel they were 

doing a good job. Three of the six writers noted that they kept spare copies of important 

documents on their computer’s local drives for easy access. Five of the six writers in the 

preliminary interviews used travel drives for their current projects. All six writers 

reported they kept a few paper files nearby; one writer noted her decision to do so was 

due to difficulty navigating the unorganized intranet taxonomy. Writer 18 maintains 

folders on her hard drive, which is backed up on a daily basis, so she can easily reference 

old or similar grant applications. Sometimes writers kept draft sections of the proposal 

narratives on their own computers/drives until the drafts were ready to be shared with 

others. 
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Multiple writers noted they were always getting new ideas for grant programs or 

funding matches, requiring their information storage procedures to be fast and easy to 

use. Writers didn’t have time to reconstruct stories or hunt for information; they wanted it 

readily available at a moment’s notice. Several writers lamented the search function 

within their intranet system was lacking, and preferred to use systems that were more 

attuned to key words for filtering. The blog and wiki writers noted using fast and accurate 

search and retrieval and sharing functions already perfected existing software, such as 

blogs and wikis, to meet their own proposal development needs. 

Writers who are in the process of building their department reported being 

judicious in their technology selection. Writer 12 is still shopping around for an effective 

system. “We don’t have one yet, so we are very low-tech right now, just storing content 

on my computer. I am talking about it with my colleagues, seeing what they are using.” 

She regularly talks with others at similar institutions about what has worked well and 

what has not. One of her colleagues has recently implemented an expensive database that 

has not impressed the users.  

Do I need a $10k database? I don’t know. My colleague who is disappointed in 

her new software would rather go back to a simple Access
®

 database. I have not 

yet decided on what I want for my organization. Some of the software out there is 

nice, but it is not designed by grant writers. I’ve got to be here a little longer to 

figure out what our needs are. 

 

Writer 13’s client’s organization is in the process of building a custom database, 

funded through a technical capacity grant, to manage the statistics of the population and 

services they provide, which are crucial for the needs of that organization. The custom 

database will help the organization “track the clients, results, statistics, donors […].” 
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Before the database, she struggled to get updated statistics: “If I want to know what were 

your statistics in the past 12 months?, it was this constantly moving number, and if they 

don’t have that, we have to keep going into spreadsheets and counting things over and 

over.” She hopes the new database will encourage the organization’s employees to 

maintain current records and data about their programs and population served. 

Writer 13’s experiences match the rest of the data found in the interviews: search 

functions were the most highly requested way to identify information. Nonprofit 

organizations should ensure a search function is present and functional in KM systems so 

proposal writers can quickly access the information they need. One writer maintained a 

list of successful key words for her own use to save herself time during the workday. A 

list of key search terms, distributed to all users of the KM system, may help users identify 

and tag information so that others may access it.  

Do not neglect pilot testing to ensure usability of custom KM systems 

It is important to make sure your users know how to gain what they need from the 

KM system, which can be tested via pilot and usability testing. Writer 17’s organization 

also built a custom database to manage incoming grants. Her background in Library 

Information Science and role as a grant officer enhances her highly organized system to 

track incoming grant applications. Her organization has used a paperless application 

system for the past several years, but has recently successfully implemented a custom 

database. She noted the success in the database development was partially due to 

usability testing, gradually perfecting the system since it was created in 2007. The 

organization launched a trial run with one application cycle with a basic application, and 
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with its success, later fielded 600 applications with 20 attachments associated with each 

application. Each test phase allowed her organization to try out new aspects of the 

database during slow times [such as December holidays] to identify and fix problems 

before being launched for larger application cycles. Her MLS background, which focused 

on online search and retrieval, provided a great starting point, because she “knew about 

the problems if the retrieval systems weren’t built correctly.” The project took about a 

year to develop, testing it with 18 applications in August, built more database 

applications by November, and had about a month of downtime and testing before an 

official launch in January. Her organization worked with WestStaff, a corporation who 

builds a basic, customizable module system which lets the purchasers select what they 

need.  

The database has made the grant application process run much more smoothly and 

allows the two people in her office to manage 1,000 applications with an annual budget 

of $8M. For organizations intending to implement a similar system, she suggests not to 

rush the development process and to be cautious about moving into a new system, to do it 

gradually and to let people adapt to the change. “There is always a lot of pressure to do 

more with less, but at the same time, you have to do what works, test, test, test, before 

committing and make sure it works properly.” Writer 16 echoes the care needed in 

creating and maintaining information storage systems:  

My [information] categorization [process] has gotten more sophisticated over 

time, but it is a gradual process. It can be hard to control and maintain the content, 

keeping it clean and usable. At some point in time, you need to go in and take the 

time to reorganize content and make the retrieval more efficient, which is often a 

question of time management. It is always easier to look at something in 
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hindsight, but the priority is to look ahead: deadlines loom. However, taking the 

time out to clean can help in the future.  

 

In conclusion, the data revealed there is a gradual, in-depth progression for writers 

transitioning from the Conscious incompetence to Conscious competence stage in their 

organizational and individual KM use. However, the more experienced writers, such as 

Lead Users, had a much easier time adapting to or renovating grant writing departments 

in need of help once they had passed the Conscious Competent stage in prior positions. 

Although all types of writers noted similarities in the daily process of their job duties 

(conducting research, facilitating relationships, training others), many areas of learning, 

such as information identification and retrieval, take a good deal of time to develop.  

The transition from Conscious incompetent to Conscious competent may not be 

complete until the fundraiser has been at his or her job for one year or more, and the time 

necessary to identify successful technologies for use in the department may be even 

longer. Additionally, the technology solutions that work well at one organization or 

department may or may not transfer or be supported at a different organization. The 

interviews suggest that the knowledge management solutions must be tried out on a trial-

and-error basis and tend to be a gradual adaptation. Lead users should be encouraged to 

discuss their technology solutions with their colleagues at professional organization 

meetings, workshops, and conferences to share their own ideas of what has worked well. 

The following section will answer research question 3, about the factors involved 

in proposal development. 
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RQ 3. What factors are involved in the proposal development 
process, and do they reflect the four main themes (learning, 
professional relationships, organizational culture, and 
information resources) found in the literature review? 

I used exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

to identify latent constructs in proposal development. I identified eight factors, including:  

1. Workplace procedures (Workflo),  

2. Reading books and articles (Bookart),  

3. Interpersonal trust among professional colleagues (Interpr),  

4. Relationship with management (Rmanage),  

5. Knowledge acquisition (Knowacq),  

6. Likeliness to contribute to the organization’s knowledge base (Contrib).  

7. Role an employee plays within their organization (Orgrole), and 

8. General job satisfaction (Jobsats).  

The factors do reflect the four themes found in the literature review: learning 

(Workplace procedures, Reading books and articles), relationships (Interpersonal trust, 

Relationship with management), resources (Knowledge acquisition, Likeliness to 

contribute to KM) and job satisfaction (Role an employee plays within their organization, 

General job satisfaction). The following sections will discuss how I arrived at these 

results. 

Assessment of normality: nonparametric tests were required 

Before assessing Likert scale (interval) data, the researcher should assess 

normality. Normality is the symmetrical, bell-shaped distribution curve that is expected 

of a random sample. Normally-distributed data patterns allow the user to conduct 
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parametric (normal) tests. Nonparametric tests are used when the assumption of 

normality is violated (George & Mallery, 2010). I ran boxplot graphs, histograms, and  

Q-Q plots to graph the data distribution and found slight non-normality issues on the 

plots. Graph interpretations are subjective in nature, so I verified the results with the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test. The K-S test indicates whether the distribution of the 

members of a single group differ significantly from a normal or uniform distribution 

(George & Mallery, 2010). Each variable was significant p < .0001, which means the 

distribution is not normal and requires nonparametric tests. 

I noted that 16.6% of my respondents worked as consultants, more than three 

times the number represented in either the AFP Salary Survey (5.1%) or the Georgia 

survey (0.9%). Since consultants’ job roles may differ significantly from those employed 

at an organization full-time, I wanted to compare means of the two groups. I removed the 

scores that were marked “not applicable” and calculated the means of the remaining 

scores of each group. Instead of using parametric independent t-tests, I used the 

nonparametric Mann-Whitney rank-sum test, which compares whether two groups differ 

from each other based on ranked scores (George & Mallery, 2010).  

The full-time employees’ responses significantly differed from consultants’ 

responses in 84 of the 126 questions (66.7%). However, 52 of the 84 (61.9%) of those 

significant differences may have been due to a large proportion (> 25%) of consultants 

responding “not applicable” for answers regarding their training, relationships with 

managers, or organizational resources that they may not be privy to as a consultant, 
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reducing the number of responses on the Likert scale. This information was important for 

assessing whether or not the data was suitable for use in a factor analysis.  

Data preparation for factor analysis suitability 

Field (2005) suggests that the sufficiency of data for conducting factor analysis 

depends on several guidelines, including sample size, communalities of the variables, 

correlations among variables, results of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olking (KMO) measure of 

sampling adequacy, and the results of Bartlett’s test for sphericity.  

Few sample size guidelines are in agreement for researchers using exploratory 

factor analysis, and many of the guidelines have little to no empirical evidence 

(Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1998). Some researchers recommend a minimum participant-to-

item ratio of 5:1 (Gorsuch, 1997). Others state having 300 to 500 cases is “very good” 

(Comrey & Lee, 1992; Field, 2005). Field states “above 300 cases” is a good guideline, 

but that the communalities of the variables should be above .500 (2005). As noted in the 

beginning of the chapter, consultants’ answers were significantly different from full-time 

employees for 80 of the 126 variables, so I used only the full-time employees’ responses 

for the factor analysis, n = 488. The communalities table indicated there were no values 

below .500, the cut-off point for factor analysis (Field, 2005).  

Next, I checked for some level of correlation among variables in the R-matrix 

table, indicating that the variables are related to another and potentially measuring the 

same underlying dimensions. I did not want correlations that are too high (greater than 

.900) which indicates the questions are measuring the exact same thing. I also did not 

want variables that do not correlate with any other variables, meaning the variables will 
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not partner with other variables to form a factor (Field, 2005). No variables correlated 

higher than .900, indicating they were independent of one another and no correlations 

were below .200 (Brown, 2006; Gorsuch, 1997).  

Outliers can be a problem in factor analysis. I identified outliers by using 

graphical displays that were available in SPSS (histograms, box plots, and Normal Q-Q 

plots) and checked for z scores > 4 (p < .001) which is the cut-off point for factor analysis 

(Acock, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). I deleted 214 outliers in 58 of the variables 

using the box plot and histogram results. The deleted outliers are crossed out in Appendix 

E: Normality testing. 

Next, I ran the Kasier-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test, a measure of sampling adequacy, 

an index that ranges from 0 to 1, with .50 considered to be suitable for factor analysis. A 

value of zero means there is diffusion in the patterns of correlations and a factor analysis 

would be inappropriate. Kaiser denoted “a measure > .9 is marvelous, >.8 is meritorious, 

>.7 is middling, >.6 is mediocre, >.5 is miserable, and <.5 is unacceptable” (George & 

Mallery, 2010, p.256). The KMO test measure was .851 and indicated the variance 

among the 126 variables is “meritorious” (Brown, 2006; Williams, Hair, Anderson, 

Tatham & Black, 1995). 

A significant result of Bartlett’s test indicates that it is appropriate to conduct a 

factor analysis. Bartlett’s test was significant (p = .000) with a χ
2
 = 21,374.558 (7875), 

indicating strong relationships among the variables (Williams, Onsman, & Brown, 2010; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Based on the sample size, communalities table, R-matrix 

results, the KMO test, and Bartlett’s test, it is a good idea to proceed with factor analysis.  
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Missing data was addressed using the direct maximum likelihood method, which 

has been determined as the best method for handling missing data (Allison, 2003; Brown, 

2006). By default, MPlus stops the analysis if coverage is less than 10% of any of the 

variables, which did not occur. Maximum likelihood is robust enough to handle minor 

departures in non-normality, and has been preferred over casewise or pairwise deletion of 

variables when using confirmatory factor analysis and/or structural equation modeling in 

data analysis (Chou & Bentler, 1995). Satisfied that the data met the appropriate criterion, 

I ran an EFA. 

Exploratory factor analysis results: 12 factors identified. 

I ran an exploratory factor analysis using SPSS version 18.0 to gain a simple 

structure, meaning each variable loads on one factor only (Hox & Bechger, 1998). The 

extraction method used principal axis factoring and Varimax with Kaiser normalization 

as the rotation method; items were limited to those loading at |.4| or higher (Gorsuch, 

1997). Rotation is simply a way to improve the interpretation of the results along the X-Y 

axis (Hox & Bechger, 1998). Principle axis was chosen because it works well with non-

normal data. Varimax rotation was chosen due to low correlations among items, which 

suggests using an orthogonal rotation method (Brown, 2006). The first rotation 

converged in 33 iterations and identified 13 factors. Maximum Likelihood’s Goodness of 

fit was not significant (p = .070), indicating that the model fit (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007). I re-specified the models until I obtained a simple structure. This is verified by 

ensuring that no variable loads on more than one factor and there are no items that do not 

load on any factor (Field, 2005; Gorsuch, 1997). The researcher should check the KMO 
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and Bartlett’s test results along the way to ensure that a factor analysis is still suitable for 

the data (Field, 2005). Once a simple structure is found, it can be tested using 

confirmatory factor analysis. For the first model, I removed 22 non-loading and/or cross-

loading items and specified the second model to identify thirteen factors (Field, 2005; 

Gorsuch, 1997).  

The second model converged in 13 iterations and found 12 factors. I removed 

additional 21 non-loading items from the factors. The third structure found twelve factors 

and converged in eight iterations. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy increased to 

.869 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reduced to χ
2
 = 15233.104 (3403), p = .000. It is 

typical to re-run the statistical tests after each iteration to see if any unusual problems in 

the data arise (Field, 2005; Gorsuch, 1997). The fourth structure found twelve factors and 

converged in eight iterations. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy remained at .869 

and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reduced to χ
2
 = 13427.602 (2556), p = .000. The fourth 

and final structure found twelve factors and converged in seven iterations and produced a 

simple structure, meaning there were no cross-loading or non-loading items in the factor 

matrix and the researcher can proceed to confirmatory factor analysis (Field, 2005; 

Gorsuch, 1997). The KMO measure of sampling adequacy increased to .870 and 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reduced to χ
2
 = 13,188.472 (2485), p = .000.  

The twelve factors represented 71 items, reduced from 126 of the original survey 

questions. See Appendix F for details about the exploratory factor analysis fitting process 

and item loads. 
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I named the initial twelve factors:  

1. General job satisfaction (Jobsats);  

2. Interpersonal trust among professional colleagues (Interpr);  

3. Relationships with management/supervisors (Rmanage); 

4. Workplace procedures (Workflo); 

5. Knowledge acquisition/information gathering processes (Knowacq); 

6. Equipment such as hardware and software used to perform one’s job duties 

(Equipmt);  

7. The role an individual plays within the organization (Orgrole);  

8. Reading books and articles about job duties (Bookart);  

9. Documentation procedures (Documen);  

10. Likeliness to contribute to the organization’s knowledge management efforts 

(Contrib); 

11. Clerical, administrative, or technological support one receives for their job 

duties (Clerica), and  

12. Level of preparedness one feels prepared do work at his or her current 

position at the organization (Prepare).  

See Table 11 for descriptions of the items that loaded on each factor. 
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Table 11: Item loads on exploratory factor analysis 

 
Factor 

 
Items loading 

General job 
satisfaction 
(JOBSATS) 

Q1404 I am very satisfied with my job at my current position. 
Q1104 I feel enthusiastic about my present position at work. 
Q1107 I would like to change to another type of job. 
Q1403 I feel my current position is right for me. 
Q1105 I feel stagnant in my current position. 
Q1115 I feel like leaving this organization for good. 
Q1405 I see myself working in fundraising in the next 3-5 years. 
Q1701 [Satisfaction with] my career choice in the fundraising profession. 
Q1519 I can see myself at this organization in the next 3-5 years. 
Q1401 I like doing the things I do at work. 
Q1702 [Satisfaction with] what I am accomplishing in life. 
Q1406 I would recommend a career in fundraising to others. 
Q1106 I feel frustrated with my job. 
Q1108 My work gives me adequate opportunity to feel I have done a good job raising 
money for a good cause. 
Q1101 I find my job challenging. 
Q1118 Overall, I feel my skills and qualifications are valued. 

Interpersonal 
trust 

(INTERPR) 

Q1503 I have full confidence in the skills of my colleagues. 
Q1504 Most of my fellow workers would complete their work even if supervisors were 
not around. 
Q1506 My colleagues care about the organization’s goals. 
Q1510 My colleagues don’t hesitate to pitch in when things get busy. 
Q1505 I can rely on other colleagues to not make my job more difficult with careless 
work. 
Q1501 I can trust the people I work with to lend me a hand if I need it. 
Q1508 My colleagues have a realistic expectation of my role in the organization. 
Q1511 I generally feel my colleagues appreciate my contributions to the organization. 
Q1507 When it comes to fundraising, there is a good level of teamwork and 
cooperation among the staff members. 
Q1412 New employees are quickly made to “feel at home” at my organization. 

Relationship 
with 

management 
(RMANAGE) 

Q1517 My supervisor appreciates the contributions I have made to the organization. 
Q1516 My supervisor treats me with respect and courtesy. 
Q1518 My supervisor supports me in pursuing my career goals. 
Q1513 I am pleased with the amount of support I receive from my supervisors. 

Workplace 
procedures 
(WORKFLO) 

Q1207 A shortage of effective workflow processes result in fundraising shortcomings at 
my organization. 
Q1206 There is a workflow bottleneck in our department, especially during peak 
fundraising times or deadlines. 
Q1217 A shortage in staff in our department results in fundraising shortcomings. 
Q1415 Work assignments are often not fully explained. 
Q1213 Many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job difficult. 
Q1414 I feel there are conflicting directives from different departments on how to do my 
job. 
Q1707 [Satisfaction of] the amount of time allotted to producing a proposal prior to its 
submission. 



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

153 

 

 
Factor 

 
Items loading 

Knowledge 
acquisition 

(KNOWACQ) 

Q0517 Investigating and scrutinizing experts’ knowledge and responses, asking for 
more information when needed. 
Q0505 Personal communication with colleagues outside your organization, such as 
your organization’s partners or collaborators. 
Q0516 Having a mind open to new ideas before and during knowledge elicitation 
sessions. 
Q0507 Your email account. 
Q0515 Paying attention to and concentrating on what others say in meetings, asking 
questions to refine points which are uncertain. 
Q0510 External information sources such as internet access, websites, or databases 
outside your organization. 
Q0504 Personal communication with colleagues within your organization. 

Equipment 
(EQUIPMT) 

Q1203 I am provided with the necessary technology resources to perform my job well. 
Q1602 I am pleased with the amount of technological support I receive from my 
organization. 
Q1204 I am provided with the necessary information resources I need to do my job 
well. 
Q1601 My department has out-of-date equipment. 
Q1603 In general, it is easy for me to get the information I need to do my job. 

Role in 
organization 
(ORGROLE) 

Q1121 I take part in the planning policies of my organization. 
Q1123 I have a decision-making role in developing standards of practice in my 
organization. 
Q1122 Adequate attention is paid to our suggestion about the organization’s 
administration. 

Reading books 
and articles 
(BOOKART) 

Q1419 I have found books or articles on processes other than proposal development 
(i.e. teamwork, collaborative writing, management) helpful in my proposal 
development/fundraising process. 
Q1418 I have found books and/or articles helpful to my proposal 
development/fundraising process. 
Q1111 I read books and/or articles about proposal development/fundraising. 
Q1112 I read books and/or articles about working on teams or collaborative writing. 

Documentation 
(DOCUMEN) 

Q1210 My organization has a standard review process for reviewing proposals. 
Q1208 Employees at my organization use a standard set of procedures for keeping 
track of upcoming funding processes. 
Q1706 [Satisfaction with] the amount of planning my organization completes prior to 
developing a fundraising proposal. 
Q1211 My organization completes “post-mortems” or debriefing sessions for each 
project after the proposal development process is complete. 
Q1209 My organization incorporates “storyboarding” or visual planning during 
brainstorming sessions. 
Q1409 The system for training new fundraisers at my organization is adequate. 

Contribution to 
KM 

(CONTRIB) 

Q1608 I feel comfortable contributing to my organization’s formal knowledge base. 
Q1609 I am willing to contribute to my organization’s formal knowledge base, even if it 
takes a little extra time to document my process. 
Q1607 I enjoy sharing my research with colleagues. 
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 Factor 

 
 
Items loading 

Clerical 
support 

(CLERICA) 

Q1605 My department has sufficient clerical help. 
Q1216 I am provided administrative support, such as a project/research assistant, 
secretary, or intern to assist with proposal development. 
Q1705 [Satisfaction with] the degree to which I can delegate routine tasks to other 
colleagues. 

Preparedness 
(PREPARE) 

Q1408 At this time, I feel prepared for fundraising/developing proposals. 
Q1417 Based on my training and experience, I feel I am qualified for my current 
position. 
Q1416 Lack of formal training (i.e. college coursework) in proposal development is a 
barrier to my fundraising performance. 

 

The factors identified in the EFA then needed to be verified using confirmatory 

factor analysis. 

Confirmatory factor analysis results: 8 factors identified. 

Whereas EFA is used to identify the possible underlying factor structure of a set 

of observed variables, confirmatory factor analysis is used to verify the factor structure 

found in the EFA (Brown, 2006; Suhr, 2006). The items identified in the exploratory 

factor analysis were exported into a comma-separated file. The file was imported into 

Mplus 6.0 to test the EFA simple structure by creating a confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA).  

A good CFA model fit is indicated by a low χ
2
, a CFI (comparative fit index) 

greater than .900, a TLI (non-normed fit index) greater than .900, RMSEA (root mean 

square error of approximation) less than .600, and Factor Determinacy scores greater than 

.800 (Brown, 2006; Schreiber, Stage, Nora, Barlow, & King, 2006; Williams, Onsman, & 

Brown, 2010). Although .900 has historically been the cut-off point for the CFI and TLI 

indices as “adequate”-fitting models, it is noted that researchers are suggesting a value of 
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.950 to be used for a “good” fit. However, .900 is still deemed an adequate fit (Brown, 

2006; Hu & Bentler, 1999). If an adequate fit is not achieved, the researcher should 

revisit the instrument’s items to determine whether or not the questions adequately reflect 

the dimensions that the researcher is attempting to measure (Gorsuch, 1997). In some 

cases, this may require throwing out questions from the old survey and obtaining a new 

sample to test the revised instrument. 

The initial simple structure met some, but not all, of the required model guidelines 

for an adequate fit. The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the simple structure 

delineated by the exploratory factor analysis resulted in a poor model fit: 
2 
= 5793.900 

(2348), p < .001, CFI = 0.792 (should be > .900), TLI = .780 (should be > .900), and 

RMSEA = 0.057 (should be < .60) with a 90% confidence interval between 0.055 - 

0.059. Factor determinacy scores were adequate ( > .900) for the twelve factors; the 

scores were General job satisfaction .976, Interpersonal trust .966, Relationship with 

management .976, Workplace processes .910, Knowledge acquisition .935, Equipment 

.913, Role in organization .941, Reading books and articles .910, Documentation .900, 

Contributions to KM .957, Clerical help .859, and Preparedness .839.  

As suggested by factor analysis researchers, I made additional modifications to 

create a better fitting (more parsimonious) model (Brown, 2006; Schreiber et al, 2006; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The fitting process required 29 steps to improve the initial 

scores. The fitting process required 25 additional questions to be dropped due to either 

low loading and/or high modification indices (Gorsuch, 1997), and reduced the number 

of factors from 12 to 8. The final fitting model resulted in an instrument that had 46 
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questions to measure the 8 factors. Please see Appendix G for the step-by-step CFA 

fitting process and score adjustments.  

The final confirmatory factor analysis results found an adequate fit for the eight 

factors: 
2 
= 2038.413 (951), p < .001, CFI = 0.910 (should be > .900), TLI = .902 

(should be > .900), and RMSEA = 0.050 (should be < .600) with a 90% confidence 

interval between 0.047 - 0.053. Factor determinacy scores for the eight factors were 

General job satisfaction .967, Interpersonal trust .962, Relationship with management 

.976, Workplace procedures .885, Knowledge acquisition .920, Role in organization .941, 

Reading books and articles .890, and Likeliness to contribute to KM .956.  

The number of survey items necessary for the CFA was 46, reduced from 71 in 

the EFA and from 126 in the original survey instrument. This means that substantial 

validity and reliability testing of this instrument may allow future researchers to 

investigate eight factors using only 46 survey items, reducing strain on participants (who 

can complete a shorter survey in less time) and researchers (who have fewer variables to 

analyze) (Noar, 2003; Gorsuch, 1997; Suhr, 2006). See Table 12 for final item loads. 
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Table 12: Final item loads from confirmatory factor analysis. 

 
Factor 

 
Items loading 

General job 
satisfaction 
(JOBSATS) 

Q1404 I am very satisfied with my job at my current position. 
Q1104 I feel enthusiastic about my present position at work. 
Q1107 I would like to change to another type of job. 
Q1403 I feel my current position is right for me. 
Q1105 I feel stagnant in my current position. 
Q1115 I feel like leaving this organization for good. 
Q1405 I see myself working in fundraising in the next 3-5 years. 
Q1701 [Satisfaction with] my career choice in the fundraising profession. 
Q1519 I can see myself at this organization in the next 3-5 years. 
Q1401 I like doing the things I do at work. 
Q1702 [Satisfaction with] what I am accomplishing in life. 
Q1406 I would recommend a career in fundraising to others. 
Q1118 Overall, I feel my skills and qualifications are valued. 

Interpersonal 
trust 

(INTERPR) 

Q1503 I have full confidence in the skills of my colleagues. 
Q1504 Most of my fellow workers would complete their work even if supervisors were not 
around. 
Q1506 My colleagues care about the organization’s goals. 
Q1510 My colleagues don’t hesitate to pitch in when things get busy. 
Q1505 I can rely on other colleagues to not make my job more difficult with careless work. 
Q1501 I can trust the people I work with to lend me a hand if I need it. 
Q1508 My colleagues have a realistic expectation of my role in the organization. 
Q1511 I generally feel my colleagues appreciate my contributions to the organization. 
Q1507 When it comes to fundraising, there is a good level of teamwork and cooperation 
among the staff members. 
Q1412 New employees are quickly made to “feel at home” at my organization. 

Relationship 
with 

management 
(RMANAGE) 

Q1517 My supervisor appreciates the contributions I have made to the organization. 
Q1516 My supervisor treats me with respect and courtesy. 
Q1518 My supervisor supports me in pursuing my career goals. 
Q1513 I am pleased with the amount of support I receive from my supervisors. 

Workplace 
procedures 

(WORKFLO) 

Q1415 Work assignments are often not fully explained. 
Q1213 Many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job difficult. 
Q1414 I feel there are conflicting directives from different departments on how to do my 
job. 

Knowledge 
acquisition 

(KNOWACQ) 

Q0517 Investigating and scrutinizing experts’ knowledge and responses, asking for more 
information when needed. 
Q0505 Personal communication with colleagues outside your organization, such as your 
organization’s partners or collaborators. 
Q0516 Having a mind open to new ideas before and during knowledge elicitation 
sessions. 
Q0507 Your email account. 
Q0515 Paying attention to and concentrating on what others say in meetings, asking 
questions to refine points which are uncertain. 
Q0510 External information sources such as internet access, websites, or databases 
outside your organization. 
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Factor 

 
 
Item loads 

Role in 
organization 
(ORGROLE) 

Q1121 I take part in the planning policies of my organization. 
Q1123 I have a decision-making role in developing standards of practice in my 
organization. 
Q1122 Adequate attention is paid to our suggestion about the organization’s 
administration. 

Reading 
books and 

articles 
(BOOKART) 

Q1419 I have found books or articles on processes other than proposal development (i.e. 
teamwork, collaborative writing, management) helpful in my proposal 
development/fundraising process. 
Q1418 I have found books and/or articles helpful to my proposal development/fundraising 
process. 
Q1111 I read books and/or articles about proposal development/fundraising. 
Q1112 I read books and/or articles about working on teams or collaborative writing. 

Contribution 
to KM 

(CONTRIB) 

Q1608 I feel comfortable contributing to my organization’s formal knowledge base. 
Q1609 I am willing to contribute to my organization’s formal knowledge base, even if it 
takes a little extra time to document my process. 
Q1607 I enjoy sharing my research with colleagues. 

 

The Equipment, Preparedness, and Clerical support factors found in the EFA were 

removed to obtain a better fit for the CFA overall model.  

After fitting, eight factors were found to be involved in the proposal development 

process. The factors included:  

1. General job satisfaction (Jobsats),  

2. Interpersonal trust among professional colleagues (Interpr),  

3. Relationship with management (Rmanage),  

4. Workplace procedures (Workflo),  

5. Knowledge acquisition (Knowacq),  

6. Role an employee plays within their organization (Orgrole),  

7. Reading books and articles (Bookart), and  

8. Likeliness to contribute to the organization’s knowledge base (Contrib).  
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 The factors do reflect the four themes found in the literature review: learning 

(Reading books and articles, Workplace procedures), relationships (Interpersonal trust, 

Relationship with management), resources (Knowledge acquisition, Likeliness to 

contribute to KM) and job satisfaction (General job satisfaction, Role in organization).  

The Learning construct was represented by two factors. The Reading books and 

articles factor contained items relating to the importance of and frequency of reading 

books and/or articles about the fundraising or collaborative writing processes, such as 

“[frequency of] reading books or articles about the fundraising profession.” The 

Workplace procedures factor contained items relating to processes and directives from 

the organization, such as “[frequency of] work assignments are not fully explained.”  

The Relationships construct was represented by two factors. The Interpersonal 

trust factor included items about the fundraisers’ colleagues and team members, such as 

“[agreement with] I have full confidence in the skills of my colleagues.” The 

Relationship with management factor included items about perceptions of the leaders in 

their organization, such as “[agreement with] my supervisor treats me with respect and 

courtesy.”  

The Resources construct was represented by two factors. The Knowledge 

acquisition factor was represented by items such as “[importance of] my email account” 

and “[importance of] personal communication with colleagues outside your organization, 

such as your organization’s partners or collaborators.” The Likeliness to contribute to 

KM factor included items such as “[agreement with] I feel comfortable contributing to 

my organization’s formal knowledge base.” 
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The Job satisfaction construct was represented by two factors. The General job 

satisfaction factor included items such as “[agreement with] I am very satisfied with my 

job at my current position.” The Role in organization factor included items such as 

“[agreement with] I take part in the planning policies of my organization.”  

See Figures 5-7 for the final factor loadings. The number to the left of the 

question number represents the standard error reflected in the factor loads; the number in 

the box represents the question and how high it loaded on the factor. The largest load is 

listed from top to bottom. The number to the right of the question box represents the 

Eigenvalue, or factor load, found in the CFA. The name in the circle represents the factor 

found in the CFA. 
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Figure 5: Item loads on factors 1- 2: General job satisfaction and Interpersonal trust. 

Factor name, 

number 

Factor name, 

number 

Eigenvalue 

Eigenvalue 

Question # 

Question # 

Standard  

error  

Standard  

error  



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

162 

 

 

Figure 6: Item loads on factors 3-5: Relationship with management, Workplace procedures, and 

Knowledge acquisition. 
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Figure 7: Item loads on factors 6-8: Role in organization, Reading books and articles, and Likeliness 

to contribute to KM. 
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although fundraisers felt comfortable sharing knowledge with others, the same proportion 

of fundraisers reported that they had little time to document their own procedures. While 

individual documentation procedures may be brushed aside due to effort or time 

constraints, someone within the organization must document procedures and outcomes 

for an organization to have a strong institutional memory. 

Success in documentation, information management, and institutional memory 

can be translated into where the organization lies in the Information Process Maturity 

Model (IPMM) (Hackos, 1997). Recall that the IPMM had five levels: 1. ad hoc, where 

individuals work alone using their own process; 2. rudimentary, where users may be 

starting to establish practices but tend to abandon the processes under deadlines; 3. 

organized and repeatable, where the users try to identify best practices, such as using 

style guides; 4. managed and sustainable, where the users are very involved with project 

planning and quality assurance; 5. optimizing, where users consciously assess best 

practices by questioning processes and fostering continual improvement (Hackos, 1997). 

The IPMM has not been formally studied in the context of fundraising at nonprofit 

organizations, but many studies indicate that NPOs may be in the ad hoc or rudimentary 

stages (Roman-Velazquez, 2005), where fundraisers either work alone (Davidson, 2009; 

Hager et al., 2006) or the fundraising processes are not clearly defined (Cole, 2006; 

Convertino et al., 2011; Davidson, 2009). Although it is unclear whether the respondents 

in this study represent 580 unique organizations, the results of this study echo prior 

studies that nonprofit organizations tend to be in the ad hoc or rudimentary stage. 
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These results are based on three major findings: 1. most organizations do not have 

fundraising procedures in place; 2. fundraisers are uncertain whether documenting 

procedures would facilitate their job duties; and 3. although fundraisers feel comfortable 

sharing information with others, few have time to document their work before moving on 

to new projects.  

Most organizations do not have fundraising procedures in place 

The writers interviewed stated their organizations did not have procedural plans in 

place for facilitating the proposal writing processes beyond document storage and 

retrieval on the intranet. All of the fundraisers reported a steep learning curve when 

determining where to find necessary information; they must sort through vast amounts of 

information and reconfigure it in the form of an argument to win grants. Consultants 

reported it was easy to get the information necessary to do their job (M = 4.12), 

significantly more so than full-time employees (M = 3.85).There is an adjustment period 

for new employees in any position, but it seems that comfort in one’s surroundings 

allows more creative freedom and enhances the ability to develop proposals. This may be 

because the writers do not have to work as hard to identify basic information needs, such 

as contacts at organizations or knowledge of other programs in the community.  

Comparing the number and percentages of responses to questions about 

documentation and processes can provide more information about fundraisers’ 

perceptions than the mean. Approximately 30% of fundraisers always (7.8%) or at least 

sometimes (23.1%) experienced a workflow bottleneck during project deadlines. Almost 

thirty percent (28.5%) said they sometimes didn’t experience bottlenecks, and another 
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5.6% never experienced workflow bottlenecks. Around 24% of fundraisers felt there was 

a shortage of effective workflow processes at their organization; 7.0% said this was 

always the case and 17.0% said it was sometimes the case. Thirty percent (29.7%) said it 

was never or usually never the case. Over half (55.8%) of respondents sometimes 

(28.3%) to always (27.5%) wished their organizations documented their fundraising 

processes better, opposed to only 6.7% who never wished the fundraising processes had 

been documented better. See Table 13 for percentage breakdowns. 

Table 13: Fundraisers' perceptions of documentation and procedures, by percent of respondents. 

Question NA Completely 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 

agree 

Completely 

agree 

Total 

1610 Takes too long 

to document 

processes. 

25 103 
19.8% 

151 
29.1% 

125 
24.1% 

112 
21.6% 

28 
5.4% 

519 
100.0% 

1612 Reluctant to 

share. 
14 380 

71.7% 
103 

19.4% 
16 

3.0% 
16 

3.0% 
15 

2.8% 
530 

100.0% 

1207 Shortage of 

effective processes. 
61 26 

5.6% 
132 

28.5% 
162 

35.0% 
107 

23.1% 
36 

7.8% 
463 

100.0% 

1213 Rules make 

doing a good job 

difficult. 

45 90 
18.9% 

178 
37.4% 

138 
28.4% 

55 
11.6% 

18 
3.8% 

471 
100.0% 

1215 I wish 

processes were 

documented better. 

75 30 
6.7% 

69 
15.4% 

99 
22.1% 

127 
28.3% 

123 
27.5% 

448 
100.0% 

1413 I don’t know 

what is going on in 

my org. 

48 119 
25.3% 

118 
25.1% 

78 
16.6% 

115 
24.5% 

40 
8.5% 

470 
100% 

1414 I feel there are 

conflicting directives. 
65 110 

24.2% 
118 

26.0% 
61 

13.4% 
120 

26.4% 
45 

9.9% 
454 

100.0% 

1415 Assignments 

are not fully 

explained. 

56 113 
24.5% 

134 
29.0% 

76 
16.5% 

109 
23.6% 

30 
6.5% 

462 
100.0% 
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A little over one quarter (26.4%) of fundraisers somewhat agreed that there were 

conflicting directives on how to do their jobs; another 9.9% felt there were always 

conflicting directives. Similarly, a little less than one quarter (23.6%) sometimes felt 

assignments were not fully explained, with another 6.5% always feeling this way. 

Transforming Table 13 into a bar chart (see Figure 8), fundraisers’ responses 

about the procedures in place at their organization indicate that the responses are 

distributed in a slightly positively-skewed bell curve, with more fundraisers having 

positive perceptions about the way the fundraising process occurred at their job than 

negative.  

 

Figure 8: Documentation and workplace procedures are uncommon, but do not seem to hinder 

fundraisers’ job performance. 

In general, around 25% of fundraisers felt that the processes in place at their 

organizations, whether it is documentation of work processes, how assignments are 
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explained, or the rules that are in place, were not as effective as they could be, and half 

wished the fundraising process had been documented better.  

Another 25-50% of the remaining fundraisers felt that the processes in place were 

fine how they were or only somewhat disagreed that they could be improved. This does 

not necessarily mean that 25% of the organizations are in each of the four stages of the 

process maturity model, but it provides a general insight into the satisfaction levels of 

documentation and procedural understanding that is the purpose of determining where an 

organization lies in the IPMM spectrum, indicating that although most organization do 

not have replicable procedures in place, they do not necessarily negatively affect 

fundraisers’ job duties. 

Two of the six writers in the preliminary interviews were enthusiastic about 

sharing their KM processes with new employees; these two writers were also the newest 

at their organization and remembered their struggles adapting to the workplace. One 

fundraiser did not see documenting job-related processes as translating well in training. 

The other writers felt neutral on the subject. The consultant did not envision personal 

value in contributing to the organization’s institutional knowledge. Likewise, the two 

fundraisers who had been at their organizations the longest indicated they would need to 

have a long-term investment in the organization to share their processes. They figured it 

was up to the new people to learn on their own, as they did, and develop their own 

methods that met their own needs. 
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Although both consultants and full-time fundraisers reported a low frequency of 

use of planning processes and tracking systems within their organizations, the lack of 

procedures in place do not tend to hinder the fundraising process.  

The interviews with fundraisers indicated that there was a sink-or-swim mentality 

associated with being the lone writer in an organization, and that it was up to the 

individual to put processes in place for the organization. However, the writers also noted 

that while having procedures in place would have been helpful when they were new, the 

writers had little time to document the steps they took to secure funding before they were 

called to work on the next deadline or project. 

Approximately half of fundraisers wish processes were documented better, 

yet have little time to do so 

Many fundraisers noted that they wish fundraising processes had been 

documented better, but are unsure of when they would find time to document procedures 

themselves. Fifty percent of full-time fundraisers agreed that they wished processes had 

been documented better before starting their job (M = 3.17), significantly higher than the 

38.7% of consultants (M = 2.38), but thirty-seven percent of consultants responded that 

documentation was “not applicable” to their current position.  

Both full-time fundraisers and consultants were “neutral” about the idea that 

documenting successful and failed fundraising strategies would help them perform their 

job better, with full-time fundraisers significantly more likely to agree with the statement 

than consultants (full time M = 3.88; consultants M = 3.36). When asked if they 

documented the steps they take to develop a grant, most participants did not. Writer 18 

said, “I don’t have time to write down what I did. I keep all the notes from my meetings, 
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but I don’t keep all the drafts…I keep the final, and the UPS tracking number, but the 

process of how we get the proposal out may be different for each proposal we submit, 

depending on who the players are.” 

Fundraisers also significantly differed on their agreement with the statement, “it 

takes too long to document successful and failed fundraising strategies”: 47.1% of 

consultants agreed with this statement (M = 2.25) compared to only 26.4% of full time 

fundraisers (M = 2.57) (See Table 14).  

Table 14: Agreement with statements about documenting fundraising procedures. 

Rank how much you agree with 

the following statements about 

your job, life, and organization. 

1 = Completely disagree 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely agree 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1611 Documenting successful 

and failed fundraising strategies 

would help me perform my job 

better. 

 M = 3.78 

SD = 1.36 

 M = 3.88 

SD = 1.22 

 M = 3.36 

SD = 1.84 

.014* 

1215 I wish fundraising 

processes/histories had been 

documented better before I 

started this job. 

 M = 3.04 

SD = 1.69 

 M = 3.17 

SD = 1.59 

 M = 2.38 

SD = 2.00 

.000* 

1610 It takes too long to 

document successful and failed 

fundraising strategies. 

 M = 2.51 

SD = 1.28 

 M = 2.57  

SD = 1.24 

 M = 2.25 

SD = 1.42 

.030* 
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Both full-time and consultants feel comfortable contributing to organizational 

KM 

Ninety percent of full-time fundraisers agreed that they felt comfortable 

contributing to an organization’s KM system, compared to 67.0% of consultants. 

Consultants did not significantly differ from full-time employees in their willingness to 

share information and contribute to organizations’ knowledge bases (see Figure 9), a 

sentiment echoed in the post-survey interview results. This is positive news for 

organizations wishing to build a strong institutional memory. This may be in part due to 

the generally collaborative nature of the fundraising profession as noted in the 

relationship portion of the interviews.  

 

 

Figure 9: Both full-time employees and consultants expressed similar level of willingness to 

contribute to organizations' KBs. 
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In conclusion, although fundraisers noted that documentation of their workplace 

processes tended not to be a priority to their job duties, they are willing to share their 

knowledge with others. Nonprofit organizations wishing to maximize their financial and 

personnel resources by improving their standing within the Information Process Maturity 

Model may consider providing time for fundraisers to document their work processes. 

The next sections discuss the results of the study’s two hypotheses. I identified 

significant (p < .05) correlations among the factors identified in research question 3. 

H1. Favorable perceptions of interpersonal trust will be 
positively related to perceptions of sharing/contributing to 
knowledge management. 

The interpersonal trust factor (Interpr) had a weak positive relationship with the 

likeliness to contribute to knowledge management (Contrib) factor (r = .224, p = .000). 

Hypothesis 1 was supported. 

H2.  Favorable perceptions of information and technology 
resources will be positively related to career satisfaction as a 
fundraiser. 

The information and technology resources factor (Equipmt) had a moderately 

positive relationship with general job satisfaction (Jobsats) (r = .359, p = .000) in the 

exploratory factor analysis. Hypothesis 2 was supported. However, the equipment factor 

did not make it into the final confirmatory factor analysis fitting. I or other researchers 

will likely need to revisit the instrument to check the questions that are asked to measure 

this underlying construct and revise the questions asked and test with a new sample. The 

survey questions pertaining to the equipment factor may not have correlated strongly to 

create a factor with more than three items with Eigenvalues greater than .4 that stayed 
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stable throughout the fitting process (Gorsuch, 1997). In the interest of creating a good 

model fit for the other factors, the weakest factors were eventually dropped (Kline, 2006; 

Gorsuch, 1997).  

In conclusion, the study identified several findings on fundraisers’ technologies, 

knowledge management systems, factors found regarding knowledge management 

processes, and perceptions of documentation in the nonprofit fundraising profession. 

First, fundraisers frequently use technologies common to the corporate sector 

such as email, intranets, internet, databases, and hard copy files, with a significantly 

higher proportion of nonprofit employees relying on internet access for research. 

Second, the writers use a combination of both organizational and individual 

knowledge management strategies, such as intranets, custom databases, calendars, 

funding charts, and other methods of sorting and sharing information such as blogs and 

wikis. 

Third, I produced a measurement scale to measure eight factors related to the 

proposal development process, including 1. General job satisfaction, 2. Interpersonal 

trust, 3. Relationships with management, 4. Workflow processes, 5. Knowledge 

acquisition traits, 6. Role in organization, 7. Willingness to contribute to KM, and 8. 

Reading books and articles. I reduced the number of questions required to identify these 

eight factors from 126 to 46, which will require less effort from participants to complete 

the survey and less effort for researchers to assess the data. Although the new instrument 

needs to be tested and verified for validity and reliability with a new sample from the 
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fundraising population, this study has provided a good starting point for identifying 

factors involved in the proposal development and fundraising process.  

Finally, although the participants’ organizations tend to use a wide variety of 

information storage and retrieval systems, the procedures in place within the organization 

seem to be minimal and up to the individual user. Fundraisers’ satisfaction with the 

current documentation and workplace procedures in place range from generally neutral to 

somewhat positive, but the lack of such processes indicates that many of the nonprofit 

organizations are in the early stages of the Information Process Maturity Model. 

Respondents did not seem particularly fazed to not have a strict KM process in place, and 

individual processes seem to work better for their creative writing processes.  
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION 
The purpose of the chapter is to analyze the possible causes and influence of the 

results in the previous chapter and to provide direction for future studies on fundraising 

within technical communication studies. The purpose of the study was to investigate and 

identify factors involved in the proposal writing process. Each section will discuss what 

components may have influenced the results, note how the results compare to studies in 

the literature review, and provide suggestions for reasons behind the results. Next, the 

chapter will discuss the study’s implications for the fundraising and technical 

communication fields. The chapter will conclude by identifying limitations to the study 

and providing suggestions for future research.  

General notes about demographic representation 

The survey yielded 580 survey responses and 18 interview participants. Most 

prior studies on fundraisers included a sample of fundraisers from only one professional 

organization (Healey et al., 2010; Horstman, 2006). My study’s goal was to include as 

wide of a range of fundraisers as possible; my sample included members of the Grant 

Professionals Association (59.9% of respondents), the Association of Fundraising 

Professionals (AFP) (37.6%), “Other” professional organizations, such as the Council for 

Resource Development (22.6%), and the American Grant Writers’ Association (4.7%)
2
. 

The demographic results closely resembled results from the AFP salary survey (Healey et 

al., 2010) and the Georgia Tech Consulting Services’ Survey of Perceptions and 

                                                 
2 Many participants were members of more than one professional organization for fundraisers; the total 

does not add up to 100 per cent. 
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Expectations of Fundraising Professionals (Georgia, 2004) in terms of gender, age, 

experience, organizational size, and U.S. region. 

Next: study novice fundraisers outside professional organizations 

Membership in professional organizations for fundraisers tends to be skewed 

towards more experienced writers; therefore, the number of fundraisers who are new at 

their jobs or the profession is limited. Members of professional organizations tend to be 

“above 40 years of age” and 54.6% have more than 11 years’ experience in the 

fundraising field (Healey et al., 2010). Fundraisers who have less experience were not 

well-represented in this study: only 2.4% of survey respondents had less than 1 year 

experience in the field, which is consistent with the Georgia (2004) Perceptions survey 

results, which found 2.7% had less than one year’s experience. At this time, it is unclear 

why novice fundraisers tend not to belong to professional organizations. Future 

researchers should be warned that studies using members of professional fundraising 

organizations may not gain much information about novices if this is the population they 

wish to study.  

Researchers who are considering studying novice fundraisers will likely need to 

identify novice fundraisers using a snowball sample and word-of-mouth, perhaps by 

asking nonprofit leaders in a community to provide contact information for newly hired 

fundraisers. Once a sample is collected, researchers might conduct focus groups or 

interviews with 12 new writers to gain insight to their perspectives about their jobs. It is 

unlikely that a large-scale study, such as this study’s survey, will be possible with a 

novice population, unless professional organizations consider partnering experienced 
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members with known novices in the fundraising field and maintaining a database of 

experience levels. Professional organizations may also be able to gain novice fundraisers 

as members through this method by raising awareness to the novice population. 

RQ 1: What technologies are commonly used? 

Responses to the survey’s interval questions and the post-survey interviews 

helped answer research question one, which asked, “What technologies are commonly 

used in proposal development in nonprofit organizations?”  

I was interested to learn if nonprofit organizations were slow to adapt 

technologies found in the corporate sector due to cost or awareness of specialized 

programs and software. Nonprofit organizations are rarely able to use federal or local 

funding for technical capacity or infrastructure improvement: grants tend to have firm 

spending guidelines to ensure the population served is getting the maximum in service 

from the funds. Computers, software, and even salaries are rarely covered by government 

grant funds. 

Fundraisers prioritized the use of email, external and internet databases, and 

internal databases; personal storage drives and multi-author collaborative software were 

less common. Fundraisers reported using similar technologies to corporate counterparts, 

such as email, intranet, and local drives. Fundraisers ranked sources of outside 

information, such as internet access, higher than the study on Australian corporations 

(Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006) (see Table 15). 
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Table 15: Comparison of corporate employees’ & nonprofit fundraisers' ranked importance of 

technologies to do their jobs. 

Corporate employees (Kuzic & Giannatos, 

2006) 

Fundraisers (2012) 

Email Email 

Local drive/computer External sources (internet) 

Intranet Intranet 

Personal communication network Printed, hard copies of files 

External sources (internet) Local drive/computer 

Printed, hard copies of files Collaborative software (e.g. GoogleDocs) 

 

These results echo information-seeking findings within the literature (Georgia, 

2004; Healey et al., 2010). Based on the interview results, it fundraisers may have ranked 

internet/external sources of information higher than corporate employees because so 

many of their job duties involve researching program ideas, conducting outreach 

strategies, and searching for funding opportunities. For example, a Chicago-based 

fundraiser for an early childhood education-focused nonprofit might stumble upon a 

about a successful program in Minneapolis (via internet search) that would work great 

with their population served. Several email exchanges later, the Chicago fundraiser might 

ask the Minneapolis fundraiser if her own organization can model the successful 

program. The Minneapolis nonprofit may suggest a partnership or expansion of the 

program, and a new partnership is born. These activities show that the proposing 

fundraiser has conducted research on best practices, adding credibility to the argument 

within the proposal.  

This survey did not ask about data mining, web-based training/e-learning, lessons 

learned systems, multimedia repositories, electronic discussion groups, and expert 

locators/directories (Roman-Velazquez, 2006), because those technologies were not 
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noted as commonly used by fundraisers in the pre-survey interviews. However, responses 

from the post-survey interviews indicate writers use a variety of technologies that are not 

homogenous across the organizations. Some organizations’ technology systems are much 

more sophisticated than others, particularly grant-giving organizations that need to handle 

an extensive online grant proposal submission process to receive dozens or hundreds of 

applications. 

Cost does not seem to deter nonprofits’ technology adoption  

The study revealed that cost did not deter nonprofits from adapting  technologies 

similar to those found in the corporate sector, such as intranets, email, and internal 

databases. Future researchers should ask nonprofit leaders about their perspectives on the 

use of technology to meet nonprofit organizations’ goals. Is technology and its long and 

short term use considered part of the organization’s strategic plan? Are the tools that are 

used to document institutional memory presented to its users to discuss their costs and 

benefits from a user’s standpoint, or are the tools presented in a top-down manner for 

adoption? 

Organizational technologies are often supplemented by individual use of 

software and organization tools 

Post-survey interviews revealed that each fundraiser has his or her own additional 

technologies incorporated into the organization’s information storage procedures, such as 

fundraiser #18, who described how she used a wiki to collaborate with partner 

organizations. Some organizations incorporate GoogleDocs and Gmail, whereas some 

individual writers use these products on their own to supplement their organization’s 

email system.  
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I discovered most of this information in the post-survey interviews, so it is unclear 

how widespread the use of these technologies is beyond the interview sample. The 

wording of survey question #0512, “[rate the importance of] collaborative, multi-author 

software such as SharePoint, CampFire, GoogleDocs, Box.net, or other shared software,” 

may have provided more insight to widespread use if it had been left as an open-ended 

question, rather than listing specific technology examples. Adding an “Other” open-

ended response option for fundraisers to list commonly used technologies would provide 

insight to additional technology systems options used in organizations. 

RQ 2: What KM practices are common in fundraising? 

Research question two asked, “What knowledge management practices are 

common in the nonprofit fundraising profession?” Research question two was answered 

using the interval survey data and interview results. As technical communication 

professionals, we should share with nonprofit leaders that fundraising KM is more of an 

individualized than organizational activity, has little to do with the sophistication or cost 

of the KM technologies involved, and that fundraisers are key personnel to provide 

insight to what may be good for the organization in terms of institutional memory. 

Disseminate that nonprofit KM is more of an individualized rather than 

organization-wide approach 

Common knowledge management processes included a range of both high- and 

low-technology solutions which was based on the size of the organization, needs of the 

department, and the fundraisers’ individual preferences. The interview results indicate 

that KM efforts within nonprofits tend to use technology that is commonly found in most 

organizations (intranets, databases) and may be moving towards “search function” 
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technologies, prioritized by corporate organizations, which indicates my results echo 

corporate researchers’ findings (Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006; Schiltz et al, 2007). Of course, 

for some employees, the traditional, widely-used systems such as corporate intranets and 

databases are effective and meet all of their needs, but other individuals have either 

adapted existing technologies or have developed their own systems to help manage their 

knowledge. These variations may indicate that fundraising KM may be less of an 

organization-wide effort, but might be a more individualized approach. 

KM sophistication may not necessarily be tied to cost 

Fundraisers’ KM processes included a wide range of sophistication. Some 

fundraisers used basic technologies like white boards, shared spreadsheets, and internal 

databases stored on the organization’s intranet. Other organizations had purchased 

software specifically created for the fundraising and grants profession, or had developed 

their own organization-wide internal databases for use by grants administrators. Several 

fundraisers used existing software used for blogs and wikis to tag and share information 

across organizations and departments. Researchers should continue to investigate the 

existing and new information organization processes that are readily available to all 

organizations at low or no cost.  

New technologies are often met with wariness; management should ask 

fundraisers for their input before adoption of new KM systems. 

Several fundraisers noted that they were being courted to adopt nonprofit 

databases tailored towards grant writing and fundraising, such as Raiser’s Edge, although 

it is uncertain what proportion of nonprofit organizations can use internal capacity grants 

to fund such an expense that does not directly impact the constituents served.  
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I asked fundraisers how they felt about potentially adopting a newly purchased 

information storage/sharing system. The fundraisers question met the question with 

wariness, particularly by those who were in charge of building their department or 

reorganizing their systems and procedures. Fundraisers reported using their existing 

connections through professional organizations and colleagues to ask others what systems 

have worked well in their organization before committing to a new system. Based on the 

interview results, organizations considering implementing or redesigning their knowledge 

management systems may want to get input from fundraisers and other employees to note 

what practices have worked well for their job duties, as the solution may not be a one-

size-fits-all approach. Allowing individuals to tailor their KM processes to their own 

needs may hinder institutional memory, but may facilitate fundraising efforts. 

Fundraisers noted that there is little time for documentation of their workplace 

processes, which will be described in more detail within Research Question 4’s 

investigation of where nonprofit organizations are situated within the Information Process 

Maturity Model. 

Future studies: how common and/or necessary are supplementary knowledge 

management technologies in NPOs? 

Researchers should inquire about the supplementary nature that individual 

fundraisers’ knowledge management technologies play in the greater role of grant 

writing. Are the additional/supplementary technologies such as GoogleDocs and wikis 

more effective with fewer users than a company-wide intranet? Are there best practices 

for individual technologies that may be shared with other fundraising professionals? 

What are the implications for organization that need to share content with partner 
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organizations and constituents? Last, how do individual technologies affect (or do they 

affect) turnover and retention rates and institutional memory in the nonprofit sector? Are 

there documentation practices that individuals are practicing that may benefit the 

organization as a whole? How can nonprofit leaders capture and share this information 

with their fundraising departments? Future studies might discover the answer to these 

questions through the use of focus groups and interviews with additional Lead Users and 

nonprofit leaders. 

RQ 3: What factors are involved in proposal development? 

Research question 3 used survey results to conduct an exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analyses to answer, “What factors are involved in the proposal 

development process, and do they reflect the four main themes (Learning, Professional 

relationships, Resources, and Job satisfaction) found in the literature review?”  

As noted in the previous chapter, the results of the factor analyses use only the 

full-time employee (or non-consultant) responses, as the answers between the consultants 

and full-time employees differed significantly in 84 of the 126 variables. The difference 

may be due to a high proportion of consultants answering “not applicable” to the 

questions; hence, I used only the full-time responses in the factor analyses.  

The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) identified 12 factors, reduced to eight in 

the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The final model was an adequate fit, with 
2 
= 

2038.413 (951), p < .001, CFI = 0.910 (should be > .900), TLI = .902 (should be > .900), 

and RMSEA = 0.050 (should be < .600) with a 90% confidence interval between 0.047 - 

0.053 (MacDonald & Ringo Ho, 2002). All eight factors had items loading well above 
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the advised minimum Eigenvalue of .40 (Gorsuch, 1997). These eight factors do reflect 

the four main themes found in the literature review: Learning (Reading books and articles 

and Workplace process), Relationships (Relationship with management and Interpersonal 

trust), Resources (Knowledge acquisition and Likeliness to contribute to knowledge 

management) and Job satisfaction (General job satisfaction and Role in organization).  

The following sections will discuss these four themes of Learning, Relationships, 

Resources, and Job satisfaction, their subsequent factors, and suggestions for future factor 

specifications. Future researchers might consider re-specifying the constructs that did not 

result in factors. Re-specify is a term used in structural equation modeling to describe 

identifying or adding new and/or modifying existing questions to include in the survey 

with the goal of the content resulting in a factor (MVSTATS, 2012).  

Expansion and re-specification of the Learning construct 

The Learning construct had asked fundraisers 20 questions about how they 

learned to do their job duties. The questions asked about taking college coursework, 

reading books and articles, having a mentor, undergoing on-the-job training, and 

attending workshops and conferences. Questions included statements such as, “[rate the 

level of agreement with] when I was first hired, I felt prepared for fundraising/developing 

proposals” (Kleinfelder et al., 2003), “[rate your agreement with] the system for training 

new fundraisers at my organization is adequate” (Lloyd et al, 1994), and “[rate your 

agreement with] lack of formal training in fundraising/proposal development (i.e. college 

or graduate coursework) is a barrier to my fundraising performance” (Dooley, 1994). 

Perceptions of preparedness, on-the-job training, mentoring, attending conferences and 
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workshops, and continuing education (such as college coursework and certification) did 

not result in factors. The confirmatory factor analysis resulted in two factors that aligned 

with the Learning construct: Reading books and articles (Bookart) and Workplace 

processes (Workflo). 

The Reading books and articles factor included four items, including “[rate your 

agreement with] I have found books and articles on processes other than proposal writing 

helpful in my proposal development/fundraising process” and “[state the frequency of] I 

read books and articles about working on teams or collaborative writing” (both from 

Renze, 1996). This factor was somewhat of a surprise; books and articles are only rarely 

mentioned in the literature (Renze, 1996) and rarely came up in the post-survey 

interview, only mentioned by Writer #16, a consultant. 

The Workplace procedures factor included three items, including “[rate your 

agreement with] work assignments are often not fully explained” (Spector, 1985) and 

“[rate your agreement with] many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job 

difficult” (Spector, 1985). The Workplace procedures factor seemed to illustrate the idea 

of learning one’s duties while on the job, but without a sense of support team or trainer. 

This factor echoed the “lone writer” sentiment noted in both sets of interviews. 

Possible areas of re-specification: preparedness, on-the-job training, mentoring, 
workshops, conferences, & certificates 

Preparedness was one factor that had shown up in the exploratory factor analysis 

but was subsequently dropped in the CFA. Questions about preparedness included, “[rate 

your agreement with] at this time, I feel prepared for fundraising/developing proposals” 

(Kleinfelder et al., 2003) and “[rate your agreement with] lack of formal training (i.e. 
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college coursework) in proposal development is a barrier to my fundraising performance” 

(Dooley, 1994). The Preparedness factor was deleted in step four of the CFA fitting. The 

Eigenvalue of item 1416, “Lack of formal training is a barrier to my performance” fell 

below the .40 threshold, reducing the number of items on the factor to two, nullifying the 

factor which requires a minimum item load of three (Gorsuch, 1997). It is possible that 

adding additional items that describe perceptions of preparedness will be helpful for 

studying this population. Future researchers might be interested in measuring what latent 

factors contribute to making fundraisers feel prepared to do their jobs, such as if 

researchers introduce a new learning method or training technique. However, for the 

purpose of this study, the factor is not advised to be re-specified until additional research 

has been conducted on fundraisers’ perceptions of preparedness. 

On-the-job training had the potential to be a factor, based on the frequency of its 

mention in the literature (Hurley & Green, 2005; Kleinfelder et al, 2003). Several survey 

questions had asked specifically about fundraisers’ perceptions of their on-the-job 

training, such as “[rate your agreement with] the system for training new fundraisers at 

my organization is adequate” (Lloyd et al, 1994). Full-time fundraisers had “somewhat 

disagreed” that their organization’s system for training was adequate (M = 2.40 on a 5-

point scale, with 5 = completely agree), although they didn’t have trouble completing 

their job duties. It is unlikely that re-specifying questions on training will result in a 

factor due to the low means reported. 

It is possible that a factor illustrating on-the-job training likely did not appear in 

the final factor analysis because nonprofit fundraisers reported that they largely taught 
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themselves their job duties when they were hired, which is very different than the 

academic fundraising learning process. Although a recent study on nonprofit employees 

had found on-the-job training as the most widely used method of knowledge transfer, 

with over 70% of individuals relying on it, the prior study’s population referred to all 

nonprofit employees and was not limited to the fundraisers (Hurley & Green, 2005). A 

study on academic fundraisers noted that 50% of them learned the process “informally 

through colleagues” (Kleinfelder et al, 2003), and many other studies of writing in 

organizations suggest writers learn using a social apprenticeship model. Although 

learning “informally through colleagues” and using the social apprenticeship model 

forms of on-the-job training, neither forms of training were available to most nonprofit 

fundraisers. Therefore, the nonprofit fundraisers may have read the word “training” and 

assumed a second person was involved in the learning processes, such as a manager or 

colleague, when they were really teaching themselves the process. 

Eighty-six percent of full-time fundraisers felt having a mentor was “important,” 

yet Mentoring was not an identified factor. Based on post-survey interviews, most of the 

mentoring relationships were created within professional organizations, not within the 

organization of employment. The survey questions had specifically asked if there were 

mentoring opportunities within the fundraisers’ places of employment, rather than 

allowing other options for mentoring opportunities, such as through a professional 

organization. Rewording the questions about mentoring to remove the context of the 

fundraisers’ place of employment may result in a mentoring factor when re-testing the 

survey. The AFP report noted 47.9% of its members are employed by organizations with 
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three or fewer staff members (Healey et al., 2010); it is possible that the small number of 

staff members have little time to help new employees acclimate—a possible reason why 

no mentoring or on-the-training factors were identified in this context.  

Last, Continuing education is important to fundraisers, yet was not a factor. 

College coursework and degree programs were not important or being undertaken by 

participants for learning fundraising skills: only 4.7% held a degree in fundraising and 

another 4.0% were in the process of obtaining one. Only 9.8% of full-time fundraisers 

and 3.5% of consultants agreed with the statement, “lack of formal training (such as 

college coursework) is a barrier to my job duties.” The topic of college coursework likely 

does not need to be revisited in the survey. Based on post-survey interview results, 

continuing education tends to come in the form of workshops, conference sessions, and 

professional certifications. These sessions are usually offered through professional 

fundraising or grant writing organizations rather than universities or colleges. The survey 

results showed 30.8% of fundraisers held a professional certificate in fundraising and 

another 11% were working on one. The survey lacked questions about conference 

sessions, workshops, and professional certifications and did not allow fundraisers to 

provide input on enough items that may have developed a factor measuring continuing 

education. The importance of professional certifications and membership organizations 

may not have come up in the preliminary interviews because the convenience sample 

represented several novice fundraisers who may not have been members or had not yet 

sought additional training in the field. I would like to revisit the Learning construct and 

add additional items about the educational opportunities offered through professional 
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organization memberships such as local meetings, professional certifications, workshops, 

and conferences.  

Based on the initial interviews, I did not realize how much training and/or 

professional support the survey respondents received from their professional 

organizations as opposed to their places of employment. Removing the context of the 

fundraisers’ organization from the survey questions may yield answers that are very 

different than the ones found in this study. 

In summary, I or future researchers should add to the learning construct additional 

questions describing mentoring, workshops, conference sessions, and professional 

certification to determine if additional items measure the constructs better with higher 

Eigenvalues.  

Minor re-specification of the Relationship construct  

The Relationship construct was represented by 24 items that attempted to measure 

fundraisers’ professional relationships with colleagues, management, and community 

members. Questions included “[rate your agreement with] I can trust the people I work 

with to lend me a hand if I need it” (Cook & Wall, 1980), “[rate your agreement with] my 

colleagues don’t hesitate to pitch in when things get busy” (Lloyd et al., 1994) and “[rate 

your agreement with] my supervisor appreciates the contributions I have made to the 

organization” (Georgia, 2004). I identified two factors in the CFA: Interpersonal trust 

(Interpr) and Relationships with management (Rmanage).  

The original Interpersonal trust factor included five questions that Cook and Wall 

identified (1980). I included the five items in my survey and added nine additional items 
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that were predicted to measure “relationships with colleagues” in case Interpersonal trust 

and Relationship with colleagues were different factors. Instead, ten items loaded on the 

Interpersonal trust factor, including four of five items found by Cook & Wall (1980). 

Questions about relationships with colleagues loaded on the Interpersonal trust factor, 

such as “[rate your agreement with] my colleagues care about the organization’s goals” 

(Lloyd et al., 1994) and “[rate the agreement with] my colleagues appreciate my 

contributions to the organization” (Georgia, 2004). A separate “relationships with 

colleagues” factor did not emerge from the data, indicating Cook & Wall’s instrument 

was sufficient to measure interpersonal trust. Future studies may stay with the Cook & 

Wall measure of Interpersonal trust, due to its reliability and the smaller size of the scale, 

which requires less effort for participants and researchers (Brown, 2006). 

Next, the Relationship with management factor was supported with four items, 

such as “[rate your agreement with] my supervisor treats me with respect and courtesy” 

(Georgia, 2004) and “[rate your agreement with] I am pleased with the amount of support 

I receive from my supervisors.” Prior studies had found that both a positive relationship 

with management and cultivating interpersonal trust (Rutkowski, 2002; Okoli & Oh, 

2007) were major components in developing a successful KM system and sharing 

resources with others (He, et al 2009; Stankosky, 2005). My study supported this 

conclusion; I found a weak positive relationship between the factors Relationship with 

management and Likeliness to contribute to KM systems (r = .222 p = .000). 
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Possible area of re-specification: relationship with community 

Prior studies had suggested that relationships within one’s community enhance 

fundraising success (Renze, 1996). My study found no factor supporting that 

relationships within one’s community and/or partner organizations affected successful 

fundraising practices. However, qualitative interview results indicated relationships with 

community are important to fundraisers. I may not have had enough questions about 

community relations; additional items should be added to the hypothesized factor load 

and tested. 

In conclusion, the Interpersonal trust factor was a good measure of one’s 

relationships with professional colleagues, and the Relationships with management factor 

was also adequately represented. It would be beneficial to add additional items that may 

measure one’s relationships within the community, as the interviews indicated they were 

very important.  

Resources construct was adequate; re-specification unlikely to change results 

The Resources construct was represented by 47 questions which covered five 

areas: knowledge acquisition (how individuals gather information), knowledge 

sharing/contribution habits (likeliness of sharing information), documentation efforts 

(notation of fundraising procedures), information resources (collections of data or 

content, such as program descriptions, to be used in proposals), technology resources 

(hardware or software), and personnel resources (secretarial, clerical, or technological 

support used to do one’s job). The resources construct was newest and least-studied 

construct, so it had the most survey questions of the constructs. Questions included, “[rate 

your agreement with] I feel comfortable contributing to my organization’s formal 
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knowledge base,” “[rate the importance of] your email account” (Kuzic & Giannatos, 

2006), and “[rate your agreement with] my department has sufficient clerical help” 

(Lloyd et al., 1994). I identified two factors, Knowledge acquisition (Knowacq) and 

Likeliness to contribute to KM (Contrib), in the final CFA.  The other areas of study, 

including documentation efforts, personnel support, and informational/technological 

resources, were not prioritized as important to the fundraisers, so re-specification or 

adding additional items to the scales will not likely change result in additional factors. 

I identified the Knowledge acquisition factor using Mykytyn et al.’s survey 

questions (1994). The factor included six items such as “[rate the importance of] 

investigating and scrutinizing experts’ knowledge and responses, asking for more 

information when needed” and “[rate the importance of] having a mind open to new ideas 

before and during knowledge elicitation sessions.” The factor helped identify information 

gathering processes important to fundraisers. 

The Likeliness to contribute to KM factor included three items such as “[rate your 

agreement with] I feel comfortable contributing to my organization’s formal knowledge 

base” and “[rate your agreement with] I enjoy sharing my research with colleagues.” The 

factor helped identify fundraisers’ perspectives on sharing information and other 

resources with their colleagues and partners. This factor showed that fundraisers are 

generally not of a knowledge-hoarding mentality, which is positive for creating a 

knowledge-sharing culture. Ninety percent of full-time fundraisers and 67.0% of 

consultants feel comfortable contributing to KM efforts. 
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Re-specification of Clerical support, Documentation, and Equipment constructs would 
not likely result in strong factors 

The Knowledge acquisition and Likeliness to contribute to KM factors contained 

only nine of 47 survey items under the Resources construct. Documentation efforts, 

information resources, technology resources, and personnel resources were not factors. 

However, it is important to note that components of these four topics had initially shown 

up in the exploratory factor analysis in the form of three factors, but were not strong 

enough to make it to the confirmatory factor analysis: the Clerical support factor 

(representing personnel/administrative support items), the Documentation factor (items 

describing planning and review processes used in the organization), and the Equipment 

factor (a combination of information and technology items). The three factors were 

dropped in steps 21, 22, and 23 of the confirmatory factor analysis fitting because they 

were the weakest factors. The following paragraphs will discuss why each factor was too 

weak to fit into the final CFA. 

The Documentation factor had included items such as “[rate the frequency of] my 

organization has a standard review process for reviewing proposals” (Reilly, 1997). The 

survey found that half (53.5%) of fundraisers’ organizations used standard review 

procedures, which may have led to low Eigenvalues. Fundraisers were neither satisfied 

nor dissatisfied with the amount of project planning that takes place at their organization 

(M = 3.02 on a 5-point scale, with 5 = completely satisfied and 3 = neutral). 

Storyboarding was uncommon (M = 2.25 on a 5-point scale, with 5 = always and 2 = 

rarely). Similar attitudes towards documentation may be why the construct did not result 

in a factor. 



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

194 

 

The Equipment factor had included items such as “[rate your agreement with] I 

am provided with the necessary technology resources to do my job well” (Georgia, 

2004). Thirty percent (29.7%) of full-time fundraisers reported they had out-of-date 

equipment, but only 12.1% said the old equipment hindered their job performance. A 

similar neutral standpoint on technology and information resources may be why 

Equipment was not a strong enough factor to be included. It is possible that some of the 

technologies described, such as content management systems, wikis, or blogs, are not 

commonly used across a larger fundraising population, therefore not providing enough 

Eigenvalue weight. Researchers might include more items about technology and 

information resources in the next decade if adoption of these systems becomes more 

common within organizations. At this time it is unknown if that would influence the 

factor strength. 

Last, the Clerical support factor had included items such as “[rate your agreement 

with] my department has sufficient clerical help” (Lloyd et al., 1994). A little over one-

quarter (27.3%) of full-time fundraisers were provided administrative support, and 34.4% 

reported having clerical help. While a majority of fundraisers did not have administrative 

or clerical support, only 27.7% stated a staff shortage was a frequent cause of fundraising 

shortfalls, which may be why the factor was weak and subsequently dropped. 

In conclusion, it is unlikely that item re-specification or the addition of new items 

about documentation procedures or clerical help will result in any substantial changes 

based on fundraisers’ generally neutral responses to the topics. A scale measuring 

Equipment  items (information/technology resources) might be revisited, but would likely 
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need substantial input from corporate studies, which at this time are still attempting to 

find ways to measure technology factors involved in KM processes. 

Job satisfaction construct provided adequate representation 

The Job satisfaction construct was represented by 35 items that attempted to 

measure fundraisers’ attitudes towards their current position, role in the organization, 

perceptions of value as an employee, and experience in the fundraising field. Questions 

included “[rate your agreement with] I am proud to tell people who it is I work for” 

(Cook & Wall, 1980), “[rate your agreement with] Overall, I feel my skills and 

qualifications are valued” (Georgia, 2004), and “[rate your agreement with] I take part in 

the planning policies of my organization and department” (Lloyd et al., 1994). Two 

factors, General job satisfaction (Jobsats) and Role in organization (Orgrole) were 

identified in the CFA. Factors involved in job satisfaction were needed to provide a 

contrast to how the learning, relationships, and resources constructs interacted, 

considering success in fundraising was not an easily measurable construct. 

The General job satisfaction factor (Jobsats) contained 13 items, which may 

indicate that it is over-specified and the number of survey questions asked might be 

reduced in future studies (Brown, 2006). The General job satisfaction factor included 

items such as “[rate your agreement with] I am very satisfied with my job at my current 

position” (Georgia, 2004) and “[rate your satisfaction with] my career choice in the 

fundraising profession” (Georgia, 2004). Cook & Wall (1980) had identified an 

Organizational commitment factor, which measures an aspect of job satisfaction. Its five 

items were included in the survey, but only two questions loaded: “[rate your agreement 
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with] I feel like leaving this organization for good” and “[rate your agreement with] I can 

see myself at this organization in the next 3-5 years.” Seven of the 13 items involved 

fundraisers’ perceptions about their current position, four items involved satisfaction with 

the fundraising profession, and two items involved the current organization, which were 

the two items from the Cook and Wall Organizational commitment scale. I named the 

scale General job satisfaction to reflect all the items. 

The second factor was Role in organization (Orgrole), which represented the 

fundraisers’ leadership and decision-making roles on the job. The factor contained three 

items from Lloyd et al.’s autonomy scale (1994), including “[rate the frequency of] I take 

part in the planning policies of my organization,” “[rate the frequency of] I have a 

decision-making role in developing standards of practice in my organization,” and “[rate 

the frequency of] adequate attention is paid to our suggestions about the organization’s 

administration.” However, the three items from the autonomy scale seemed less about 

self-governance and more about the role the fundraiser plays within the development 

department. I named the factor Role in organization to describe the represented items 

better. 

Re-specification of perceptions of value will not likely result in a factor 

The Job satisfaction construct did not indicate the presence of a Perception of 

self-value factor, such as items measuring satisfaction with salary or chances of 

promotion. Examples are questions such as “[rate your satisfaction with] my chances for 

promotion” (Spector, 1985) or “[rate your agreement with] overall, I feel my skills and 

qualifications are valued” (Georgia, 2004). It is possible that this factor did not surface 
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due to mixed perceptions about their current position. Between 15.0 to 20.0% regularly 

reported dissatisfaction with their job duties: 14.0% “felt like leaving this job for good”; 

17.4% felt their current position was “stagnant”’ and 16.1% “wanted to change jobs.” 

However, 72.5% of fundraisers were “enthusiastic” about their job; 80.1% found their job 

“challenging,” and 68.9% “could see [themselves] at this organization in the next 3-5 

years.” It is possible that the ~16% of dissatisfied fundraisers was a high enough 

proportion to skew the means and make it a weak factor. Re-specifying questions to 

measure Perceptions of value will not likely result in a factor.  

In conclusion, the factors did represent the four constructs of Learning, 

Relationships, Resources, and Job satisfaction, but future researchers should strongly 

consider re-specifying the learning construct to possibly identify factors that measure 

how fundraisers learn, such as through workshops and conferences. Researchers also 

might consider adding items to measure community relationships, as the interview results 

supported these areas as important to the fundraising process. Researchers might revisit 

the Equipment factor several years from now as technology changes, but it is uncertain if 

re-specification at this time would result in a strong factor. 

RQ 4: How do proposal writers perceive the current 
documentation processes of their organizations in terms of the 
Information Process Maturity Model (IPMM) (Hackos, 1997)? 

Research question 4 used a combination of interview and survey results to 

answer, “How do proposal writers perceive the current documentation process of their 

organizations in terms of the IPMM?” 
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Producing documentation is inconvenient and a low priority, yet helpful if 

available 

Fundraisers are divided about the documentation procedures in place at their 

organizations. Although the number of fundraisers who report feeling comfortable 

sharing information with others is high (71.7%), it is unclear whether the writers are 

contributing to their organization’s progression in the Information Process Maturity 

Model. It is possible that the turnover time for proposals may be too fast for accurate 

documentation to be prioritized by upper management. It is also possible that upper 

management feels that a saved copy of a submitted grant proposal was enough 

documentation for institutional memory, that upper management may not realize the 

potential that documentation may have for the continued success for their organization.  

Possible reasons behind low documentation efforts: Time prioritization, 

proposal deadlines, staff turnover 

Possible causes behind a low level of KM documentation may be related to cost 

(or the fundraisers’ time spent documenting), lack of time to debrief between moving to 

the next proposal deadline, and higher than average turnover rates in the fundraising 

industry.  

First, several fundraisers had noted that their managers or executive directors felt 

that grant writing involved sitting at a computer, typing on a computer, moving towards 

the next deadline. Fundraisers indicated that that executive directors expected the writers 

to continually move forward in their job duties, rather than reflect on past experiences or 

best practices. Learning from an old grant proposal was the main method of imitation. 

Nonprofit leaders should consider factoring in 5-10% of the writer’s writing time to be 

spent documenting and debriefing with others involved in the proposal. Doing so has the 
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potential to develop a return-on-investment formula for calculating time spent preparing 

the proposal to time spent reinventing the process. 

Second, debriefing with other staff members may reduce the amount of 

preparation time or stress involved in proposal development across all parties involved, 

not just fundraising staff. Not only would fundraisers benefit from learning and sharing 

best practices; the whole nonprofit may produce proposals more effectively and 

efficiently if they are made aware of all the components that go into a successful 

proposal. 

Last, researchers should work with nonprofit leaders to determine what happens 

to fundraising documentation in a high turnover field (Horstman, 2006). Does 

institutional memory disappear when the fundraisers move on to other jobs, or is there a 

way to harness proposal production knowledge by involving more personnel in the 

process—something that fundraisers said would help them write better proposals? 

Proposal writers noted the individual KM processes that they use to manage, store, and 

share their information; would additional participants help foster a sense of 

documentation and stability within the IPMM? 

Fundraisers have noted that they feel they have a say in what KM technologies 

they want to adapt, and nonprofit managers should consider taking advice from 

fundraising staff on what would make the institutional memory or fundraising efforts 

stronger. Seeking fundraisers’ advice may be a way managers can reduce the industry’s 

high turnover levels and produce a stronger, more trusting relationship among colleagues 

and management. 
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We need to ask fundraisers and leaders longitudinal questions about the 

perceived short- and long-term value of documentation 

Many fundraisers noted that reading documentation on their organization’s 

proposal writing process was useful to them upon being hired. However, as fundraisers 

gained experience and internalized the fundraising process, documentation became less 

and less important to their jobs. I must note that this claim is not from a longitudinal 

comparison of writers’ attitudes over time—simply that the more experienced writers 

noted one attitude and the novice writers held a different view.  

Researchers should return to the fundraisers whose views have changed over the 

years by conducting interviews with novice writers when they are first hired and again at 

12 to 18 months of work experience. It will be interesting to discover if the fundraisers’ 

views actually do change over time or if fundraisers maintain the same standpoint on 

whether or not the benefits of documentation outweigh the time and financial cost 

involved in production.  

Researchers should also consider conducting a pre- and post- measurement of 

conducting a pilot study on documentation processes. Perhaps the perceived value of 

documentation would increase if nonprofit managers were able to measure return on 

investment. Conducting pilot and/or longitudinal studies would also provide a method for 

measuring the time it takes novice fundraisers to feel comfortable conducting their job 

duties in an organization that does or does not promote documentation and whether the 

adage that fundraisers noted about knowledge management practices not transferring well 

among fundraisers is true.  
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Researchers in the technical communication should conduct studies involving 

both fundraisers and nonprofit leaders to answer these and other questions about the 

value and perceptions of documentation to the IPMM.  

H1: Favorable perceptions of interpersonal trust among 
workplace colleagues will be positively related to perceptions of 
sharing/contributing to knowledge management. 

Hypothesis one was answered by reviewing the correlations of factors identified 

in the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Hypothesis one proposed, “Favorable 

perceptions of interpersonal trust among workplace colleagues will be positively related 

to perceptions of sharing/contributing to knowledge management.” 

The Interpersonal trust factor (Interpr) had a weak positive relationship with the 

Likeliness to contribute to KM factor (Contrib) (r = .217, p = .000). The Interpersonal 

trust factor included questions such as “[rate your agreement with] I have full confidence 

in the skills of my colleagues.” The Likeliness to contribute to KM factor included 

questions such as “[rate your agreement with] I enjoy sharing my research with my 

colleagues” and “[rate your agreement with] I feel comfortable contributing to my 

organization’s formal knowledge base.” Hypothesis one was supported. 

The hypothesis was expected to be supported in the nonprofit industry context; 

companies with a high level of interpersonal trust were more successful in their KM 

initiatives (Ribiere, 2005) and a culture of confidence and trust is a significant predictor 

of an individual’s intention to share resources (He et al, 2009; Stankosky, 2005). 

However, this hypothesis had not been tested among the fundraising population, which 
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experiences considerable turnover in the nonprofit industry (Horstman, 2006), which may 

inhibit formation of trust among colleagues. 

It is important to note that the relationship between the Interpersonal trust and 

Likeliness to contribute to KM factors is based solely on the responses of full-time (non-

consulting) fundraisers, due to the significant differences in means of how consultants 

and full-time fundraisers answered the survey questions. Future studies may identify 

additional factors related to the likelihood of contributing to KM systems/sharing 

information. 

H2:  Favorable perceptions of information and technology 
resources will be positively related to career satisfaction as a 
fundraiser. 

Hypothesis two was also answered by assessing the relationships among factors 

identified in the CFA.  Hypothesis two proposed, “Favorable perceptions of information 

and technology resources will be positively related to career satisfaction as a fundraiser.”  

The Information and technology resources factor (Equipmt) had a moderately 

positive relationship with General job satisfaction factor (Jobsats) (r = .359, p = .000). 

Hypothesis two was supported. However, as noted in the previous section, the Equipment 

factor did not make it into the final confirmatory factor analysis fitting, meaning the 

factor would need to be re-specified with additional survey questions about technology 

and information resources. As noted in the discussion about resource re-specification 

under research question three, the Equipment factor could be re-specified with additional 

items to test if the additional item loads result in a factor. Researchers should note that 

some of the technologies discussed in the qualitative interviews (such as KBs, wikis, 
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blogs, customized databases) may be too new to be common in all nonprofits or may be 

too limited in use to indicate a strong factor. 

The study helped answer the four research questions and provided support for the 

two hypotheses. It is possible that aspects of the fundraising process such as technology 

resources and training/education are simply not as important to the fundraising process as 

researchers have come to believe. However, the instrument that was developed to identify 

factors could benefit from being revisited and restructured to provide methods of 

measurement for factors that did not show up or were weak factors in the CFA fitting. 

The constructs that deserve to be revisited include Learning, Relationships, and 

perhaps Resources. The Learning re-specification suggestions are based on post-survey 

interviews that revealed the importance of workshops, conferences, mentoring, and 

professional certification. More items should be added to measure those four areas. The 

Relationships construct should be revisited to include more items to measure 

relationships within one’s community; this topic was cited as important in both the 

survey results and interviews, but may have lacked adequate item representation to form 

a factor. The equipment factor within the Resources construct might be revisited several 

years from now to determine if technology plays a greater role in fundraisers’ job duties 

than it does currently. 

Limitations 

Several limitations were identified when conducting this study: 1. the terminology 

used to describe the population; 2. an incomplete population list; 3. self-selection of 

interview participants; and  4. length of survey. The following section will describe these 
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limitations in more detail and suggest remedies for the problems if researchers are 

conducting a similar study. 

First, the term “fundraiser” was problematic for some grant writers who declared 

in the open-ended comments of the survey or in the interviews their job roles were 

completely different than that of a fundraiser, although the term “fundraiser” was noted to 

mean “someone who raises money for an organization as part of their professional job 

duties” in the recruitment email, rather than society’s cloudy idea of a fundraiser’s 

personality and job duties. The survey would probably be more effective if given to only 

members of AGWA or GPA to focus on grant writers, although not all members of GPA 

are grant/proposal writers (some are officers, coordinators, etc.); however, I had been 

unaware of the nominal clashes before beginning the study. 

Second, the majority of the snowball sample represented in this study is of a 

select population of fundraisers and grant writers who tend to be members of professional 

organizations for fundraisers. It is unknown how many fundraisers exist outside these 

organizations, so the study cannot be generalized to a larger population of all fundraisers 

employed within the United States. A complete list of fundraisers and grant writers is not 

available, and it would be difficult to identify fundraisers or grant writers or consultants 

who recognize themselves as one specific job role, as many reported holding multiple 

duties within their organization(s). These are typical limitations of studying a profession 

that does not have certification or licensing. However, the results of this study in terms of 

demographics are at least very similar to the only other large-scale studies of salary and 
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compensation conducted by the Association of Fundraising Professionals, which 

indicates that my sample is similar to AFP’s sample for their own private study.  

Third, the post-interview participants were also self-selected and may have been 

skewed towards individuals who liked their job a great deal or felt strongly the other way; 

the study does not include many viewpoints from individuals who are thinking of leaving 

the profession. It is possible that individuals thinking of leaving their jobs did not 

volunteer to partake in the interviews, may have  already left their position, may not have 

felt like being interviewed, or perhaps those who are less positive about their position are 

less likely to pay for professional membership involvement. In one sense, this allows me 

to identify best practices of experienced workers who enjoy their jobs, but it does not 

allow me to identify many methods that have not been successful or could be improved. 

Last, the size of the instrument and the attempt to stay true to reliable and/or valid 

instruments made some of the wording of questions unwieldy. Although I received 580 

responses, I may have gotten a higher number of responses if the survey had attempted to 

measure fewer than four constructs with fewer questions. However, I feel fine about the 

number of responses as it exceeded the threshold necessary to conduct the tests I sought 

to do. Also, I was able to reduce the survey after the study was completed. One of the 

main advantages of conducting factor analyses is to be able to reduce the number of 

questions that a survey asks, while staying true to the underlying factors (Brown, 2006). 

The CFA reduced the number of interval questions from 126 to 46, measuring eight 

factors, which is a much more manageably-sized survey to distribute in future studies 

measuring similar constructs.  
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Implications for the fundraising field 

The study’s findings indicate that management or organizational expectations of 

fundraising professionals may not align with the reality that these professionals face on 

the job. Managers and executive directors of organization may benefit from learning 

about three areas where fundraisers need support. First, fundraisers are rarely provided 

on-the-job training. They need adequate time to build their relationships and learn their 

job duties. Second, fundraisers indicate that their organizations have rudimentary 

fundraising procedures in place. Management should identify how the writers organize 

their information and perhaps apply it to their department or organization. Third, 

management should pay more attention to fundraisers’ requirements to do a good job, 

such as encouraging significant program and community involvement, rather than being 

expected to write “in a vacuum.” 

One year is needed to become good at job duties; self-teaching is often 

necessary 

The study found that although fundraisers may not have many on-the-job training 

opportunities, they seem to acclimate to and succeed in their positions within a year of 

being hired. The interviews indicated that it takes fundraisers six months to a year to 

develop relationships among colleagues, partners and projects. However, management 

may fail to realize the time it takes to develop these relationships and that the presence or 

lack of relationships affects fundraisers’ abilities to do their jobs at full capacity. 

Managers should not rush the orientation time to get new fundraisers up to speed, 

especially if the incoming fundraiser is filling a position that was left vacant for several 

months. Many times, fundraisers reported working alone as the only fundraiser for the 
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organization. It may be helpful to have fundraisers with staggered levels of experience so 

that the experienced fundraisers can pass down best practices and knowledge about 

partners and programs.  

While nonprofit organizations may not provide much training in terms of 

mentoring or on-the-job training opportunities, fundraisers tend to learn as they go, while 

developing their own knowledge management systems to do their jobs well. Ideally, new 

fundraisers should join a team of other development professionals who can develop best 

practices for the organization and share their own successful experiences.  

Individual KM systems may be due to organizations’ lack of formal 

procedures  

Fundraisers did not report a high level of efficiency when it came to managing 

and organizing the grant development process. Generally, descriptions of the workflow 

and procedures processes of the organization had the least-favorable responses of the 

participants sampled. Fundraisers reported their organization “rarely” completed post-

mortems or debriefing sessions for each project after the proposal development process 

was completed (M = 2.57 on a 5 point scale, with 5 = always). Fundraisers noted that 

their departments were “sometimes” set up to expedite the flow of work (M = 3.43) and a 

standard set of procedures was “sometimes” used to keep track of upcoming or recurring 

funding opportunities (M = 3.26). Management should assess their organization’s current 

procedures in place and note areas for improvement. One way to start is by identifying 

where one’s organization lies on the Information Process Maturity Model (Hackos, 

1997). Based on survey and interview results, most nonprofit organizations seem to be in 

the Ad hoc or Rudimentary stage, where processes are rarely documented. Organizational 
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leaders should assess whether their fundraisers and other employees feel their job duties 

would improve with increased knowledge management support. 

Fundraisers noted an often hurried sense of moving onto the next project once a 

proposal or project was finished, but they would likely benefit to stop and think about 

what worked well in the past and what could be improved. Organizations might host 

debriefing sessions with those involved in the grant development process. Allowing 

fundraisers time to document their procedures and clean up old files may enhance the 

capacity for institutional memory and shared knowledge within the organization.  

Supportive managers may enhance fundraisers’ performance 

Fundraisers, particularly consultants, also noted the importance of their 

relationship with their management to access the information and technology needed to 

do their jobs. Several of the fundraisers interviewed described having to change the way 

their managers assumed fundraising duties would be fulfilled. Management had been in 

the mindset that the fundraiser simply types proposal after proposal, isolated away from 

the projects and people the programs served. Fundraisers insisted it was crucial for them 

to be involved in the long-term strategy of building partnerships and could not perform 

their job role in a vacuum. Fundraisers noted the need to participate in or observe or 

listen to stories about the projects they are representing and selling to prospective funders 

or donors.  

Managers should work closely with fundraisers to make sure they are supported, 

both in their role as a fundraiser and if they seek organizational advancement. Fundraisers 

reported lack of career advancement, low salary, lack of recognition for work 
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contributions, and lack of promotion were the first, second, fourth, and seventh highest 

out of 18 reasons why fundraisers have wanted to leave their jobs. Career advancement 

and recognition of contributions might be attainable if fundraisers were eventually 

elevated to Knowledge Officer positions within the organization. Fundraisers’ natural 

ability to recognize, organize, and filter important information for proposals may 

potentially make them a leader in knowledge management efforts. Recognizing these 

contributions may provide multiple benefits: it may help both the fundraiser find 

satisfaction in obtaining recognition for their contributions; support fundraisers’ desire 

for career advancement; create deeper institutional memory for the organization; and 

could possibly lead to better grant proposals and more funding. Management supporting 

career advancement for an often “terminal” position may lead to greater career 

satisfaction for fundraisers and benefit the organization by retaining individuals with high 

levels of program knowledge. 

Implications for the field of technical communication 

Currently, the technical communication field had lacked several key areas of study: 

1. Existing studies about proposal development in organizations were limited to 

one organization (Georgia, 2004; Healey et al., 2010; Horstman, 2006; 

McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990) or region (Davidson, 2009) in the form small-

scale yet in-depth studies using small populations for ethnography, case study, 

or interview methodology. We now know that the findings of these studies are 

relatively generalizable to others in the fundraising profession.  
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2. Existing large-scale (survey) studies of fundraisers had been limited to one 

professional organization, whereas multiple organizations exist (Georgia, 

2004; Healey et al., 2010; Horstman, 2006). Additionally, the large surveys 

focused on pay and job satisfaction rather than the daily processes and 

technologies used in proposal development, cited as important by Convertino 

et al.(2011) and Zachry et al. (2006). We have a better idea about the daily 

information seeking and storage processes of fundraisers. 

3. Last, the large-scale surveys have collected largely descriptive data, which 

limits the amount of interpretation that can be accomplished. A more 

sophisticated survey design that asks questions beyond categorical and 

ranked-order has allowed me and other researchers to conduct stronger 

statistical tests, such as factor analysis, which can help educators or nonprofit 

managers facilitate their relationships with new fundraisers. 

The initial interviews provide a starting point based on the literature review 

themes, the survey identifies generalizable perspectives of fundraising professionals 

beyond the field’s prior single-organization case studies or ethnographies, and the post-

survey interviews provide depth about the daily storing and sharing procedures used on 

the job. The next steps will include conducting structural equation models with the 

revised instruments in Fall 2013. 

The study’s value for technical communication researchers and practitioners, 

and nonprofit employees/leaders, fundraising software developers 

Studying the fundraising profession may provide valuable pedagogical and 

practical insight to technical communication teachers, researchers, and practitioners about 
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the proposal writing process, the technologies involved, and methods of training writers 

in organizations. The study also provides insight about how KM practices are used in the 

nonprofit setting, which differs slightly from the corporate sector. It is possible that the 

knowledge management systems that have been designed for use in the corporate sector 

may not match the needs of nonprofit employees. 

In the academic setting, factor analysis helped identify some of the factors 

involved in proposal development, which may allow teachers of technical communication 

and proposal writing to focus on the most important aspects of writing a collaborative 

proposal. The study’s pre-survey interviews indicated that knowledge of interpersonal 

skills may be of more value than college courses on how to write. The interviews also 

found that research methods, such as interviewing skills and basic statistics, may also be 

a valuable course to provide to future fundraisers. This study has provided the starting 

point of identifying some of the factors involved in this process using factor analysis, a 

method that is rarely used in technical communication studies. 

Researchers in the technical communication field may benefit from 1. an example 

of instrument development and testing, 2. an explanation of how factor analysis can be 

used to investigate other complicated aspects of technical communication practices, and 

3. an explanation of how structural equation modeling can be used to calculate the 

proportion of variance a factor contributes to an area of study. 

Employees and leaders of nonprofit organizations may identify methods to 1. 

sustain and enhance relationships with fundraising staff, which may improve long-term 

funding strategies; 2. learn how to organize the information within their departments and 
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organization; 3. optimize existing information resources for current and future program 

planning by learning about innovative practices of Lead Users; and 4. identify the 

organization’s status within the information process maturity model, which may help 

them serve their clients more effectively. 

Last, designers of knowledge management systems for nonprofit organizations 

will learn more about their target user population from data that may be more 

generalizable than more common, small-sample usability studies. System designers will 

learn about fundraisers’ attitudes toward existing systems, their needs, and suggested 

improvements to existing designs, which may help designers create more effective 

databases for large-scale fundraising efforts. 

Sharing best practices with academics, nonprofit fundraisers, organizational 

leaders, and systems designers could help both the academic community prepare future 

fundraisers for job excellence and allow practitioners to identify strategies that might 

work well in their own contexts. 

The results and analyses of the study provide several recommendations for both 

the fundraising and technical communication fields. The mixed-method study provided 

an adequate level of exploratory detail about individual processes as well as widespread 

coverage of attitudes fundraisers hold towards their experiences. However, more research 

is necessary to learn about this population.  

Benefits to technical communication pedagogy 

Technical communication academics can benefit from this study in three ways. 1. 

knowing that fundraisers who belong to professional organizations gain most of their 
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training through workshops and conferences rather than college coursework; 2. learning 

that “writing” was prioritized as a less important skill than researching, interviewing, and 

managing people and information; and 3. identifying directions for future research on the 

proposal development and KM processes within organizations.  

Reconsider the idea of formal training in terms of professional development 

Although fundraisers did not feel college or graduate coursework in proposal 

development was important to their success as a fundraiser, they noted that workshops, 

conferences, and certifications were very helpful to their training process. If academics 

plan to develop a course in proposal development, they might attend the conferences and 

workshops or gain professional certification to stay current in the field and meet the 

needs of the professionals. A college course on fundraising may be more beneficial to 

fundraisers who live in areas where local professional organization chapters are not 

present, or for individuals who might be interested in taking the courses online. 

Other topics to consider in coursework: interviewing, management, research 

Based on a majority (66.2%) of my respondents having completed graduate 

coursework or a graduate degree, it is possible many of the writers received training in 

conducting research. Other skills that were noted as being important to their job duties 

included interviewing people and managing others. Although it is possible that 

respondents learned many of these skills in their graduate coursework (i.e. 23.0% have a 

degree in Management or Administration), many people-centric skills are learned through 

experience rather than in a classroom. 
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More coursework on interviewing and other research methods would be good for 

any writing-focused degree. Experience working within team dynamics beyond simply 

physically writing the proposal may be helpful for preparing the fundraisers to interact 

with, interview, and partner with collaborative projects and organizations. Proposal 

development does not take place in a vacuum, as so many fundraisers indicate, so more 

time spent on showing fundraisers effective management and negotiation, information 

gathering, and collaboration skills may be more helpful than simply showing novice 

writers how to analyze and respond to an RFP. 

Future research directions for studying KM and proposal writing 

 Last, the field of technical communication has multiple opportunities to continue 

research in the proposal development area. This preliminary study would benefit from 

conducting ethnographies on the writers who were surveyed and interviewed, noting 

which (and how) technologies are used on a daily basis, and how team dynamics function 

during the proposal development process. Although the survey data collection method 

was triangulated with in-depth interviews, future researchers might add site observations 

to the interviews and surveys to help avoid the possibility of fundraisers answering in a 

socially desirable manner (Dillman, 2000). I plan to conduct a “snapshot” 

photoethnography or videoethnography of some of the conscious competent and lead user 

participants to analyze their daily interactions and technology use. 

Researchers might conduct longitudinal studies about the learning processes, 

relationship development, and resources used on the job to measure differences with the 

survey and interview results.  The most promising studies include ethnographies, pre- and 
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post-hire surveys, and other long-term assessments which might identify some of the 

contributors that enhance job satisfaction, learning strategies, or technology use that the 

fundraisers themselves aren’t aware of. Studies like these may be able to identify some of 

the other aspects that were not included in the 74.4% of variance that contributes to job 

satisfaction or the 79.5% of variance that facilitates knowledge sharing and contribution. 

Researchers could then develop a survey on those newly identified areas, and conduct a 

new SEM to identify additional contributing factors. 

The instrument should be tested with fundraisers who are not members of 

professional organizations to generalize to a broader audience. A sample may be gathered 

in a large city through a grant-writing workshop hosted by a nonprofit organization or 

through a local nonprofit consortium. Since this study attempted to gain a national 

perspective and due to time and regional/city limitations, this small sampling technique 

was not used. However, a study comparing members and non-members of professional 

organizations would be helpful to learn if the experiences of members are representative 

of all fundraisers. Additional suggestions include contacting the IRS for nonprofit DUNS 

registration numbers, and contacting each organization and asking for the current grant 

writer. 

While the study identified eight factors involved in the fundraising process, future 

studies would benefit from re-specifying some of the hypothesized factors by adding or 

rewording survey questions to potentially identify additional factors. Some of these 

concepts might include more questions about fundraisers’ attendance of professional 
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conferences and workshops, membership in professional organizations, and their 

relationships within their community. 

Last, the experiences of consultants seem to significantly differ with the 

experiences of full-time fundraisers, and would benefit from being studied as a separate 

population in terms of knowledge management and organizational processes. 

Conclusion 

This study provided insight to the current state of how fundraisers learn their job 

duties, the relationships they hold in their organizations and communities, the 

technological and information resources they use on the job, and their general levels of 

satisfaction in their job roles. The major findings of this study included:  

1. the creation of an instrument to measure eight factors involved in the proposal 

development process,  

2. exploratory data about the technologies used in the fundraising process,  

3. exploratory data about the knowledge management systems used by 

fundraisers,  

4. that interpersonal trust has weak positive relationship with perceptions of 

sharing/contributing to KM, 5.   

that information and technology resources have a moderately positive relationship 

with job satisfaction,  

6. the identification of five factors that significantly contribute to job satisfaction 

of fundraisers, and  
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7. the identification of three factors that significantly contribute to the likeliness 

of contributing to KM systems, including Knowledge acquisition, Relationship 

with manager, and Role in organization. 

The nonprofit field can benefit from this study by learning about the daily job 

duties and expectations of fundraising professionals; management can use this study as a 

talking point with fundraisers at their organization and determine if there are areas for 

improvement or restructuring. 

The technical communication field can benefit from this study by identifying how 

fundraising professionals learn their job duties and succeed in the workplace, 

subsequently preparing college-level writers for potential employment in the fundraising 

or development profession by addressing topics such as information and personnel 

management, research strategies, and interviewing techniques. 

The survey will need to be given to a new sample of fundraisers to see if the same 

factors are identified (Brown, 2006; Kline, 2005). Once I verify the instrument, I can 

conduct accurate structural equation models. I may also re-specify constructs to measure 

factors that were not included (such as adding additional questions to measure 

Relationships with community), or expand on factors that were found in the EFA but not 

the CFA (such as Equipment). Doing so may identify more significant contributors to 

endogenous variables General job satisfaction and Likeliness to contribute to KM.  

Last, longitudinal studies with both fundraisers and nonprofit leaders may help 

measure value of documentation as it pertains to the fast-paced and high-turnover 

atmosphere of grant writing.  
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APPENDIX A: PRELIMINARY INTERVIEWS 

Preliminary interview-Recruitment email for fundraisers 

[Dear Firstname], 

[Brief greeting] 

For my dissertation, I am conducting a study on how proposal writers gather information 

to develop proposals. Based on your experience as a proposal writer with [Organization 

X], I hope to interview you about your experiences and suggestions to improve 

information-seeking in proposal writing. I thought your perspective on 

____________[consulting/community organizing/research/large nonprofit development] 

would provide excellent insight for this population. 

If you would like to participate in a 15-20 minute interview, please respond to this email 

(sarah.gunning@ttu.edu) with a date and time that works with your schedule. The 

interview will be conducted by myself and will take place through a free online 

chat/phone medium such as Skype or Gchat. Based on your preference, the interview can 

be in the form of typed instant messages or as an online phone call. The call will be 

recorded for ease of transcription using iSound. If you are concerned about online 

privacy, creating a new screen name for the interview is welcome.  

Any information gained from these interviews will not be linked to any of the participants 

nor will be shared with any corporate, nonprofit, or government settings in a way that 

could identify participants, their colleagues, or organizations. All information, including 

quotations, will be confidential, described as “Writer 3 states…”. All data pertaining to 

the study will be stored on a password-protected computer compliant with Texas Tech 

security standards. 

I will provide a copy of the results if you are interested.  

If you have any questions about this research, please contact the principal investigator, 

Dr. Angela Eaton (angela.eaton@ttu.edu), or me, the co-investigator, Sarah Gunning 

(sarah.gunning@ttu.edu). 

Thanks for your time; I hope to hear from you!  

Sarah  

  

mailto:sarah.gunning@ttu.edu
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Preliminary interview—instrument  

Information management and information seeking processes 

Would you mind walking me through your usual process for gathering the information 

you need when responding to a request for proposals? 

Do you have access to research databases such as public or university libraries? 

What do you normally use? 

How have organizations you have worked for stored organizational information 

so that it is accessible by their employees? 

What has worked well? 

What would you do differently?  

How?  

Why?  

 If you are a consultant, how do you usually gain access to organizational 

information? 

  Any tips you have for new consultants on getting the information you 

need? 

What information seeking processes do you consider to be most useful?  

Least helpful? 

Has any organization you have worked for had a specific knowledge-sharing 

system to facilitate the proposal writing process, such as a task blog, Knowledge 

Base entries, SharePoint, or Box.net?  

 How did it work?  

 Do you have any suggestions to improve the system? 

 How are passwords managed and maintained [with normal turnover]?  

Relationships & information seeking 

Tell me about your professional relationships you hold within your community, and how 

those relationships affect your ability to develop a proposal. 

 [Specifically, I will be asking for stories about 
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  Knowledge of community contexts/identifying needs for a population 

  Knowledge about the history of an area/neighborhood/politics/sensitive 

issues 

Collaborations with other organizations/professionals; knowledge about 

other programs that address same problem] 

Comfort in contributing to knowledge management 

Do you feel comfortable leaving behind information that could contribute to the 

organization’s corporate memory (lists of personal contacts, meeting notes, personal 

notes about proposals) if you were to move on to a different organization?   

Did you have access to this type of information when you came to this 

organization from current or prior colleagues? 

How did you learn about the organization you are working for?  

Do you feel you know your organization and its strategic initiatives thoroughly?  

Why or why not? 

 How long did it take you to feel you knew the organization very well? 

When you left this organization, how did you train the new writer? {for Mariah 

and Lynn} 

Demographics 

How long have you been a proposal writer?  

What brought you to work in development? 

What type of training have you had in proposal writing? 

Do you plan to continue working in development? 

*Depending on the interviewee’s forthcoming and/or experience, some areas may be 

visited in more depth than others. 
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY 

Survey-Questions by theme and references 

Commitment to the organization  

1. I feel like leaving this organization for good. (Cook & Wall, 1980)  

2. I would not recommend a close friend to join our staff. (Cook & Wall, 1980)  

3. I am proud to tell people who it is I work for. (Cook & Wall, 1980)  

4. Even if my organization was not doing well financially, I would be reluctant to change to 

another employer. (Cook & Wall, 1980)  

5. Even if my organization was not doing well financially, I would be reluctant to change to 

another employer. (Cook & Wall, 1980)  

6. With my current organization at this time. (Georgia, 2004)  

7. I see myself at this organization in the next 3-5 years. (Georgia, 2004)  

8. I see opportunities for advancing my career within my organization. (Georgia, 2004)  

9. I doubt if the services my organization provides are actually needed. (Lloyd et al, 1994)   

10. I am sometimes required to do things at my work that are against my better ethical 

judgment. (Lloyd, 1994) JS (Job Satisfaction)  

11. My organization is the brunt of too much adverse media publicity. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

Feelings of value/recognition at organization 

1. Overall, I feel my skills and qualifications are valued. (Georgia, 2004)  

2. When I do a good job, I receive the recognition for it I deserve. (Spector, 1985)  

3. I feel I am paid a fair amount for the work I do. (Spector, 1985)  

4. I feel unappreciated by the organization when I think about what they pay me. (Spector, 

1985)  

5.  The benefits we receive are as good as most other organizations offer. (Spector, 1985)  

6. With my chances for promotion. (Spector, 1985)  

7. I take part in the planning policies of my organization and department. (Lloyd et al, 1994) 

8. Adequate attention is paid to our suggestions about the administration of my department. 

(Lloyd et al, 1994)  

9. I have a decision-making role in developing standards of practice in my department. 

(Lloyd et a, 1994)  

10. I have adequate input in the decisions that affect the way I raise funds. (Lloyd et al, 1994) 

Professional Relationships 

Interpersonal trust 

1. I can trust the people I work with to lend me a hand if I need it. (Cook & Wall, 1980)  

2. I am confident that my organization will always try to treat me fairly. (Cook & Wall, 1980)  

3. I have full confidence in the skills of my colleagues. (Cook & Wall, 1980)  

4. Most of my fellow workers would complete their work even if supervisors were not 

around. (Cook & Wall, 1980)  

5. I can rely on other colleagues to not make my job more difficult with careless work. (Cook 

& Wall, 1980)  
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Relationships with colleagues  

1. Personal communication with colleagues within your organization (Kuzic & Giannatos, 

2006)  

2. My colleagues care about the organization’s goals. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

3. When it comes to fundraising, there is a good level of teamwork and cooperation among 

the different staff members of my organization. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

4. My colleagues have a realistic expectation of my role in the organization. (Lloyd et al 

1994)  

5. I feel my colleagues blame the fundraising department for problems in the organization. 

(Lloyd et al, 1994)  

6.  My colleagues don’t hesitate to pitch in when things get busy. (Lloyd et al, 1994) + 

7. I generally feel my colleagues appreciate my contributions to the organization. (Georgia, 

2004)  

8. Personal communication with colleagues outside your organization, such as your 

organization’s partners or collaborators.  

9. I am pleased with the professional relationships I have formed outside my organization. 

Relationships with supervisors 

1. Briefing from your manager. (Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006)  

2. I am pleased with the amount of support I receive from supervisors to do my job. 

3. Management is sincere in its attempt to meet their workers’ point of view. (Cook & Wall, 

1980) IT  

4. Management can be trusted to make sensible decisions for my organization’s future. 

(Cook & Wall, 1980) IT  

5. Administration makes it difficult to deal with the everyday problems in my department. 

(Lloyd et al, 1994)  

6. My supervisor treats me with respect and courtesy. (Georgia, 2004)  

7. My supervisor appreciates the contributions I have made to the organization. (Georgia, 

2004)  

8. My supervisor supports me in pursuing my career goals. (Georgia, 2004)  

Resources 

Technology and information resources 

1. Your email account.(Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006)  

2.  Your local C:// drive or personal USB storage device. (Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006) [a 

document storage drive that only you can access, such as a USB drive or personal 

laptop] 

3. Your organization’s Internal information sources such as intranet documents, local 

databases, or other electronic storage systems. (Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006)  

4. External information sources such as internet access, websites, and databases outside 

your organization.(Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006)  

5. Printed, “hard copy” documents like paper files or reports. (Kuzic &Giannatos, 2006)  
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6. Collaborative, multi-author software such as SharePoint, Campfire, GoogleDocs, Box.net, 

or other shared software. (Gunning, 2011)  

7. My organization uses internal information storage and management systems such as 

organization-wide intranets, databases, or servers (Kuzic, 2006)  

8. Poor equipment (computers, software, databases) result in fundraising shortcomings. 

(Lloyd et al, 1994)  

9. My department has out-of-date equipment. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

10. I am provided with the necessary technology resources to perform my job well. (Georgia, 

2004) 

11.  I am provided with the necessary information resources to perform my job well (Georgia, 

2004)  

12. I am pleased with the amount of technological support I receive from my organization.  

Accessibility of information—organization  

1. Access to information in general.  

2. I am provided with the necessary information to perform my job well. (Georgia, 2004)  

3.  In general, it is easy for me to get the information I need to do my job.  

4. My department is set up to expedite the flow of work. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

5.  There is a workflow bottleneck in our department, especially during peak fundraising 

times or near deadlines. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

6.  A shortage of effective workflow processes results in fundraising shortcomings. (Lloyd et 

al, 1994)  

7.  Employees at my organization uses a standard system for keeping track of upcoming or 

recurring funding opportunities.  

8.  My organization incorporates “storyboarding” or visual planning during brainstorming 

sessions. (McIsaac & Anschaur, 1990; Allen & Weise, 1993)  

9.  My organization has a standard review process for reviewing proposals. (Reilly, 1997)  

10.  My organization completes “post-mortems” or debriefing sessions for each project after 

the proposal development process is complete. (Reilly, 1997)  

11.  There is a mechanism for dealing with complaints about other coworkers, partners, or 

consultants that allows problems to be resolved. (Lloyd et al, 1994) 

12.  If I could not work for some reason, it would be easy for another person to pick up where 

I left off based on notes I take during the fundraising process.  

13. Many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job difficult.(Spector, 1985)  

14. Unprepared employees have negatively affected our fundraising efforts. (Lloyd et al, 

1994)  

15. I wish fundraising processes/histories had been documented better before I started this 

job. 

Personnel resources 

1. I am provided administrative support such as a project/research assistant, secretary, or 

intern to assist with proposal preparation. (Dooley, 1994)  

2. A shortage of staff in our department results in fundraising shortcomings. (Lloyd et al, 

1994)  

3. My department has sufficient clerical help. (Lloyd et al, 1994) 
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4. My organization has an adequate number of fundraisers [to meet our fundraising goal]. 

(Lloyd et al, 1994)  

5. The degree to which I can delegate routine tasks to other colleagues or support staff. 

(Lloyd et al, 1994) 

 

Knowledge acquisition traits—individual  

1. Asking the right questions in order to obtain the information [you need] (Mykytyn, 1994) 

2. Paying attention to and concentrating on what [others say in meetings], asking questions 

that refine points about which one is uncertain (Mykytyn, 1994) 

3. Having a mind open to new ideas both before and during knowledge elicitation sessions; 

(Mykytyn, 1994)  

4. Investigating and scrutinizing thoroughly the expert’s knowledge and responses; 

encouraging the expert to provide more information (Mykytyn, 1994)  

5. Dividing an expert’s knowledge into its parts: providing a structure to knowledge and 

establishing relationships among its parts (Mykytyn, 1994)  

6. Drawing inferences or conclusions from known or assumed facts (Mykytyn, 1994)  

Knowledge contribution trait—individual  

1. I document and save the steps I take to secure funding, using my notes, computer, 

calendars, charts, or other tracking systems (McIsaac & Aschauer, 1990)  

2.  I have a good idea about what projects or proposals I will be working on over the next 

few months.  

3.  I enjoy sharing my research with my colleagues.  

4.  I feel comfortable contributing to my organization’s information storage processes.  

5.  I am willing to contribute to my organization’s knowledge base, even if it takes a little 

extra time to do so.   

6.  It takes too long to document successful and failed fundraising strategies.   

7.  Documenting successful and failed fundraising strategies will help me perform my job 

better. 

8.  I am reluctant to share my fundraising strategies with new colleagues; I learned the hard 

way—so can they.  

9. The amount of project planning my organization completes prior to developing a 

fundraising proposal. (Collins, 2005)  

10. 17-07 The amount of time allotted to producing a proposal prior to submission/request. 

(Collins, 2005)  

Learning 

Orientation/training in organizational processes & its culture 

1. When I was first hired, I felt prepared for fundraising/developing proposals. (Kleinfelder, 

2003)  

2. At this time, I feel prepared for fundraising/developing proposals. (Kleinfelder, 2003)  

3. The system for training new fundraisers at my organization is adequate. (Lloyd et al, 

1994)  
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4. For another employee to train a new hire in your position.  

5. There is an adequate number of experienced, successful fundraisers in our department 

from which I can look to in a mentoring role. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

6. Having a mentor to guide your progress the first year at your organization.  

7.  My organization explains its proposal development/fundraising process to new 

employees very clearly. (Paradis, et al, 1985)  

8. New employees are quickly made to “feel at home” in my department. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

9. I often feel I do not know what is going on with the organization. (Spector, 1985)  

10. I feel there are conflicting directives from different departments on how to do my job. 

(Lloyd et al, 1994) - 

11. Work assignments are often not fully explained. (Spector, 1985)  

12. The goals of my organization are not clear to me. (Spector, 1985)  

13. I am able to meet the goals, objectives, and expectations set for me in my job. (Georgia, 

2004)  

Formal education, self-training, workshops, prior experience 

1. Lack of formal training in fundraising /proposal development (i.e. college or graduate 

coursework) is a barrier to my fundraising performance. (Dooley, 1994)  

2. Based on my training and experience, I feel I am qualified for my current position. 

(Georgia, 2004)  

3. I read books and/or articles about proposal development/fundraising. (Renze, 1996)  

4. I have found books and/or articles helpful for my proposal development/fundraising 

techniques. (Renze, 1996)  

5. I read books and/or articles about working in teams or collaborative writing. (Renze, 

1996)  

6. I have found books and/or articles on processes other than proposal development (i.e. 

teamwork, collaborative writing, management) helpful in my proposal 

development/fundraising efforts. (Renze, 1996)  

7. [Importance of] Attending fundraising workshops.  

8. I have access to training and career development opportunities. (Georgia, 2004)  

Job satisfaction 

Satisfaction at current position 

1. I find my job challenging. (Georgia, 2004)  

2. I like doing the things I do at work. (Spector, 1985)  

3.  I have too much to do at work. (Spector, 1985)  

4.  My job is an adequate mix of high and low stress tasks. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

5.  I work on too many projects that go nowhere. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

6.  I feel enthusiastic about my present position at work. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

7.  I feel my current position is right for me. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

8. I am very satisfied with my job at my current organization. (Georgia, 2004) 

9. I feel stagnant in my present position. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

10. I feel frustrated with my job. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

11. I would like to change to another type of job. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

12. My career choice in the fundraising profession. (Georgia, 2004)  
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13.  I see myself working in fundraising in the next 3-5 years. (Georgia, 2004)  

14. I would recommend a career in fundraising to others. (Georgia, 2004)  

15. My work gives me adequate opportunity to feel I have done a good job at raising money 

for a good cause. (Lloyd et al, 1994)  

16. [Satisfaction with] What I am accomplishing in life. (Lloyd, 1994)  

 

Survey- Recruitment email for individual fundraisers 

Dear Peggy, 

 

I am a doctoral student at Texas Tech University, and my dissertation research is a study 

of factors involved in successful fundraising and grant writing. In 2011, I presented 

research at the Association of Fundraising Professionals international conference in 

Chicago, and I hope to present my results of this study at fundraising and nonprofit 

research conferences in 2013. 

 

I am writing to ask if you would consider taking my survey, which asks about 

fundraisers’ perspectives on training, professional relationships, and technology use. The 

survey takes about 15 minutes to complete. My field, Technical Communication, is one 

of the few that offers graduate coursework in grant writing and persuasive fundraising, 

and your expertise would be very valuable to both teachers and new fundraisers in the 

college and graduate classroom. If you know of other fundraisers, I would appreciate if 

you forwarded my survey to them as well. 

 

If you are a consultant or freelance grant writer, please answer the questions in a way that 

is most representative of your experiences (in general) working as a representative for 

various organizations. Or, you can answer the questions in the context of one specific 

experience at an organization. I hope to have enough responses to be able to compare the 

perspectives of consultants and full time fundraisers/grantwriters. 

 

The survey is located here: http://tlpdc.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_9SxbDbm2TYk6A04 

 

All study data will be stored on password-protected computers, compliant with Texas 

Tech University security standards, accessible only to me and my adviser. The survey 

does not request any personal information, except when asking for volunteers for a 

follow-up interview, in which case we request an email address so that we might 

correspond about the most convenient time for an interview. All information is 

confidential, and if a quotation is used from an individual, it will be described as 

“Fundraiser 3 states . . .” This study has received approval by the Texas Tech Institutional 

https://mail.ttu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=5d9f5f15a3ef4c71b9ee3824e55b6215&URL=http%3a%2f%2ftlpdc.qualtrics.com%2fSE%2f%3fSID%3dSV_9SxbDbm2TYk6A04
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Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects (Approval #503250). 

 

I will provide a copy of the results if you are interested. Please simply reply to this email 

that you would like a copy. 

 

If you have any questions about this research, please contact the principal investigator, 

Dr. Angela Eaton (angela.eaton@ttu.edu), or me, the co-investigator, Sarah Gunning 

(sarah.gunning@ttu.edu or (214)806-XXXX). 

 

Thank you so much for your participation. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sarah Gunning (nee Mellon), Ph.D. Candidate 

Co-investigator 

Technical Communication & Rhetoric 

MS 3091, Texas Tech University 

Lubbock, TX 79409 

sarah.gunning@ttu.edu 

(214)604-XXXX 

 

Angela Eaton, Ph.D. 

Primary Investigator 

Associate Professor of Technical Communication & Rhetoric 

Technical Communication & Rhetoric 

MS 3091, Texas Tech University 

Lubbock, TX 79409 

angela.eaton@ttu.edu 

(806)785-4910 

  

https://mail.ttu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=5d9f5f15a3ef4c71b9ee3824e55b6215&URL=mailto%3aangela.eaton%40ttu.edu
https://mail.ttu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=5d9f5f15a3ef4c71b9ee3824e55b6215&URL=mailto%3asarah.gunning%40ttu.edu
https://mail.ttu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=5d9f5f15a3ef4c71b9ee3824e55b6215&URL=mailto%3asarah.gunning%40ttu.edu
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Survey—Recruitment email for professional organization 
chapter leaders 

Dear Karen, 

I am writing to ask if you would consider participating in and distributing my survey to 

AFP Greater Austin members. 

 

I am a doctoral student at Texas Tech University, and my dissertation research is a study 

of factors involved in successful fundraising. In 2011, I presented research at the 

Association of Fundraising Professionals international conference in Chicago, and I hope 

to present my results of this study at fundraising and nonprofit research conferences in 

2013. 

 

I am writing to ask if you would consider taking my survey, which asks about 

fundraisers’ perspectives on training, professional relationships, and technology use. The 

survey takes about 15 minutes to complete. My field, Technical Communication, is one 

of the few that offers graduate coursework in grant writing and persuasive fundraising, 

and your expertise would be very valuable to both teachers and new fundraisers in the 

college and graduate classroom. If you know of other fundraisers, I would appreciate if 

you forwarded my survey to them as well. 

 

If you are a consultant or freelance grant writer, please answer the questions in a way that 

is most representative of your experiences (in general) working as a representative for 

various organizations. Or, you can answer the questions in the context of one specific 

experience at an organization. I hope to have enough responses to be able to compare the 

perspectives of consultants and full time fundraisers/grantwriters. 

 

The survey is located here: http://tlpdc.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_9SxbDbm2TYk6A04 

 

All study data will be stored on password-protected computers, compliant with Texas 

Tech University security standards, accessible only to me and my adviser. The survey 

does not request any personal information, except when asking for volunteers for a 

follow-up interview, in which case we request an email address so that we might 

correspond about the most convenient time for an interview. All information is 

confidential, and if a quotation is used from an individual, it will be described as 

“Fundraiser 3 states . . .” This study has received approval by the Texas Tech Institutional 

Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects (Approval #503250). 

 

I will provide a copy of the results if you are interested. Please simply reply to this email 

that you would like a copy. 

https://mail.ttu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=5d9f5f15a3ef4c71b9ee3824e55b6215&URL=http%3a%2f%2ftlpdc.qualtrics.com%2fSE%2f%3fSID%3dSV_9SxbDbm2TYk6A04
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If you have any questions about this research, please contact the principal investigator, 

Dr. Angela Eaton (angela.eaton@ttu.edu), or me, the co-investigator, Sarah Gunning 

(sarah.gunning@ttu.edu or (214)604-XXXX). 

 

Thank you so much for your participation. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sarah Gunning, Ph.D. Candidate 

Co-investigator 

Technical Communication & Rhetoric 

MS 3091, Texas Tech University 

Lubbock, TX 79409 

sarah.gunning@ttu.edu 

(214)604-XXXX 

 

Angela Eaton, Ph.D. 

Primary Investigator 

Associate Professor of Technical Communication & Rhetoric 

Technical Communication & Rhetoric 

MS 3091, Texas Tech University 

Lubbock, TX 79409 

angela.eaton@ttu.edu 

(806)785-4910 
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Survey—Social media posts 

 

Figure 10: Twitter recruitment post 

 

Figure 11: Facebook recruitment post 
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Figure 12: Facebook recruitment post, continued. 
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Survey—Instrument  

 

Figure 13: Page 1 of Qualtrics survey 
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Figure 14: Page 2 part 1/4 of Qualtrics survey 
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Figure 15: Page 2 part 2/4 of Qualtrics survey 
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Figure 16: Page 2 part 3/4 of Qulatrics survey 

 

Figure 17: Page 2 part 4/4 of Qualtrics survey 
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Figure 18: Page 3 part 1/2 of Qualtrics survey 
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Figure 19: Page 3 part 2/2 of Qualtrics survey 
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Figure 20: Page 4 part 1/3 of Qualtrics survey 
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Figure 21: Page 4 part 2/3 of Qualtrics survey 

 

Figure 22: Page 4, part 3/3 of Qualtrics survey. 
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Figure 23: Page 5 part 1/2 of Qualtrics survey. 
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Figure 24: Page 5 part 2/2 of Qualtrics survey. 
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Figure 25: Page 6 part 1/3 of Qualtrics survey. 
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Figure 26: Page 6 part 2/3 of Qualtrics survey 

 

Figure 27: Page 6 part 3/3 of Qualtrics survey. 
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Figure 28: Page 7 part 1/3 of Qualtrics survey. 
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Figure 29: Page 7 part 2/3 of Qualtrics survey. 

 

Figure 30: Page 7 part 3/3 of Qualtrics survey. 
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Figure 31: Page 8 part 1/5 of Qualtrics survey. 
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Figure 32: Page 8 part 2/5 of Qualtrics survey. 
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Figure 33: Page 8 part 3/5 of Qualtrics survey. 
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Figure 34: Page 8 part 4/5 of Qualtrics survey. 

 

Figure 35: Page 8 part 5/5 of Qualtrics survey. 
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Survey—Follow-up email for non-responders 

Dear Marti, 

 

A few weeks ago, I sent you a survey link about your experience in the fundraising/grant 

writing profession, and I am sending this email as a reminder. If you have already 

completed the survey, thank you, and please excuse this email. 

 

I am writing to follow up with grant writers and fundraisers who may have started the 15-

minute survey but not finished it and to reach those who may still wish to participate. If 

you started the survey but did not complete it, the link should take you to where you left 

off. 

 

The survey is located here: http://tlpdc.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_9SxbDbm2TYk6A04 

 

and will give us a more complete view of the professions and help with my dissertation 

research. If you are a consultant, “not applicable” options are available for items that do 

not apply to your job. 

 

If you are a consultant or freelance grant writer, please answer the questions in a way that 

is most representative of your experiences (in general) working as a representative for 

various organizations. Or, you can answer the questions in the context of one specific 

experience at an organization. I hope to have enough responses to be able to compare the 

perspectives of consultants and full time fundraisers/grantwriters. 

 

Thank you very much for your time and for considering taking my survey; I won’t bother 

you again. I appreciate your time. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sarah Gunning 

PhD Candidate 

Texas Tech University 

Technical Communication & Rhetoric Program 

MS 3091 

Lubbock, TX 79409 

(214)604-XXXX 

Sarah.gunning@ttu.edu 

  

https://mail.ttu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=5d9f5f15a3ef4c71b9ee3824e55b6215&URL=http%3a%2f%2ftlpdc.qualtrics.com%2fSE%2f%3fSID%3dSV_9SxbDbm2TYk6A04
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APPENDIX C: POST-SURVEY INTERVIEW 

Post-survey interview—Recruitment email for participants 

Hi Michelle, 

I sent you a survey link about the fundraising/grant writing profession a few weeks ago, 

and in it, you indicated you would be interested in participating in a brief interview 

detailing your experiences in the industry. Thank you very much for volunteering; I look 

forward to speaking with you. 

 

My available times are Mon-Fri 8-7pm CST; however, I am unavailable Tues & Thurs 

between 12-5 for scheduled teaching.  I will be happy to schedule another time outside 

the regular business day, such as the weekend or evening, if those are more convenient 

for you. 

 

I would appreciate if you sent me two dates and times you are available for the 15 minute 

interview and I will put you on my calendar to call you. 

 

Thanks again for your time, 

Sarah 

 

Sarah Gunning 

GPTI, Technical Communication & Rhetoric 

Texas Tech University 

MS 3091 

Lubbock, TX 79409 

(214)604-XXXX cell 

sarah.gunning@ttu.edu 

Skype: tcr.sarah 
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Post-survey interview—Instrument  

1. Can you provide me with an overview of your job duties? 

2. Will you walk me through some of the daily tasks you complete for 

fundraising/grant writing? 

3. How did you get to know the organization(s) you are working for? How long did 

it take you to write strong proposals with this knowledge? 

4. How long did it take you to feel comfortable presenting/selling the organization’s 

strategic initiatives? 

5. How do you get the information you need for your development activities? Will 

you walk me through your process? What sources are most important for you? 

6. How have your employers stored the information so that it can be shared by 

employees (such as intranets, databases, other systems). What has worked 

well/poorly? Would you do anything differently? 

7. Have any of your organizations used a specific knowledge-sharing system such as 

Sharepoint or other content management systems? 

8. What do you want others to know about the profession? Any suggestions for 

newcomers to the field, new consultants, or executive directors? 
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APPENDIX D: RAW SURVEY DATA 
The following appendix provides the results of the 126-question survey used to 

conduct the factor analysis. 

I. Fundraisers’ demographics 

Respondents included members of the Grant Professionals Association, the 

Association of Fundraising Professionals, the Council for Resource Development, and the 

American Grant Writers’ Association. Only 6.3% of respondents were not members of 

any professional fundraising organizations. Many respondents are members of multiple 

professional organizations, hence the percentages not totaling 100 per cent (see Table 

16). 

Table 16: Membership in professional organizations. 

Professional organization membership 

*respondents could select multiple responses 

n % 

Grant Professionals Association 332 59.9% 

Association of Fundraising Professionals 207 37.4% 

Other (most were Council for Resource 

Development) 

125 22.6% 

None 35 6.3% 

American Grant Writers’ Association 26 4.7% 

n 554  

Missing/No answer 26  

N 580  
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Many respondents wrote in the open-ended answers that they were members of 

other organizations for development professionals. Some of the organizations included 

Alliance for Nonprofits, Association for Healthcare Philanthropy, Association of 

Lutheran Development Officers, Association of Professional Researchers for 

Advancement, Council for Advancement & Support of Education, Charity Channel, 

Grant Resource Association, National Council of University Research Administrators, 

New England Development Research Association, National Grants Management 

Association, National Organization of Research Development Professionals, National 

Planned Giving Roundtable, Partnership for Philanthropic Planning, Project Management 

Institute, Society for Human Resource Management, Upstate Gift Planning Council, 

Women in Development, and Young Nonprofit Professionals Network. 

Several respondents were members of local organizations for development 

officers in their area, including the Grant Collaborative of Tampa Bay, Kansas 

Professional Grants Association, Willamette Valley/County Development, and a local 

“grant guru network.”  

Conducting demographic tests and providing points for comparison 

I conducted frequency distributions (mean, standard deviation) for the nominal 

and ordinal data describing the fundraisers’ demographic information. Fundraisers were 

asked about their current organization of employment (its region, budget, and funding 

interest), their personal traits (gender, age, and educational attainment), and finally about 

their professional traits (job title, time in field, number of fundraising jobs held). 
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The following section will discuss fundraisers’ organizational traits, personal 

characteristics, and professional characteristics and compare the results to two studies: 

the 2010 Association of Fundraising Professionals (AFP) salary survey (Healey et al., 

2010), hereby abbreviated to AFP, 2010 and the Survey of Perceptions and Experiences 

of Fundraising Professionals, conducted by the Office of Development at the Georgia 

Institute of Technology, hereby abbreviated to Georgia, 2004.  

The AFP Compensation and Benefits Study survey was emailed to 21,747 AFP 

members in the United States. A total of 3,057 of the U.S. members completed the survey 

for a 14.1% response rate (Healey et al., 2010 p.8).  

The Georgia study distributed its survey to email distribution lists from 

“membership lists of the African American Development Officers Network and the 

Association of Fundraising Professionals” (Georgia, 2004 p.3). Of the 307 individuals 

contacted, 111 individuals participated in the study. The study also notes that the 

recruitment email was forwarded to people outside of the original recipient list so an 

exact response rate cannot be calculated. 

Using the two studies as a comparison point helped determine that the 

demographic breakdown of my sample was similar to those in other studies. In doing so, 

the results of the study may extend to fundraising samples beyond those in this study. 

Generalization to the field is particularly important because one of the goals of this study 

is to extend beyond the representation of one professional organization. 
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Organizational traits 

This section will describe the region, budget, and funding interests of the 

participants’ current place of employment. Fundraisers reported from all regions of the 

U.S. and represented a wide range of organizational budgets and interests, similar to 

those reported in the AFP salary survey (Healey et al., 2010). 

Region 

The sample included respondents from all nine census regions of the United 

States (U.S. Census, 2010). See Figure 3 for percentages of respondents in each of the 

regions. Fourteen respondents (2.7%) reported they worked in more than one region, and 

ten (1.9%) reported working outside the United States (see Figure 36). 

 

Figure 36: Regional location of fundraisers. 

AFP’s study reported 12.0% of respondents worked in the Northwest, 5.6% in the 

Southwest, 22.4% in the Northeast, 18.1% in the Southeast, 25.4% in the North Central 
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U.S., and 15.5% in the South Central U.S. It is unclear which states constitute each area 

the AFP study, so a direct comparison is not possible. However, a good range of 

respondents from each region indicates that both surveys provide representation from 

each of the main U.S. regions. 

Budget 

The size of an organization’s budget is another way to classify the size of the 

organization; I used CharityNavigator’s budget classification system for grouping 

because it had a wider range of budget categories under $50 million dollars (2012) than 

the AFP study used. Participants reported a wide range of organizational budgets, 

indicating the experiences of fundraisers at both large and small organizations were 

represented in the study. Over forty percent (43.5%) of survey respondents worked at 

large organizations with annual operating budgets exceeding $20,000,000 per year (see 
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Figure 37). 

 

Figure 37: Fundraisers’ reported annual operating budget of current organization. 

 Overall, the proportions of organizations in both the dissertation and AFP 

studies were similar. For example, 20.1% of dissertation respondents and 20.0% of AFP 

respondents came from organizations with annual operating budgets under $1,000,000. 

The budget breakdown of the AFP survey was slightly different from the survey’s 

budget, grouping $10M to $50M budgets together, representing 20.2% of respondents 

compared to 25.3% of dissertation respondents. Almost thirteen percent of AFP 

respondents (12.7%) reported budgets over $50M compared to 26.4% of dissertation 

respondents. Overall, 32.9% of AFP’s respondents’ annual organizational budgets 

exceeded $10M dollars, compared to 51.7% of dissertation respondents. The Georgia 
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study represented university development offices, so the budgets were skewed towards 

budgets for an entire university rather than an organization: 83.2% of respondents worked 

for an organization with a budget of $10M or more, and 40.2% reported a budget of 

$250M or more. Only 2.8% worked for an organization with a budget under $1M. The 

Georgia study’s budgets did not provide an accurate comparison point due to tuition, 

sports, and other forms of non-grant or donation revenue.  

Funding interest 

Education was the largest field or priority represented, comprising 32.5% of the 

respondents’ organizations, followed by Social/Human Services (27.1%), Other (16.1%), 

and Regional/National Health (12.4%); see Table 17.  
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Table 17: Comparison of fundraisers' organization's funding priorities. 

Organizational 

Priority 

Dissertation AFP (2010) 

(U.S. respondents) 

Georgia (2004) 

(All respondents) 

 n % n % n % 

Education 166 32.5% 733 24.0% 89 80.2% 

Social or human 

services 

138 27.1% 693 22.7% -- -- 

Other 82 16.1% 562 18.4% 6 5.4% 

Regional or 

national health 

63 12.4% 610 20.0% 9 8.1% 

Arts, culture, or 

humanities 

30 5.9% 258 8.5% 4 3.6% 

Youth programs 17 3.3% -- -- 3 2.7% 

Environmental or 

wildlife 

11 2.2% 88 2.9% -- -- 

Religious or 

religious affiliation 

3 0.6% 109 3.6% -- -- 

n 510 100% 3,053 100% 111 100% 

Missing 70  4  --  

N 580  3,057  111  

 

 

Participants who selected “Other” in the study often wrote in their organization’s 

priorities, which included animal welfare, crime, criminal justice, community 

development, community health, economic development, housing, environmental 

education, international development, law enforcement/public safety, local government, 

long-term care, public policy, small business development, transportation, tribal 
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government, victim services, women’s protective services, and workforce development. 

Many fundraisers reported that their organization served “all (or most) of the above,” 

having more than one priority.  

Comparing the three studies, Education, Social services, Other, and Health were 

the main categories represented in the studies, although Georgia (2004)’s study largely 

represented Education (see Figure 38). 

Although the fundraisers in the Georgia study were most often employed by a 

university or college, I considered their work to be “nonprofit” as the fundraisers were 

soliciting donations for scholarships, research grants, or other tax-exempt contributions. 

 

 
Figure 38: Organization's priorities among three studies on fundraisers. 
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Personal characteristics of fundraisers 

This section reports fundraisers’ gender, age, highest educational attainment, and 

whether they hold a professional certification in fundraising. Overall, the samples of 

fundraisers are skewed towards highly educated and experienced female writers. 

Gender 

The ratio of females to males was 4:1, matching prior studies on fundraisers 

(Georgia, 2004; Healey et al., 2010), see Table 18. 

Table 18: Respondents' gender across three studies. 

Gender Dissertation AFP (2010) 

(U.S. respondents) 

Georgia (2004) 

(All respondents) 

 n % n % n % 

Female 458 79.0% 2,283 74.7% 86 78.2% 

Male 122 21.0% 745 24.4% 24 21.8% 

n 580 100% 3,028 100% 110 100% 

missing 0  29  1  

N 580  3,057  111  

 

Association of Fundraising Professionals reports that its overall membership 

database represents 74.0% females and 26.0% males, indicating that this gender 

distribution is representational of its members (Healey et al., 2010 p.8). Across the three 

studies, and over eight years, the female to male ratio has been stable (see Figure 40). 
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Figure 39: Proportion of female fundraisers to male fundraisers across three studies. 

 

Age 

Seventy-two percent (72.3%) of participants indicated they were 41 years old or 

older. AFP’s report states, “anecdotal evidence indicates AFP membership is weighted 

towards older practitioners” (Healey et al., 2010 p.8) and that of the fifty percent of 

members who report their age, 73.0% are over 40. This percentage closely mirrors the 

dissertation responses. The Georgia study found 58.5% of its respondents to be 40 years 

or older (see Table 19). 
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Table 19: Age of respondents across two studies. 

Age Dissertation Georgia (2004) 

(All respondents) 

 n % n % 

< 30 years of age 36 7.1% 11 9.9% 

31-40 103 20.2% 35 31.5% 

41-50 114 22.4% 35 31.5% 

51-60 115 30.5% 26 23.4% 

60+ 101 19.8% 4 3.6% 

n 509 100% 111 100% 

Missing/Did not 

answer 

71  0  

N 580  111  

 

 It is uncertain why membership in professional organizations for fundraisers may 

be skewed towards more experienced or older practitioners.  

Reviewing the bar chart in Figure 41, all sub-groups of age ranges were 

represented in the study. The category with the smallest amount of representation in my 

study was the youngest group (age 18-30); this group was the second least-represented 

subcategory in the Georgia (2004) study after fundraisers age 60 and over. My study’s 

proportion of fundraisers over age 60 may be due to a larger proportion of individuals 

who reported they are consultants compared to the other studies, which I will discuss in 

more detail in the following section. 
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Figure 40: Comparison of age ranges across two studies. 

AFP’s salary survey was divided among different age groups; the different age 

grouping categories did not allow for a direct comparison to my study. A small 

proportion of individuals were under age 25 (1.3%) or over age 65 (2.3%) (see Table 20).  
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Table 20: Age groups of AFP survey participants. 

Age of AFP (2010) responses n % 

Under 25 38 1.3% 

24-34 years old 585 18.8% 

35-44 years old 680 29.6% 

45-54 years old 858 32.1% 

55-64 years old 748 14.2% 

65 or more years old 116 2.3% 

n 3,025 100% 

Missing/No answer 32  

N 3,057  

 

Although the age groups were not exactly the same across the three studies, the 

distribution of respondents was similar. 

Educational attainment  

Fundraisers are a highly educated group. The following table compares the 

highest level of educational attainment held by respondents among the three studies. All 

three groups had a large percentage of individuals who held at least a Bachelor’s degree: 

the dissertation study (27.3%), the AFP study (39.2%) and the Georgia study (33.3%). 

However, almost twice the number of individuals held graduate degrees or had at least 

taken coursework in graduate study, including 68.0% of dissertation respondents, 66.7% 

of Georgia respondents, and 52.8% of AFP respondents (see Table 21). NA means the 

answer was not available to respondents of that survey.  
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Table 21: Comparison of the highest level of education attained. 

Highest level of 

education 

achieved 

Dissertation AFP (2010) 

(U.S. 

respondents) 

Georgia (2004) 

(All respondents) 

 n % n % n % 

Some high school 1 0.2% NA -- -- -- 

High school 

diploma 

1 0.2% 32 1.1% -- -- 

Some college 15 2.9% 128 4.2% -- -- 

Associate degree 7 1.4% 78 2.6% -- -- 

Bachelor degree 140 27.3% 1,197 39.2% 37 33.3% 

Some graduate 

work 

43 8.4% 158 5.2% NA -- 

Graduate degree 296 57.8% 1,454 

 

47.6% 72 64.9% 

Other 9 1.8% NA -- 2 1.8% 

n 512 100% 3,047 100% 111 100% 

No Answer/Missing 68  10  0  

N 580  3,057  111  

 

Only 4.7% of the respondents in my study held less than a Bachelor’s degree 

compared to AFP’s survey (7.9%). See Figure 42 for visual depiction of the proportion of 

degrees held across the studies.  
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Figure 41: Proportion of fundraisers' highest educational attainment. 

 

Common degree programs/college majors of fundraisers included degrees in 

management, social sciences, communication, “miscellaneous,” business, education, 

urban and regional planning, and hard sciences. Degrees in Administration/Management 

were the most common background, reported by 23.0% of respondents (n = 119 of 580, 

with 63 not responding). Business, Nonprofit management, Public policy, Public health, 

Health, Education, and Organizational leadership were the most frequently mentioned 

administration degrees. Ninety-nine individuals (17.1%) reported a degree in the social 

sciences, including sociology, psychology, anthropology, political science, social work, 

and counseling. Communication was the third largest proportion, reported by 87 

respondents (16.8%). Communication degrees included public relations, journalism, 

English, linguistics, technical writing, speech, library science, TV/radio, and similar 
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liberal arts. Miscellaneous degrees included foreign languages, music, nursing, law, and 

dance. Business degrees, including marketing, finance, and banking, represented 11.4% 

of the sample, and Education represented 10.3%. Regional planning and science 

(chemistry, biology, immunology) was reported by 3.1 and 2.7%, respectively; see Figure 

43 for a visual breakdown. 

 

Figure 42: Major/degree programs common to fundraising professionals. 

 

The AFP and Georgia studies did not provide a comparison point for fundraisers’ 

backgrounds. 

Degrees and professional certification in fundraising 
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coursework in fundraising is fairly common. Forty-three percent of the AFP study’s 

respondents noted they had taken continuing education courses in fundraising at a college 

or university, and 6.0% said they plan to take fundraising courses at a higher education 

institution (Healey et al., 2010 p.16).  Neither the AFP nor Georgia studies asked their 

participants if they held a fundraising degree. 

Although not many of my study’s participants held a fundraising degree, 33.2% of 

the fundraisers reported holding a professional certificate in fundraising, such as Grant 

Professional Certification (GPC) from Grant Professional’s Association or Certified Fund 

Raising Executive (CFRE) from the Association of Fundraising Professionals. Another 

11.0% did not hold a certificate but were currently pursuing one (see Table 22).  

Table 22: Comparison of fundraisers who hold professional certifications. 

Professional 

certifications 

Dissertation Georgia (2004) 

All respondents 

 n % n % 

Yes, I do. 179 33.2% 8 7.2% 

No, but I am working 

on one right now. 

59 10.9% 8 7.2% 

I neither have one nor 

am working towards 

one. 

313 58.0% 95 85.6% 

n 540 100% 111 100% 

Missing/Did not 

answer 

40  0  

N 580  111  
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The Georgia (2004) study respondents noted that since they were working in 

higher education, certification was not as important to the universities as was an 

advanced degree, which may explain the lack of certifications held by those respondents. 

CASE (Council for the Advancement & Support of Education) conferences were often 

noted in the Georgia study as an important source of continuing education. 

The AFP study’s respondents had asked whether the respondents had various 

certifications. Certifications held by AFP members included CFRE (Certified Fund 

Raising Executive) (21.6%), Advanced CFRE (.6%), and Other (60.3%) which may have 

included GPA’s Certified Grant Professional certification, Grants Management in Federal 

Grants Certification, or other certifications that were not described. The way data was 

reported in the AFP survey did not allow for a direct comparison. 

Fundraisers’ professional profiles 

Last, fundraisers were asked about their professional profiles. Participants were 

asked about their current job titles, time in the fundraising field, and the number of 

fundraising positions they have held. Thirty percent of participants classify themselves as 

a proposal writer/fundraiser, another 42.9% work in development administration, and 

16.6% are consultants. Eighty percent of respondents have held more than one 

fundraising job and have gathered considerable field experience. 

Job titles 

The survey sample included a range of development professionals working as 

chief executive officers, vice presidents, major gift officers, project managers, 
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proposal/grant writers, and research/program associates; consultants represented 16.6% 

of respondents compared to only 5.1% in the AFP study (see Table 23).  
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Table 23: Comparison of fundraisers' current job position. 

Current position Dissertation AFP (2010) 

(U.S. respondents) 

Georgia (2004) 

(All respondents) 

 n % n % n % 

Chief Executive Officer 49 9.1% 355 11.6% 1 1.0% 

Chief Development 

Officer, Vice President, or 

Director of 

Fundraising/Development 

102 19.0% 1448 47.4% 35 31.8% 

Deputy, Associate, or 

Assistant Director 

21 3.9% 339 11.1% 23 20.9% 

Major Gifts Officer 18 3.4% NA -- 1 1.0% 

Program Director, 

Program Manager, or 

Coordinator 

88 16.4% 497 16.3% 40 36.4% 

Proposal Writer, 

Development, or 

Fundraising Associate 

164 30.5% NA -- NA -- 

Research, Project, or 

Program Assistant 

6 1.1% NA -- 8* 7.3% 

Consultant 89 16.6% 157 5.1% 1 1.0% 

Other position -- -- 241 7.9% 1 1.0% 

None (unemployed) NA -- 15 0.0% -- -- 

n 537 100% 3,052 100% 110 100% 

No Answer/Missing 43  0  1  

N 580  580  111  
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My sample closely resembled AFP’s survey in terms of respondents who were 

CEOs (9.1% of my study, compared to 11.6% of AFP), program directors, program 

managers, or coordinators (16.4% and 16.3% of respondents). My sample included three 

times as many consultants as the AFP survey did (16.6% compared to 5.2%), but had 

fewer respondents who were chief development officers, vice presidents, or directors of 

fundraising/development (19.0% compared to 47.4%), deputy, associate, or assistant 

directors (3.4% compared to 11.1%).  

The dissertation respondents had fewer respondents in upper management than 

the AFP respondents: of AFP respondents, n = 2,142, or 70.2% were in top management 

(CEOs, vice presidents, directors of departments or associate directors) compared to the 

dissertation study n = 537, or 32.0% of respondents. The Georgia study had fewer 

respondents in top management positions, but management was not likely to be well-

represented in the Georgia survey as most fundraisers were part of a larger organizational 

chart of a university. See Figure 44 for a visual comparison of the proportions of job titles 

represented by the three studies.  
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Figure 43: Proportion of job titles represented among three studies. 

 

One job description under question is how many respondents hold “proposal 

writer, development or fundraising associate” as their title. The AFP survey did not have 

a similar category available for its respondents, so it is unclear if the 30.5% of 

respondents with this delineation is common in the AFP membership roster. However, 

these titles may be included as part of AFP’s “Other” category. The 241 “Other” 

positions of AFP members may have included individuals who were employed as a 

fundraiser, proposal writer, major gift officer, research associate, or similar, but the 241 

individuals checking “other” represent only 7.9% of AFP’s respondents. For the purpose 

of my study, I am pleased that over 30% of respondents classify themselves as proposal 

writers or fundraisers, with another 42.9% of respondents serving as administrators in 

development or consultants.  
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Time in the field 

Over eighty percent (80.5%) of respondents had held more than one position in 

the fundraising field and 80.3% have worked in the fundraising field for six years or 

more, compared to 71.0% of Georgia’s respondents, indicating that the fundraisers have a 

high level of experience in the fundraising field (see Table 24 and Figure 45). 

Table 24: Comparison of time spent working in the fundraising field. 

Time in the 

fundraising 

profession 

Dissertation Georgia (2004) 

 n % n % 

Less than one year 13 2.4% 3 2.7% 

1-5 years 95 17.3% 30 27.0% 

6-10 years 141 25.7% 32 28.8% 

11-15 years 115 20.9% 22 19.8% 

16-20 years 76 13.8% 11 9.9% 

21+ years 109 19.9% 13 11.7% 

n 549 100% 111 100% 

Missing/Did not 

answer 

31  0  

N 580  111  
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Figure 44: Visual comparison of the experience level of fundraisers in two studies. 

 

A comparison to the AFP responses is not possible, as the survey asked their 

respondents about their overall amount of professional experience, rather than limiting 

experience to fundraising. 

Number of positions held. 

Twenty percent of my respondents reported that their current position was their 

first fundraising job. Only 2.4% of fundraisers had been at their current job for less than 

one year. The distribution of the number of jobs held is similar to prior studies in the field 

(see Table 25). 
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Table 25: Comparison of the number of fundraising positions held among three studies. 

Number of 

fundraising 

positions 

held 

Dissertation AFP (2010) 

U.S. respondents 

Georgia (2004) 

All respondents 

 n % n % n % 

One 107 19.5 839 27.4 21 19 

Two 147 26.8 665 21.8 24 22 

Three 121 22.0 530 17.3 20 18 

Four or more 174 31.7 1,001 33.0 45 41 

n 549 100 3,035 100 110 100 

Missing/Did 

not answer 

31  22  1  

N 580  3,057  111  

 

The number of fundraising positions held among respondents was similar across 

the three studies (see Figure 46). 
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Figure 45: Comparison of number of fundraising positions held among three studies. 

 

Demographic results echoed prior studies on fundraisers 

Overall, the study’s sample seemed to closely align with prior studies on 

fundraisers that have been conducted within the past ten years. Gender representation has 

stayed stable, with women comprising between 75- 80% of the field; higher education 

has remained a priority to fundraisers, with 50% of respondents having a graduate degree. 

These results indicate that the results of the interval questions and factor analysis will 

likely generalize to fundraisers beyond the study’s sample (see Table 26). 
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Table 26: Comparison of general demographic results to AFP salary survey (Healey et al, 2010) and 

Georgia survey on perceptions of African American development officers (2004). 

Demographics of 

sample 

Dissertation 

survey 

AFP Salary survey 

(Healey et al, 2010)  

U.S. Respondents 

only. 

African American 

fundraiser experiences 

Georgia (2004)  

All respondents 

Response rate 

n 

N 

34.0% 

580 

1,705 

14.4% 

3,057 

21,747 

 

36.2% 

111 

307 

Gender 

Female 

Male 

 

79.0% 

21.0% 

 

74.7% 

24.4% 

 

78.2% 

21.8% 

Age 

>41 years  

 

72.3% 

 

73.0% 

 

59.1% 

Educational level 

<B.S. 

B.S. 

Graduate degree 

 

4.7% 

27.3% 

57.8% 

 

7.8% 

39.2% 

47.6% 

 

0.0% 

33.3% 

66.7% 

Organization’s priority 

Education 

Social services 

Health 

 

32.5% 

27.1% 

12.4% 

 

24.0% 

21.2% 

17.5% 

 

80.0% 

0.0% 

8.0% 

 



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

294 

 

The following section will discuss the learning, relationships, resources, and job 

satisfaction themes identified in the survey. 

II. Themes identified in the survey  

This section addresses how fundraisers responded to Likert scale survey questions 

about their perceptions of how they learned their profession, their professional 

relationships, the resources used at their jobs, and general perceptions about their job 

satisfaction. 

The questions were structured using a Likert scale of 1-5 (i.e. 1 = “very 

unimportant, 2 = “somewhat unimportant,” 3 = “neutral,” 4 = “somewhat important,” and 

5 = “very important.”). At the suggestion of the consultants, a “not applicable” option 

was added for items that consultants did not feel pertained to their job roles.  

Before assessing Likert scale (interval) data, the researcher should assess 

normality. Normality is the symmetrical, bell-shaped distribution curve that is expected 

of a random sample. Normally-distributed data patterns allow the user to conduct 

parametric (normal) tests. Nonparametric tests are used when the assumption of 

normality is violated (George & Mallery, 2010). I ran boxplot graphs, histograms, and 

QQ plots to graph the data distribution and found slight non-normality issues on the plots. 

Graph interpretations are subjective in nature, so I verified the results with the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test. The K-S test indicates whether the distribution of the 

members of a single group differ significantly from a normal or uniform distribution 

(George & Mallery, 2010). Each variable was significant p < .0001, which means the 

distribution is not normal and requires nonparametric tests. 
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As noted in the previous section, consultants made up 16.6% of the sample, more 

than three times the number represented in either the AFP Salary Survey (5.1%) or the 

Georgia survey (0.9%). Because consultants’ job roles may differ significantly from 

those employed at an organization full-time, I wanted to compare means of the two 

groups. I removed the scores that were marked “not applicable” and calculated the means 

of the remaining scores of each group. Instead of using parametric independent t-tests, I 

used the nonparametric Mann-Whitney rank-sum test, which compares whether two 

groups differ from each other based on ranked scores (George & Mallery, 2010).  

The full-time employees’ responses significantly differed from consultants’ 

responses in 84 of the 126 questions (66.7%). However, 52 of the 84 (61.9%) of those 

significant differences may have been due to a large proportion (> 25%) of consultants 

responding “not applicable” for answers regarding their training, relationships with 

managers, or organizational resources that they may not be privy to as a consultant, 

reducing the number of responses on the Likert scale.  

Tables 27-52 review the means and standard deviations of each of the 126 

variables. Each table describes the overall mean and standard deviation of all respondents 

(the questions are listed with the highest mean first), compares the responses of full-time 

employees to consultants, and the last column notes if there is a significant difference 

between the two groups. Each question is labeled with a four-digit number that can be 

used to compare the results of the item loads in the sections describing the factor analyses 

and structural equation sections (sections III, IV, and IV) after the survey’s themes are 

described. 
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Learning 

I asked fundraisers 20 interval questions about the different processes they 

experienced to learn their job duties. Questions included items such as, “[rate the 

importance of] attending fundraising workshops for your job” and “[rate your level of 

agreement with the statement] I have found books and/or articles helpful to my proposal 

development/fundraising techniques.” Full time fundraisers’ answers significantly 

differed from consultants on 13 of the 20 questions (65.0%).  

First, participants were asked about the importance of mentoring, training, and 

attending fundraising workshops. Both full-time and consulting fundraisers rated the 

importance of attending fundraising workshops/conferences as important to their training 

process (M = 4.35 on a 5-point Likert scale, with 5 = completely important) over having a 

mentor (M = 4.12) or being trained by another employee (M = 3.08).  

While both groups’ views did not differ on attending fundraising workshops, full-

time fundraisers and consultants significantly differed on their perceptions of the 

importance of having a mentor (full-time M = 4.31; consultants M = 3.44). Eighty-six 

percent of full-time employees reported that having a mentor was important, compared to 

68.2% of consultants. Twenty-six percent of consultants reported that having a mentor 

was not applicable to their job duties. 

Respondents were also asked about their perceptions on the importance of having 

another employee train someone in their job position (full-time M = 3.38; consultants M 

= 1.64). Fifty-six percent of full-time employees stated training was important or very 

important, compared to only 28.4% of consultants. More than half (55.7%) of consultants 

reported that training was not applicable to their position. See Table 27.  
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Table 27: The importance of attending workshops, being mentored, or being trained by another 

employee on the job. 

Rate the importance of the 

following resources to your job. 

1 = Completely unimportant 

3 = Neutral  

5 = Completely important 

All 

respondents 

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

 

Consultants 

 

 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT, 

Consultants 

p < .05 

0503 Attending fundraising 

workshops. 

 M = 4.35 

SD = .92 

 M = 4.42 

SD = .83 

 M = 4.42 

SD = .82 

.759 

0502 Having a mentor to guide 

your progress in the first year of 

your organization. 

 M = 4.12 

SD = 1.35 

 M = 4.31 

SD = 1.04 

 M = 3.44 

SD = 2.07 

.000* 

0501 For another employee to 

train a new hire in your 

position. 

 M = 3.08 

SD = 1.78 

 M = 3.38 

SD = 1.58 

 M = 1.64 

SD = 2.02 

.000* 

 

 

The AFP salary study reported that 47.9% of full-time fundraisers are employed 

at organizations with three or fewer staff members. Another 18.3% are employed at 

organizations with 4-6 staff members. Training may not be possible if such a small staff 

size is common for 66.2% of fundraisers represented in the sample (Healey et al., 2010 

p.10). Consultants may not require as much mentoring or training due to having years of 

experience in the field before becoming self-employed. Even with minimal training, both 

full-time fundraisers and consultants reported they are able to meet the goals set for them 

on their job fairly often (M = 4.18 on a 5-point scale about frequency, with 5 = always) 

(see Table 28).  
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Table 28: Frequency of fundraisers meeting job goals and expectations. 

Please rank the frequency of the 

following experiences in your 

position. 

1 = Never 

3 = Sometimes 

5 = Always 

All 

respondents  

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT, 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1110 I am able to meet the goals, 

objectives, and expectations set 

for me in my job. 

 M = 4.18 

SD = 0.98 

 M = 4.18 

SD = 0.90 

 M = 4.19 

SD = 1.31 

.518 

 

Second, participants were asked how often they read books and articles about the 

fundraising process, and if so, how helpful were the articles to their learning process. 

Respondents reported that they often (M = 3.98 on a 5 point scale, with 5 = always) read 

books and articles about proposal development or fundraising and sometimes (M = 3.33) 

read books and articles on management or collaborative writing. Consultants reported 

reading both types of articles and books more often than full-time fundraisers, but the 

difference was not significant (see Table 29).  
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Table 29: Frequency of reading books and articles on fundraising. 

Please rank the frequency of the 

following experiences in your 

position. 

1 = Never 

3 = Sometimes 

5 = Always 

All 

respondents  

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT, 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1111 I read books and/or articles 

about proposal 

development/fundraising. 

 M = 3.98 

SD = 1.00 

 M = 3.95 

SD = 0.95 

 M = 4.18 

SD = 1.18 

.092 

1112 I read books and/or articles 

about working on teams or 

collaborative writing. 

 M = 3.33 

SD = 1.26 

 M = 3.32 

SD = 1.21 

 M = 3.39 

SD = 1.50 

.692 

 

Both groups agreed that they found books and articles on proposal development 

(M = 4.42 on a 5 point scale, with 5 = completely agree) and related topics (M = 4.20) 

helpful to their fundraising processes. However, consultants found books and articles on 

teamwork and management significantly more helpful to their job duties (M = 4.44) than 

did full-time fundraisers (M = 4.21) (see Table 30).   
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Table 30: Agreement about books and/or articles being helpful to fundraising process. 

Rank how much you agree with 

the following statements about 

the training you received to 

work in the development field. 

1 = Completely disagree 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely agree 

All 

respondents  

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1418 I have found books and/or 

articles on proposal development 

helpful to my proposal 

development/fundraising 

techniques. 

 M = 4.42 

SD = 0.88 

 M = 4.44 

SD =0 .77 

 M = 4.52 

SD = 0.81 

.074 

1419 I have found books and/or 

articles on processes other than 

proposal development (i.e. 

teamwork, collaborative writing, 

management) helpful to my 

development/fundraising efforts. 

 M = 4.20 

SD = 1.05 

 M = 4.21 

SD = 0.96 

 M = 4.44 

SD = 0.91 

.041* 

 

Third, participants were asked six questions about how much they agreed with 

descriptions about training processes. Both groups agree they have access to career 

training and development activities (M = 4.34 on a 5-point scale, with 5 = completely 

agree), but these opportunities tend to exist outside their organization of employment.   

Of the remaining five questions, full-time and consulting fundraisers held 

significantly different viewpoints. Full-time fundraisers were significantly more likely to 

agree (65.8% of full-timers, M = 3.72) that new employees were made to feel at home 

compared to consultants (30.9%, M = 1.73). Full-time employees were also significantly 

more likely to agree that the organization’s system for training was adequate (M = 2.40) 
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than were consultants (M = 1.52), that the organization explains its fundraising 

procedures well (full-time M = 2.44; consultants’ M = 1.20), and that there is an adequate 

number of fundraisers at the organization for mentoring (full-time M = 2.36; consultants’ 

M = 1.03). However, it is important to note that these five questions asked about the 

experiences at an organization, and more than 56% of consultants chose “not applicable” 

to each of the questions. 

Full-time fundraisers were significantly more likely to agree that lack of formal 

training was a barrier to their job duties (M = 1.67) than did consultants (M = 1.22); 

however, only 9.8% of full-time and 3.5% of consultants responded this way. Eighty 

percent (79.5%) of full-time fundraisers said a lack of formal education was not a barrier 

to their fundraising performance (3.0% said “not applicable”), compared to 68.6% of 

consultants (an additional 20.9% said formal education was “not applicable”). 

Fundraisers feel more prepared to develop proposals compared to when they were 

first hired, but both full-time and consulting fundraisers feel that the systems in place for 

learning the fundraising systems at the organizations are less than adequate. Overall, 

consultants report that their job orientations are less important than those reported by full-

time fundraisers. Consultants may have enough work and life experience to not need 

traditional training methods such as orientation and continuing education, and instead 

choose to stay current in the field through publications and other means of education (see 

Table 31). 
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Table 31: Level of agreement about statements about on-the-job training processes. 

Rank how much you agree with 

the following statements about 

the training you received to 

work in the development field. 

1 = Completely disagree 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely agree 

All 

respondents  

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1420 I have access to career 

training and development 

opportunities. 

 M = 4.34 

SD = 1.09 

 M = 4.36 

SD = 0.98 

 M = 4.54 

SD = 1.16 

.184 

1412 New employees are quickly 

made to “feel at home” in our 

organization. 

 M = 3.39 

SD = 1.70 

 M = 3.72 

SD = 1.39 

 M = 1.73 

SD = 2.17 

.000* 

1409 The system for training new 

fundraisers at my organization is 

adequate. 

 M = 2.26 

SD = 1.58 

 M = 2.40 

SD = 1.45 

 M = 1.52 

SD = 1.97 

.000* 

1411 My organization explains its 

fundraising/proposal development 

process to new employees very 

clearly. 

 M =2.24 

SD = 1.57 

 M = 2.44 

SD = 1.46 

 M = 1.20 

SD = 1.73 

.000* 

1410 There is an adequate 

number of experienced, 

successful fundraisers in our 

department from whom I can look 

to in a mentoring role. 

 M = 2.14 

SD = 1.72 

 M = 2.36 

SD = 1.63 

 M = 1.03 

SD = 1.73 

.000* 

1416 Lack of formal training (i.e. 

college coursework) in 

fundraising/proposal development 

is a barrier to my fundraising 

performance. 

 M = 1.59 

SD = 1.08 

 M = 1.67 

SD = 1.08 

 M = 1.22 

SD = 0.98 

.000* 
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Fourth, participants were asked how much they agreed with statements describing 

how generally prepared they felt to work in the development field. Both groups’ 

responses were significantly different on five of the six questions. 

In general, respondents felt qualified for their current position based on their 

training and experience (M = 4.69 on a 5-point scale, with 5 = completely agree). Full-

time and consulting fundraisers reported significantly different responses to how prepared 

they felt when they were first hired (full-time M = 3.56) compared to the consultants (M 

= 2.99), yet consultants were significantly more likely to agree with this statement, “at 

this time, I feel prepared,” (M = 4.92) compared to full-time fundraisers (M = 4.65). 

Personal experience may help fundraisers adapt to new situations more quickly over time; 

perhaps the more professional experience one gains, the shorter the learning curve.  

When responding to statements about their current organization’s preparedness, 

full-time fundraisers also significantly differed with consultants. First, the groups differed 

in their agreement with how well work assignments were explained to full-time 

fundraisers (M = 3.25) compared to consultants (M = 2.02). Second, full-time fundraisers 

were more likely to agree that they felt they did not know what is going on within the 

organization (full-time M = 3.26; consultants M = 1.94). Last, consultants were less 

likely to experience conflicting directives on how to do their jobs (M = 1.76) than are 

full-time employees (M = 3.10) (see Table 32).  
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Table 32: Level of agreement with statements about own preparedness to work in the field. 

Rank how much you agree with 

the following statements about 

how prepared you feel to work 

in the development field. 

1 = Completely disagree 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely agree 

All 

respondents  

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1417 Based on my training and 

experience, I feel I am qualified 

for my current position. 

 M = 4.69 

SD = 0.86 

 M = 4.70 

SD = 0.78 

 M = 4.63 

SD = 1.18 

.567 

1408 At this time, I feel prepared 

for fundraising/developing 

proposals. 

 M = 4.69 

SD = 0.70 

 M = 4.65 

SD = .736 

 M = 4.92 

SD =0.69 

.000* 

1407 When I was first hired, I felt 

prepared for 

fundraising/developing proposals. 

 M = 3.46 

SD = 1.50 

 M = 3.56 

SD = 1.43 

 M = 2.99 

SD = 1.73 

.005* 

1413 I often feel I do not know 

what is going on with the 

organization. 

 M = 2.41 

SD = 1.47 

 M = 2.62 

SD = 1.35  

 M = 1.27 

SD = 1.52 

.000* 

1414 I feel there are conflicting 

directives from different 

departments on how to do my job. 

 M = 2.38 

SD = 1.55 

 M = 2.64 

SD = 1.43 

 M = 1.03 

SD = 1.41 

.000* 

1415 Work assignments are often 

not fully explained. 

 M = 2.31 

SD = 1.44 

 M = 2.48 

SD = 1.34 

 M = 1.33 

SD = 1.51 

.000* 

 

In addition to the 20 interval questions, I asked respondents to rank the 

importance of eight processes to their training. Eighty-eight percent of respondents 

ranked “workshops/conferences” in the top half of the options shown, followed by 
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“informally by colleagues” (82.9% ranked it in the top half), “articles and books” 

(67.5%), and “trial and error” (64.7%). Fundraisers ranked degree programs, mentoring, 

elective coursework, and new employee orientation in the bottom 50% of helpfulness to 

their career. See Table 33 for the complete ranking. 
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Table 33: Processes ranked most helpful to the grant writing process. 

Processes ranked most helpful 

to the grant writing training 

process (N = 580) 

n 

Ranked 

#1 

n 

Ranked 

#2 

n 

Ranked 

#3 

n 

Ranked 

#4 

N and % of 

respondents 

ranking item 

in top half  

Professional conferences or 

workshops for fundraising 

165 

(28.5%) 

119 

(20.5%) 

115 

(19.8%) 

84 

14.5%) 

483 

(83.3%) 

Informally by working with 

colleagues and asking 

questions 

124 

(21.4%) 

128 

(22.1%) 

104 

(17.9%) 

95 

(16.4%) 

451 

(77.8%) 

Through professional readings 

such as articles or books 

27 

(4.7%) 

105 

(18.1%) 

113 

(19.4%) 

122 

(21.0%) 

367 

(63.3%) 

By trial and error 68 

(11.7%) 

68 

(11.7%) 

99 

(17.1%) 

117 

(20.2%) 

352 

(60.7%) 

In my degree program/major 77 

(13.3%) 

53 

(9.1%) 

48 

(8.3%) 

53 

(9.1%) 

231 

(39.8%) 

Through a mentor or the 

person who previously held my 

job 

73 

(12.6%) 

44 

(7.6%) 

36 

(6.2%) 

40 

(6.9%) 

193 

(33.3%) 

Through an elective course at 

my university, unrelated to my 

major 

7 

(1.2%) 

24 

(4.1%) 

26 

(4.5%) 

22 

(3.8%) 

79 

(13.6%) 

New employee orientation 3 

(.5%) 

3 

(.5%) 

3 

(.5%) 

11 

(1.9%) 

20 

(3.5%) 
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Summary of fundraisers’ perceptions on learning 

The themes identified in the interval data results generally reflected the learning 

themes found in the pre-survey interviews. Both full-time and consulting fundraisers 

reported they have access to career training and development opportunities. Both groups 

found that books and articles on proposal development and teamwork are helpful to job 

duties. The survey results indicated both full-time and consulting fundraisers rated the 

importance of attending fundraising workshops/conferences as important to their training 

process over having a mentor or being trained by another employee, whereas the 

interviewees found workshops to be minimally helpful.  

The on-the-job learning experiences noted in the preliminary interviews, such as 

the general lack of mentors, trainers, and job orientations, tend to be fairly common 

within the fundraising industry. Both full-time and consulting fundraisers feel that the 

systems in place at their organizations for learning the fundraising procedures are less 

than adequate. Overall, consultants report that their job orientations are less important 

than those reported by full-time fundraisers. Work assignments are sometimes not fully 

explained, although consultants feel slightly more confident about knowing what is 

expected from them. Most fundraisers feel there are not enough experienced fundraisers 

whom they can look to for guidance. Although having another employee train a new 

person is important to fundraisers, the opportunities for mentoring or training by another 

employee may not be possible. This may be due to turnover, as Horstman has suggested 

(2006), or it may be due to the large proportion of fundraisers working in very small 

organizations with six employees or fewer (Healey et al., 2010). 
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Although the pre-survey interviews indicated the initial learning curve for 

becoming a fundraiser at an organization can be steep, respondents seem to learn their job 

duties as they spend more time at the organization and are exposed to both formal 

learning opportunities such as conferences, workshops, and coursework, and informal 

learning opportunities such as building experience on the job and gradually 

understanding expectations at the organization.  

Relationships 

The second component of the survey asked fundraisers about their professional 

relationships, another way that employees learn about their job duties. I asked fundraisers 

24 questions about the professional relationships formed with colleagues both inside the 

organization and within their communities, and with their managers or the organization’s 

executive director. Last, I asked about their attitudes towards their colleagues and their 

employer. Questions asked participants to rate their level of agreement with the 

statements, “my colleagues care about the organization’s goals” and “my supervisor 

appreciates the contributions I have made to the organization.” 

Consultants’ answers significantly differed from full-time employees in 21 of the 

24 questions (87.5%). The following sections will describe how fundraisers rate the 

importance of relationships; their daily interactions with colleagues, management, and 

community; and their general satisfaction with the organization as a whole. 

 First, participants were asked to rate the importance of their professional 

relationships. Full-time and consultants rated personal communication with partners and 

collaborators as very important (M = 4.65 on a 5-point scale, with 5 = completely 

important), although full-time respondents ranked “personal communication within your 
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organization” even higher than that of “communication with collaborators/partners” (M = 

4.77 for colleagues, M = 4.64 for collaborators). Full-time employees differed 

significantly from consultants on the importance of professional colleagues (full-time M 

= 4.77; consultants’ M = 3.98), and full-time fundraisers rated ‘a briefing from your 

manager’ as “important” (M = 4.19), significantly higher than consultants, who rated the 

briefing “unimportant” to “neutral” (M = 2.56). In fact, whereas 82.6% of full-time 

fundraisers rated the management briefing as important, only 48.9% of consultants did. In 

general, professional relationships seem less important to consultants than they do to full-

time employees (see Table 34). 

Table 34: Rated importance of professional relationships to fundraisers. 

Rate the level of importance 

of the following 

relationships. 

1 = Completely unimportant 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely important 

All 

respondents 

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants 

p < .05 

0505 Personal communication 

with colleagues outside your 

organization, such as your 

organization’s partners or 

collaborators. 

 M = 4.65 

SD = 0.85 

 M =4.64 

SD = 1.18 

 M = 4.67 

SD = 0.70 

.756 

0504 Personal communication 

with colleagues within your 

organization. 

 M = 4.63 

SD = 1.09 

 M = 4.77 

SD = 0.79 

 M = 3.98 

SD = 1.87 

.000* 

0506 A briefing from your 

manager. 

 M = 3.89 

SD = 1.64 

 M = 4.19 

SD = 1.28 

 M = 2.56 

SD = 2.33 

.000* 
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Next, I asked participants how much they agreed with ten statements about their 

professional relationships on the job. The questions used a five point scale, with 5 = 

completely agree. Full-time employees significantly differed from consultants in all ten 

of the questions. Consultants felt significantly less trusting of their colleagues (M = 3.45; 

M = 4.22 of full timers), that their colleagues cared less about the organization’s goals 

(consultants’ M = 3.27 compared to M = 4.34 of full-time employees); that their 

colleagues were less reliable (M = 2.74 to M = 3.71); that they have less confidence in 

their colleagues (consultants’ M = 3.22 compared to M = 3.85 of full-time); and that the 

cooperation and teamwork was on a lower level (consultants’ M = 2.74 compared to M = 

3.74 full-time).  

These responses may indicate that consultants may work independently on their 

own proposals or grant applications rather than with the pre-existing teams in the 

development department. Full-time fundraisers’ answers rated their relationships 

significantly higher than the consultants’ responses in all ten of the questions; this may be 

due to the time that trust and professional relationships take to build over time or it may 

be due to consultants working in isolation. Full-time fundraisers rated their relationships 

with colleagues highly; consultants rated the relationships more neutrally (see Table 18). 

However, it is unclear from the survey results how consultants obtain informal 

information to do their jobs; this is an area that will be investigated in the post-survey 

interviews, particularly because 22% of consultants indicated that working with 

colleagues was “not applicable” to their jobs (Table 35).  
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Table 35: Fundraisers' agreement about perceptions of daily interactions with colleagues. 

Rank the level you agree with 

the following statements 

about your professional 

relationships. 

1 = Completely disagree 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely agree 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1506 My colleagues care 

about the organization’s 

goals. 

 M = 4.13 

SD = 1.31 

 M = 4.34 

SD = 0.96 

 M = 3.27 

SD = 2.02 

.000* 

1501 I can trust the people I 

work with to lend me a hand if 

I need it. 

 M = 4.09 

SD = 1.27 

 M = 4.22 

SD = 1.05 

 M = 3.45 

SD = 1.90 

.000* 

1511 I generally feel my 

colleagues appreciate my 

contributions to the 

organization. 

 M = 4.09 

SD = 1.29 

 M = 4.25 

SD = 0.98 

 M = 3.57 

SD = 1.96 

.003* 

1504 Most of my fellow 

workers would complete their 

work even if supervision were 

not around. 

 M = 4.04 

SD = 1.39 

 M = 4.19 

SD = 1.16 

 M = 3.46 

SD = 2.01 

.002* 

1510 My colleagues don’t 

hesitate to pitch in when 

things get busy.  

 M = 3.75 

SD = 1.40 

 M = 3.88 

SD = 1.23 

 M = 3.14 

SD = 1.95 

.001* 

1503 I have full confidence in 

the skills of my colleagues. 

 M = 3.74 

SD = 1.35 

 M = 3.85 

SD = 1.21 

 M = 3.22 

SD = 1.84 

.003* 

1508 My colleagues have a 

realistic expectation of my 

role in the organization. 

 M = 3.61 

SD = 1.44 

 M = 3.74 

SD = 1.27 

 M = 3.01 

SD = 1.99 

.002* 
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Rank the level you agree with 

the following statements 

about your professional 

relationships. 

1 = Completely disagree 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely agree 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1507 When it comes to 

fundraising, there is a good 

level of teamwork and 

cooperation among the staff 

members. 

 M = 3.60 

SD = 1.57 

 M = 3.74 

SD = 1.41 

 M = 2.88 

SD = 2.11 

.000* 

1505 I can rely on other 

colleagues to not make my 

job more difficult with careless 

work. 

 M = 3.54 

SD = 1.49 

 M = 3.71 

SD = 1.32 

 M = 2.74 

SD = 1.95 

.000* 

1509 I feel my colleagues 

blame the fundraising 

department for problems in 

the organization. 

 M = 1.87 

SD = 1.38 

 M = 2.00 

SD = 1.35 

 M = 1.20 

SD = 1.39 

.000* 

 

Third, participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with statements 

about their daily interactions with management. Consultants significantly differed from 

full-time fundraisers in all seven questions asking about their experience with 

management. Several of the questions did not pertain to most consultants’ experiences, 

which likely resulted in the significant difference in responses. “Management is sincere 

in its efforts to meet the workers’ point of view” and “my supervisor supports me in 

pursuing my career goals” were not statements that were important to consultants, and 
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may explain the high percentages of “not applicable” responses (46.4% and 52.4%, 

respectively).  

Only 49.1% of consultants agreed with the statement, “my supervisor appreciates 

the contributions I have made to this organization” compared to 81.9% of full-time 

respondents. Full-time fundraisers felt significantly more appreciated (M = 4.21 on a 5-

point scale, with 5 = completely agree) by their managers and treated with respect and 

courtesy than did consultants (M = 2.52). 

Understandably, full-time fundraisers were significantly more likely to agree that 

their supervisor supports their career goals (M = 3.96) than did consultants (M = 1.94)—a 

statement that 52.4% of consultants regarded as “not applicable” to their job duties. Full-

time fundraisers were significantly more pleased with the support they received from 

management (M = 3.74) compared to consultants (M = 2.12), although full-time 

fundraisers responded “neutral” to statements about trusting management (M = 3.64) and 

management’s sincerity (M = 3.61). 

When viewing Table 36, it is important to note that between 42.9-52.4% of 

consultants selected “not applicable” for the questions about management. It is possible 

that consultants consider themselves to not have a manager when consulting or may have 

worked with a project director instead of an executive director when developing their 

work.  
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Table 36: Agreement with statements about management within the organization. 

Rank the level you agree with 

the following statements 

about your professional 

relationships. 

1 = Completely disagree 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely agree 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1517 My supervisor 

appreciates the contributions I 

have made to the 

organization. 

 M = 3.94 

SD = 1.60 

 M = 4.21 

SD = 1.25 

 M = 2.52 

SD = 2.28 

.000* 

1516 My supervisor treats me 

with respect and courtesy. 

 M = 3.92 

SD = 1.63 

 M = 4.20 

SD = 1.30 

 M =2.52 

SD = 2.30 

.000* 

1518 My supervisor supports 

me in pursuing my career 

goals.  

 M = 3.63 

SD = 1.75 

 M = 3.96 

SD = 1.44 

 M = 1.94 

SD = 2.19 

.000* 

1513 I am pleased with the 

amount of support I receive 

from my supervisors. 

 M = 3.48 

SD = 1.71 

 M = 3.74 

SD = 1.49 

 M =2.12 

SD = 2.13 

.000* 

1515 Management can be 

trusted to make sensible 

decisions for my 

organization’s future. 

 M = 3.40 

SD = 1.59 

 M = 3.64 

SD = 1.35 

 M = 2.23 

SD = 2.11 

.000* 

1514 Management is sincere 

in its attempt to meet their 

workers’ points of view.  

 M = 3.36 

SD = 1.67 

 M = 3.61 

SD = 1.44 

 M = 2.06 

SD = 2.11 

.000* 

1113 Administration 

frequently makes it difficult to 

deal with everyday problems. 

 M = 2.09 

SD = 1.34 

 M = 2.31 

SD = 1.25 

 M = 0.95 

SD = 1.20 

.000* 
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Finally, participants were asked about the relationships they had made within the 

community and with their general satisfaction of the organization as a whole. Full-time 

fundraisers significantly differed from consultants on two of the four questions. Outside 

the organization, fundraisers were pleased with the professional relationships they had 

made outside their organization (M = 4.42, 5 = completely agree) and were neutral to 

somewhat satisfied with their organization of employment at this time (M = 3.88). Full-

time fundraisers were significantly more confident that their organization will always try 

to treat them fairly (M = 3.92) compared to consultants, who were neutral on the subject 

(M = 3.00). This response difference may have to do with the amount of time that 

consultants have spent with the organization in question. Neither group felt their 

organization was the brunt of too much adverse media publicity (full-time M = 1.67; 

consultants M = 0.93), although the difference was significant (see Table 37). 
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Table 37: Level of agreement with statements about relationships with community. 

Rank the level you agree with 

the following statements 

about your professional 

relationships. 

1 = Completely disagree 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely agree 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1512 I am pleased with the 

professional relationships I 

have formed outside my 

organization. 

 M = 4.42 

SD = 1.01 

 M = 4.48 

SD = 0.86 

 M = 4.47 

SD = 1.13 

.950 

1703 I am satisfied with my 

organization at this time. 

 M = 3.88 

SD = 1.36 

 M = 3.98 

SD = 1.16 

 M = 3.59 

SD = 1.96 

.090 

1502 I am confident that my 

organization will always try to 

treat me fairly. 

 M = 3.77 

SD = 1.42 

 M = 3.92 

SD = 1.18 

 M = 3.00 

SD = 2.15 

.000* 

1521 My organization is the 

brunt of bad publicity. 

 M = 1.55 

SD = 1.16 

 M = 1.67 

SD = 1.14 

 M = 0.93 

SD = 1.03 

.000* 

Summary of fundraisers’ perceptions on professional relationships 

The survey results indicated that professional relationships are less important to 

fundraisers than were indicated in the pre-survey interviews. In general, fundraisers 

indicated their relationships with their colleagues were important for completing their job 

duties, but the fundraisers do not seem to be very invested in the relationships, 

particularly those with management. Consultants tended to be even less involved in their 

professional relationships at the organization than were the full-time employees.  
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Full-time fundraisers felt relatively appreciated by their colleagues, moreso than 

consultants, although survey respondents ranked their relationships with colleagues and 

management as “somewhat important” to “neutral.” Although full-time fundraisers 

“somewhat agreed” that they trusted their colleagues, most felt neutral about the support 

they receive from their colleagues in terms of teamwork, moral support, and expectations.  

Full-time employees felt more respected and received more support from 

management than did consultants, but full-time fundraisers generally feel “neutral” about 

the day-to-day activities of management. Consultants felt management made it easy to 

solve everyday problems, but both groups were neutral about managements’ ability to 

guide the organization’s future. The quality of the relationship with management is less 

important to consultants than to full-time employees, which was a surprise, considering 

that consultants tend to report directly to organizational leaders in their contracts. It is 

possible that consultants may have considered themselves to be their own manager, rather 

than reporting to an executive director at an organization. 

On a positive note, both full-time and consulting fundraisers were pleased with 

the professional relationships they have formed outside their organization and within 

their communities and may regard those relationships more highly than those inside the 

place of employment. Both full-time and consulting fundraisers ranked personal 

communication with colleagues outside their organizations, such as program partners, 

higher than personal communication with colleagues or managers within their 

organization. 
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In conclusion, full-time fundraisers are generally pleased with their organization 

of employment at this time and are more likely to be invested in the professional 

relationships with management and colleagues than are consultants, which is 

understandable. Consultants are likely working for multiple organizations and may not 

have the time to invest in professional relationships with individuals at all of the 

organizations they work for, or they may still be getting to know the organizations they 

are working for.  

Resources 

The third component of the survey asked fundraisers about the information, 

technology, and personnel resources provided to them on their jobs. Specifically, I asked 

about the importance of various support resources provided for their job duties, such as 

clerical support, hardware, and software. The survey also asked about the frequency of 

technology use, such as use of intranet or database systems and information storage and 

sharing processes. Participants were asked questions such as, “[rate the frequency of] 

being provided with the necessary technology I need to do my job” and “[rate the 

importance of] your email account.” Participants were also asked about their perceptions 

on knowledge management processes, such as, “[rate your agreement with the statement] 

I am willing to contribute to my organization’s knowledge base, even if it takes a little 

extra time to do so.” Full-time fundraisers and consultants significantly differed on 26 of 

47 questions. 

First, fundraisers were asked about the frequency of use of technology, 

information, and personnel resources on the job. Full-time fundraisers differed from 

consultants in five of the six questions. The questions used a 5-point scale, with 5 = 



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

319 

 

always and 1 = never. Both groups felt they were “often” provided with the necessary 

information needed to do their jobs well (M = 4.06).  

In general, full-time fundraisers reported a significantly higher frequency of use 

of support resources than consultants. Full-time fundraisers reported their organization 

uses an internal information storage system such as an intranet significantly more “often” 

to “always” (M = 4.52) compared to consultants, whose organizations used them 

“sometimes” (M = 3.25). This difference may be due to some of the organizations having 

intranets while others may not, depending on the size of organization the consultant is 

working for. There was a significant difference between full-time fundraisers and 

consultants on how often they are provided with the necessary technology needed to do 

their job well (full-time M = 4.20; consultants M = 3.73), although both answers ranged 

in the positive “sometimes/often” to “often/always” range. 

Poor equipment is rarely a problem for either consultants or full-time employees, 

although the difference reported was significant (full-time M = 2.26; consultants M = 

1.80)—only 13.6% of consultants and 12.1% of full-time employees reported this was 

“often/always” a problem. 

Administrative support is similarly rare: both groups reported they were provided 

administrative support “rarely/never,” although there was a significant difference (full-

time M = 2.37; consultants M = 1.65). However, lack of support does not seem to 

negatively affect fundraising efforts: both groups reported that unprepared employees 

“rarely” negatively affected fundraising efforts, although the difference was significant 

(full-time M = 2.37; consultants M = 1.67) (see Table 38).  



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

320 

 

Table 38: Frequency of use of technology, information, and personnel resources at nonprofit 

organizations. 

Please rate the frequency of use 

of the following Information, 

technology, and personnel 

resources at your organization. 

1 = Never 

3 = Sometimes 

5 = Always 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1201 My organization uses an 

internal information storage and 

management systems such as 

organization-wide intranets, 

databases, or servers. 

 M = 4.27 

SD = 1.34 

 M = 4.52 

SD = 0.93 

 M =3.25 

SD = 2.12 

.000* 

1203 I am provided with the 

necessary technology I need to 

do my job well. 

 M = 4.08 

SD = 1.13 

 M = 4.20 

SD = 0.89 

 M = 3.73 

SD = 1.62 

.014* 

1204 I am provided with the 

necessary information I need to 

do my job well. 

 M = 4.06 

SD = 0.98 

 M = 4.14 

SD = 0.80 

 M = 3.92 

SD = 1.26 

.130 

1214 Unprepared employees 

have negatively affected our 

fundraising efforts. 

 M = 2.60 

SD = 1.38 

 M = 2.71 

SD = 1.28 

 M = 2.01 

SD = 1.70 

.000* 

1216 I am provided 

administrative support such as a 

project/research assistant, 

secretary, or intern to assist with 

proposal preparation. 

 M = 2.25 

SD = 1.54 

 M = 2.37 

SD = 1.49 

 M = 1.65 

SD = 1.65 

.000* 

1202 Poor equipment 

(computers, software, 

databases) result in fundraising 

shortcomings. 

 M = 2.18 

SD = 1.16 

 M = 2.26 

SD = 1.06 

 M = 1.80 

SD = 1.48 

.006* 
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Second, participants were asked about the importance of various technological, 

information, and personnel resources to do their job well. Full-time employees and 

consultants significantly differed on only one of the six questions about the importance of 

various technologies to their job duties. All participants rated the following technologies 

in the same order of importance: 1. Email (M = 4.79 on a 5-point scale, with 5 = 

completely important, mean includes all participants), 2. external websites (M = 4.72), 3. 

internal databases (M = 4.41), 4. printed/hard copy materials (M = 3.78), 5. USB drives 

or personal drives (M = 3.74), and 6. collaborative multi-author software (M = 3.13). 

Consultants and full-time employees significantly differed in only one area of 

importance: the organization’s internal databases such as intranet, local databases or 

internal information storage systems (FT M = 4.56, consultants M = 3.99). 

Using the same 5-point scale as Kuzic & Giannato’s 2006 study on corporate 

intranet use in Australia, fundraisers similarly rated their email accounts as the most 

important technology for their jobs (fundraisers M = 4.79; corporate M = 4.83), 

indicating that the communication received from their colleagues, partners, managers, 

and others is very important to their job duties. Fundraisers rated external information 

sources higher than the corporate users (fundraisers M = 4.72; corporate M = 3.81), 

which is understandable due to the online research fundraisers must conduct on a daily 

basis. Corporate employees rated their own personal drives more important than 

fundraisers did (fundraisers M = 3.74; corporate M = 4.55), and corporate employees 

rated their intranet system higher than fundraisers (fundraisers M = 4.56; corporate M = 
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4.53). However, without the raw numbers of the Kuzic & Giannatos study, significant 

differences cannot be calculated (see Table 39). 
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Table 39: Importance of technology, information, and personnel resources to fundraisers' jobs well. 

Please rate the 

importance of the 

following Information, 

technology, and 

personnel resources to 

your job. 

1 = Completely 

unimportant 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely 

important. 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

Kuzic & 

Giannatos 

(2006) 

(SD not 

available) 

0507 Your email 

account. 

 

 M = 4.79 

SD = 0.75 

 M = 4.80 

SD = 0.72 

 M = 4.76 

SD = 0.90 

.738 4.83 

0510 External 

information sources 

such as intranet access, 

websites, or databases 

outside your 

organization. 

 M = 4.72 

SD = 0.83 

 M = 4.73 

SD = 0.76 

 M = 4.64 

SD = 1.14 

.473 3.81 

0508 Your 

organization’s internal 

information sources 

such as the intranet, 

local databases, or other 

internal electronic 

storage systems. 

 M = 4.41 

SD = 1.23 

 M = 4.56 

SD = 0.93 

 M = 3.99 

SD = 1.86 

.007* 4.53 

0511 Printed, “hard 

copy” documents like 

paper files or reports. 

 M = 3.78 

SD = 1.14 

 M = 3.80 

SD = 1.09 

 M =3.68 

SD = 1.31 

.420 3.61 
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Please rate the 

importance of the 

following Information, 

technology, and 

personnel resources to 

your job. 

1 = Completely 

unimportant 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely 

important. 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

Kuzic & 

Giannatos 

(2006) 

(SD not 

available) 

0509 A document 

storage drive that only 

you can access, such as 

a USB drive or personal 

laptop. 

 M = 3.74 

SD = 1.45 

 M = 3.76 

SD = 1.37 

 M = 3.65 

SD = 1.82 

.593 4.55 

0512 Collaborative, 

multi-author software 

such as SharePoint, 

CampFire, GoogleDocs, 

Box.net or other shared 

software. 

 M = 3.13 

SD = 1.43 

 M = 3.10 

SD = 1.40 

 M = 3.27 

SD = 1.59 

.336 NA 

 

Third, fundraisers were asked about their information gathering procedures. 

Fundraisers rated information-seeking procedures such as asking questions, listening, 

scrutinizing content, and other investigative techniques as important to the information-

gathering process, rated on a 5-point scale with 5 = completely important. Consultants 

and full-time employees significantly differed on only one area: the importance of 

scrutinizing experts’ knowledge and asking for more information when necessary. 
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Consultants rated this statement significantly higher (M = 4.86) than did full-time 

employees (M = 4.65). 

These questions came from Mykytyn et al.’s (1994) study on knowledge 

acquisition traits of knowledge managers, but a direct comparison of the samples was not 

possible based on how Mykytyn et al. reported their results. Compared to Kuzic & 

Giannaotos, fundraisers rated “access to information in general” as more important (M = 

4.84 on a 5-point scale) to their jobs than did the Australian business counterparts (M = 

4.46) (Kuzic & Giannatos, 2006 p.4) (see Table 40). 

. 
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Table 40: Importance of information access procedures. 

Please rate the 

importance of the 

following Information, 

technology, and 

personnel resources to 

your job. 

1 = Completely 

unimportant 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely 

important 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

0513 Access to 

information in general. 

 M = 4.84 

SD = 0.62 

 M =4.84 

SD = 0.57 

 M = 4.83 

SD = 0.86 

.896 

0514 Asking the right 

questions to obtain the 

information you need. 

 M = 4.83 

SD = 0.71 

 M = 4.82 

SD = 0.71 

 M = 4.86 

SD = 0.70 

.601 

0515 Paying attention to 

and concentrating on 

what others say in 

meetings, asking 

questions to refine 

points which are 

uncertain. 

 M = 4.78 

SD = 0.73 

 M = 4.78 

SD = 0.69 

 M = 4.75 

SD = 0.91 

.730 

0516 Having a mind 

open to new ideas 

before and during 

knowledge elicitation 

sessions. 

 M = 4.77 

SD =0 .74 

 M = 4.76 

SD = 0.78 

 M = 4.84 

SD = 0.52 

.269 
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Please rate the 

importance of the 

following Information, 

technology, and 

personnel resources to 

your job. 

1 = Completely 

unimportant 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely 

important 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

0517 Investigating and 

scrutinizing experts’ 

knowledge & responses, 

asking for more 

information when 

needed.  

 M = 4.63 

SD =0 .80 

 M = 4.65 

SD = 0.69 

 M = 4.86 

SD = 0.41 

.000* 

0519 Drawing 

inferences or 

conclusions from known 

or assumed facts. 

 M = 4.24 

SD = 1.01 

 M = 4.22 

SD = 1.01 

 M = 4.35 

SD = 0.97 

.485 

0518 Dividing an 

expert’s knowledge into 

its parts: Providing a 

structure to knowledge, 

establishing 

relationships among its 

parts. 

 M = 4.19 

SD = 1.03 

 M = 4.28 

SD = 0.89 

 M = 4.06 

SD = 1.18 

.099 

 

Fourth, fundraisers were asked how much they agreed with statements about 

personnel and technical support received at their organizations of employment, such as 

“[rate your agreement with] my department has sufficient clerical help” or “my 
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department has out-of-date equipment.” Fundraisers “somewhat disagreed” with the 

statement, “I am satisfied with the degree to which I can delegate routine tasks to other 

colleagues” (M = 2.70); there was no significant difference between full-time and 

consulting fundraisers. 

In general, consultants reported it was easy to get the information necessary to do 

their job (M = 4.12), significantly moreso than full-time employees (M = 3.85). However, 

responses to statements about technical and personnel support were mostly in the 

“neutral” to “somewhat disagree” response range, indicating that fundraisers lack 

technological and personnel support.  

Consultants significantly differed from full time respondents in six of seven 

questions. Full-time employees were significantly more likely to respond “neutral” to the 

statement “I am pleased with the amount of technological support I receive” compared to 

consultants, who disagreed (M = 1.77). Consultants were significantly more likely to 

disagree with the statements, “my department has “sufficient clerical help” (Consultants 

M = 1.19; full-time M = 2.72), “out-of-date equipment” (consultants M = 1.23; M = 

2.44), “fundraising shortfalls due to shortage in staff” (consultants M = 1.83; full-time M 

= 2.69), and “an adequate number of fundraisers” (consultants M = 1.02; full-time M = 

2.74) than were full-time fundraisers. Adding clerical support to the department may 

provide opportunities for assistants or clerical employees to move into fundraising 

positions while learning from experienced development officers (Table 41).  
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Table 41: Agreement with statements regarding technology, information, and personnel resources. 

Please rate the level of 

agreement you have with the 

following statements about 

Information, technology, and 

personnel resources at your 

job. 

1 = Complete disagreement  

3 = Neutral 

5 = Complete agreement 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1603 In general, it is easy for 

me to get the information I 

need. 

 M = 3.87 

SD = 1.16 

 M = 3.85 

SD = 1.13 

 M = 4.12 

SD = 1.01 

.030* 

1602 I am pleased with the 

amount of technological support 

I receive from my organization. 

 M = 3.37 

SD = 1.66 

 M = 3.69 

SD = 1.36 

 M = 1.77 

SD = 2.08 

.000* 

1705 I am satisfied with the 

degree to which I can delegate 

routine tasks to other 

colleagues. 

 M =2.70 

SD = 1.60 

 M = 2.77 

SD = 1.48 

 M = 2.37 

SD = 2.08 

.103 

1217 A shortage of staff in our 

department results in 

fundraising shortfalls. 

M = 2.56 

SD = 1.49 

M = 2.69 

SD = 1.37 

M = 1.83 

SD = 1.82 

.000* 

1606 My organization has an 

adequate number of fundraisers 

to meet our fundraising goals. 

 M = 2.47 

SD = 1.67 

 M = 2.74 

SD = 1.53 

 M = 1.02 

SD = 1.61 

.000* 

1605 My department has 

sufficient clerical help. 

 M = 2.46 

SD = 1.60 

 M =2.72 

SD = 1.47 

 M = 1.19 

SD = 1.65 

.000* 

1601 My department has out-of-

date equipment. 

 M = 2.22 

SD = 1.47 

 M = 2.44 

SD = 1.39 

 M = 1.23 

SD = 1.45 

.000* 
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Fifth, fundraisers were asked for their level of agreement with statements on 

sharing information with their colleagues and contributing to knowledge management 

systems. The overall sample agreed that they felt comfortable sharing their research with 

colleagues (M = 4.19 on a 5-point scale, 5 = completely agree) and disagreed with the 

statement, “I learned the hard way, so can [new fundraisers]” (M = 1.42; 1 = completely 

disagree).  

The groups significantly differed on three of the five questions. Full-time 

fundraisers were significantly more likely to agree with the statement, “I feel comfortable 

contributing to my organization’s knowledge base” (M = 4.43) than did consultants (M = 

3.65). Ninety percent of full-time fundraisers agreed that they felt comfortable 

contributing to an organization’s KM system, compared to 67.0% of consultants. 

Consultants were less likely to agree with the statement, “if I could not work for some 

reason, another employee could pick up where I left off based on notes I took during the 

fundraising process” (M = 2.77) compared to full-time fundraisers (M = 3.36). 

Consultants likely do not have the same motivating aspects of knowledge-base 

contributions as a full-time, more permanent employee might, such as re-use of 

information for use in other projects (see Table 42). 
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Table 42: Agreement with statements about knowledge sharing and contributing to KM efforts. 

Please rate the level of 

agreement you have with the 

following statements about 

Information, technology, and 

personnel resources at your 

job. 

1 = Complete disagreement  

3 = Neutral 

5 = Complete agreement 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1608 I feel comfortable 

contributing to my 

organization’s formal 

knowledge base. 

 M = 4.26 

SD = 1.44 

 M = 4.43 

SD = 1.19 

 M = 3.65 

SD = 2.06 

.001* 

1607 I enjoy sharing my 

research with my colleagues. 

 M =4.19 

SD = 1.31 

 M = 4.25 

SD = 1.22 

 M = 4.18 

SD = 1.43 

.702 

1609 I am willing to contribute 

to my organization’s knowledge 

base, even if it takes a little 

extra time to document my 

processes. 

 M =4.19 

SD = 1.43 

 M = 4.38 

SD = 1.19 

 M = 3.46 

SD = 2.12 

.000* 

1604 If I could not work for 

some reason, it would be easy 

for another person to pick up 

where I left off based on notes I 

take during the fundraising 

process. 

 M = 3.24 

SD = 1.39 

 M = 3.36 

SD = 1.29 

 M = 2.77 

SD = 1.70 

.003* 

1612 I am reluctant to share my 

fundraising strategies with new 

colleagues; I learned the hard 

way: so can they. 

 M =1.42 

SD = 0.93 

 M = 1.39 

SD = 0.85 

 M = 1.59 

SD = 1.27 

.162 
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Seventh, fundraisers were asked about frequency of use of various procedures in 

place within their organizations, such as planning processes, mechanisms to address 

problems, and typical review processes for proposal planning development and review. A 

score of 5 = always, 3 = sometimes, and 1 = never. Both full-time fundraisers and 

consultants “often” have a good idea about what they will be working on over the next 

few months (M = 4.16) and both groups document the steps they take to secure funding 

using notes, calendars, or other tracking systems (M = 4.03). Both groups reported that 

their organization “sometimes” has a standard review process for reviewing proposals (M 

= 3.21). Fundraisers only “sometimes” or “rarely” (M = 2.57) complete post-mortems or 

debriefings for the proposals that have been completed, and storyboarding or visual 

planning is similarly rare (M = 2.25). In general, fundraisers are neither satisfied nor 

dissatisfied with the amount of time allotted to prepare a proposal (M = 3.28) and the 

amount of project planning completed by the organization (M = 3.02).  

Consultants and full-time fundraisers significantly differed on six of the 11 

questions. Although both consultants and full-time fundraisers reported a low frequency 

of use of planning processes and tracking systems within their organizations, the lack of 

procedures in place do not tend to hinder the fundraising process. Full-time fundraisers 

were significantly more likely to report that their organizations were “sometimes” set up 

to expedite the flow of work (M = 3.57; consultants M = 2.72), and were more likely to 

report that their colleagues “sometimes” use a standard set of procedures to keep track of 

funding opportunities (M = 3.41; consultants M = 2.50).  
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Full-time fundraisers were significantly more likely to respond that there is 

“sometimes” (M = 3.26) a mechanism for dealing with complaints that allows problems 

to be resolved compared to consultants (M = 1.88). Although full-time fundraisers 

“rarely” reported that a shortage of effective workflow processes results in fundraising 

shortcomings (M = 2.68), significantly more frequently than consultants (M = 1.78), full-

time fundraisers also “rarely” indicated there was a workflow bottleneck in the 

department (M = 2.82), which was significantly more frequently than consultants (M = 

1.70). However, forty percent of consultants reported that the “workflow bottleneck” 

question was not applicable to their job, and 37.5% of consultants answered “not 

applicable” to the question regarding a shortage of workflow processes hindering the 

fundraising effort. Almost one-third (29.5%) of full-time writers reported that a workflow 

bottleneck “always/often” hinders their fundraising efforts, compared to 19.3% of 

consultants. Last, full-time fundraisers significantly differed from consultants (M = 2.40; 

consultants M = 1.33) in their answer to “many of our rules make doing a good job 

difficult,” although 40.2% of consultants answered “not applicable” to this question. 

Fifteen percent of full-time fundraisers note the rules and procedures “always” or “often” 

make doing a good job difficult, compared to only 6.9% of consultants (see Table 43). 
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Table 43: Frequency of statements about processes at fundraisers' organizations. 

Rank the frequency of the 

following statements about your 

job position. 

1 = Never 

3 = Sometimes 

5 = Always 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1219 I have a good idea about 

what projects and proposals I will 

be working on over the next few 

months. 

 M = 4.16 

SD = 1.04 

 M = 4.21 

SD = 0.94 

 M = 4.06 

SD = 1.20 

.250 

1218 I document and save the 

steps I take to secure funding 

using my notes, computer, 

calendars, charts, or other 

tracking system. 

 M = 4.03 

SD = 1.17 

 M = 4.02 

SD = 1.12 

 M = 4.07 

SD = 1.42 

.745 

1205 My department is set up to 

expedite the flow of work. 

 M = 3.43 

SD = 1.34 

 M = 3.57 

SD = 1.12 

 M = 2.72 

SD = 1.96 

.000* 

1208 Employees at my 

organization use a standard set 

of procedures for keeping track 

of upcoming or recurring funding 

opportunities. 

 M = 3.26 

SD = 1.49 

 M = 3.41 

SD = 1.34 

 M = 2.50 

SD = 1.89 

.000* 

1210 My organization has a 

standard review process for 

reviewing proposals. 

 M = 3.21 

SD = 1.57 

 M = 3.24  

SD = 1.52 

 M = 3.06 

SD = 1.80 

.385 

1212 There is a mechanism for 

dealing with complaints about 

coworkers, partners, or 

consultants which allows 

problems to be resolved. 

 M = 2.99 

SD = 1.67 

 M = 3.22 

SD = 1.51 

 M = 1.88 

SD = 1.96 

.000* 
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Rank the frequency of the 

following statements about your 

job position. 

1 = Never 

3 = Sometimes 

5 = Always 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1206 There is a workflow 

bottleneck in our department, 

especially during peak 

fundraising times or near 

deadlines. 

 M = 2.64 

SD = 1.36 

 M = 2.82 

SD = 1.22 

 M = 1.70 

SD = 1.61 

.000* 

1211 My organization completes 

“post-mortems” or debriefing 

sessions for each project after 

the proposal development 

process is complete. 

 

 M = 2.57 

SD = 1.38 

 M = 2.55 

SD = 1.31 

 M = 2.65 

SD= 1.70 

.622 

1207 A shortage of effective 

workflow processes results in 

fundraising shortcomings in my 

organization. 

 M = 2.53 

SD = 1.31 

 M = 2.68 

SD = 1.17 

 M = 1.78 

SD = 1.64 

.000* 

1209 My organization 

incorporates “storyboarding” or 

visual planning during 

brainstorming sessions. 

 M = 2.25 

SD = 1.38 

 M = 2.27 

SD = 1.32 

 M = 2.09 

SD = 1.65 

.330 

1213 Many of our rules and 

procedures make doing a good 

job difficult. 

 M = 2.23 

SD = 1.21 

 M = 2.40 

SD = 1.09 

 M = 1.33 

SD = 1.36 

.000* 

 

Participants felt “neutral” when asked about their satisfaction with the amount of 

time allotted to producing a proposal prior to submission (M = 3.28) and the amount of 
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project planning their organization does prior to developing a fundraising proposal       

(M = 3.02). About half (52.2%) of full-time fundraisers were satisfied with the amount of 

time allotted for proposal production, compared to 61.8% of consultants, but the 

difference was not significant (see Table 44). 

Table 44: Satisfaction with project and proposal planning efforts. 

Rank your level of satisfaction in 

the following topics. 

1 = Completely unsatisfied 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely satisfied 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1707 The amount of time allotted 

to producing a proposal prior to 

submission. 

 M = 3.28 

SD = 1.331 

 M = 3.25 

SD = 1.29 

 M = 3.46 

SD = 1.54 

.246 

1706 The amount of project 

planning my organization 

completes prior to developing a 

fundraising proposal. 

 M = 3.02 

SD = 1.43 

 M = 3.02 

SD = 1.35 

 M = 3.05 

SD = 1.85 

.892 

 

Finally, fundraisers were asked about their perceptions of documentation. 

Participants were conflicted about documenting their own fundraising processes. 

Consultants significantly differed from full-time fundraisers on all three questions about 

documentation. Both groups were “neutral” about the idea that documenting successful 

and failed fundraising strategies would help them perform their job better, with full-time 

fundraisers significantly more likely to agree with the statement than consultants (full 

time M = 3.88; consultants M = 3.36). Seventy-two percent of full-time fundraisers 
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selected “somewhat agree” to “completely agree” for their answers to this question, as 

did 61.3% of consultants.  

Fifty percent of full-time fundraisers agreed that they wished processes had been 

documented better before starting their job (M = 3.17), significantly higher than the 

38.7% of consultants (M = 2.38), but thirty-seven percent of consultants responded that 

documentation was “not applicable” to their current position. Fundraisers also 

significantly differed on their agreement with the statement, “it takes too long to 

document successful and failed fundraising strategies”: 47.1% of consultants agreed with 

this statement (M = 2.25) compared to 26.4% of full time fundraisers (M = 2.57) (Table 

45).  

Table 45: Agreement with statements about documenting fundraising procedures. 

Rank how much you agree with 

the following statements about 

your job, life, and organization. 

1 = Completely disagree 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely agree 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1611 Documenting successful 

and failed fundraising strategies 

would help me perform my job 

better. 

 M = 3.78 

SD = 1.36 

 M = 3.88 

SD = 1.22 

 M = 3.36 

SD = 1.84 

.014* 

1215 I wish fundraising 

processes/histories had been 

documented better before I 

started this job. 

 M = 3.04 

SD = 1.69 

 M = 3.17 

SD = 1.59 

 M = 2.38 

SD = 2.00 

.000* 



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

338 

 

1610 It takes too long to 

document successful and failed 

fundraising strategies. 

 M = 2.51 

SD = 1.28 

 M = 2.57  

SD = 1.24 

 M = 2.25 

SD = 1.42 

.030* 

 

Comparing the number and percentages of responses to questions about 

documentation and processes can provide more information about fundraisers’ 

perceptions than the mean. Approximately 30% of fundraisers always (7.8%) or at least 

sometimes (23.1%) experienced a workflow bottleneck during project deadlines. Almost 

thirty percent (28.5%) said they sometimes didn’t experience bottlenecks, and another 

5.6% never experienced workflow bottlenecks. Around 24% of fundraisers felt there was 

a shortage of effective workflow processes at their organization; 7.0% said this was 

always the case and 17.0% said it was sometimes the case. Thirty percent (29.7%) said it 

was never or usually never the case. Over half (55.8%) of respondents “sometimes” 

(28.3%) to “always” (27.5%) wished their organizations documented their fundraising 

processes better, opposed to only 6.7% who never wished the fundraising processes had 

been documented better. See Table 46 for percentage breakdowns. 
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Table 46: Fundraisers' perceptions of documentation and procedures, by percent of respondents. 

Question NA Completely 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neutral Somewhat 

agree 

Completely 

agree 

Total 

1610 Takes too long 

to document 

processes. 

25 103 
19.8% 

151 
29.1% 

125 
24.1% 

112 
21.6% 

28 
5.4% 

519 
100.0% 

1612 Reluctant to 

share. 
14 380 

71.7% 
103 

19.4% 
16 

3.0% 
16 

3.0% 
15 

2.8% 
530 

100.0% 

1207 Shortage of 

effective processes. 
61 26 

5.6% 
132 

28.5% 
162 

35.0% 
107 

23.1% 
36 

7.8% 
463 

100.0% 

1213 Rules make 

doing a good job 

difficult. 

45 90 
18.9% 

178 
37.4% 

138 
28.4% 

55 
11.6% 

18 
3.8% 

471 
100.0% 

1215 I wish 

processes were 

documented better. 

75 30 
6.7% 

69 
15.4% 

99 
22.1% 

127 
28.3% 

123 
27.5% 

448 
100.0% 

1413 I don’t know 

what is going on in 

my org. 

48 119 
25.3% 

118 
25.1% 

78 
16.6% 

115 
24.5% 

40 
8.5% 

470 
100% 

1414 I feel there are 

conflicting directives. 
65 110 

24.2% 
118 

26.0% 
61 

13.4% 
120 

26.4% 
45 

9.9% 
454 

100.0% 

1415 Assignments 

are not fully 

explained. 

56 113 
24.5% 

134 
29.0% 

76 
16.5% 

109 
23.6% 

30 
6.5% 

462 
100.0% 

 

Only 3.8% felt the rules their organization had in place made their jobs hard to do, 

and another 11.6% felt this was sometimes true. There were a large number of fundraisers 

who were neutral on the documentation and procedures in place at their organization. 

One quarter (24.5%) of participants “sometimes” felt they did not know what was going 
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on with the organization, and another 8.5% reported they “always” felt they did not know 

what was going on. 

A little over one quarter (26.4%) of fundraisers somewhat agreed that there were 

conflicting directives on how to do their jobs; another 9.9% felt there were always 

conflicting directives. Similarly, a little less than one quarter (23.6%) sometimes felt 

assignments were not fully explained, with another 6.5% always feeling this way. 

Interestingly, around one quarter of respondents felt it sometimes (21.6%) or 

always (5.4%) took too long to document successful fundraising strategies, but only 5.8% 

were sometimes (3.0%) or always (2.0%) reluctant to share their fundraising strategies 

with new fundraisers. See Figure 47 for the proportion of responses in agreement with 

statements about workplace procedures. The color code of the responses is in the order 

presented in the key. 

 

Figure 46: Fundraisers’ levels of agreement about their organization’s workplace procedures. 
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In general, around 25% of fundraisers felt that the processes in place at their 

organizations, whether it is documentation of work processes, how assignments are 

explained, or the rules that are in place, were not as effective as they could be, and half 

wished the fundraising process had been documented better.  

The remaining 50% of the remaining fundraisers felt that the processes in place 

were fine how they were or only somewhat disagreed that they could be improved. This 

does not necessarily mean that 25% of the organizations are in each of the four stages of 

the process maturity model, but it provides a general insight into the satisfaction levels of 

documentation and procedural understanding that is the purpose of determining where an 

organization lies in the IPMM spectrum. 

Summary of fundraisers’ perspectives on workplace resources  

Fundraisers seem to be generally satisfied with the equipment and technology 

provided at their organizations and do not suggest that poor equipment results in 

fundraising shortcomings. Most agree that they are provided with everything they need to 

do their job, although full-time employees report a higher proportion of satisfaction with 

personnel and technological resources than do consultants.  

Although both groups of fundraisers ranked the importance and availability of 

technology, information, and personnel resources similarly, full-time fundraisers reported 

a higher level of satisfaction with the information sharing and technological support than 

did consultants. Fundraisers ranked their email account as most important technology, 

followed external information sources such as the internet, on-site databases or storage 

systems like intranets, hard copies of files, personal storage drives (such as USB drives), 
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and finally collaborative, multi-author software. Consultants found it significantly easier 

to get the information they need to do their jobs than did full-time employees, which is 

interesting because the post-survey interviews indicated that consultants have less access 

to information and databases than do the full-time employees. Perhaps they have better 

information-seeking procedures in place than less-experienced full-time employees. 

Fundraisers only rarely experienced workflow bottlenecks in their department 

around deadlines and did not believe there was a shortage of effective workplace 

processes. Both full-time employees and consultants stated they documented and saved 

the steps they take to secure funding “fairly often” and have a good idea about what they 

will be working on over the next few months. Although documentation like 

storyboarding or post-mortems was “rare,” fundraisers do not feel fundraising processes 

should have been documented better before they started their job.  

While both full-time and consulting fundraisers enjoy sharing their research with 

their colleagues, full-time fundraisers are “somewhat comfortable” contributing to their 

organizations’ knowledge base, even if it took extra time to do so, whereas consultants 

feel neutral about documenting their procedures. These views reflect those found in the 

pre-survey interviews. Both groups of fundraisers felt neutral about the degree to which 

another (or new) fundraiser might be able to pick up where one left off based on 

documentation efforts. 

Based on the pre-survey interviews and the interval data results, it seems that 

although rigorous planning mechanisms are uncommon in the fundraising profession, 

lack of such processes do not seem to hinder employees’ job duties. Fundraisers seem to 
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be able to accomplish their job duties with minimal issues, although additional clerical 

support would be appreciated. The study’s participants do not seem to feel that stringent 

knowledge management or documentation procedures would improve the quality of their 

jobs. It may be that fundraising is a creative, adaptive process that might be cramped with 

implementation of overly-stringent KM procedures.  

Job satisfaction 

The last component of the survey asked fundraisers 35 questions about their 

current position. Participants were asked questions, such as “[rate your agreement with 

the statement] I enjoy doing the things I do at work,” “my job is an adequate mix of high 

and low stress tasks,” or “I feel stagnant in my current position.” Consultants and full-

time fundraisers significantly differed on 25 of 35 job satisfaction questions. Fundraisers 

were asked about their current job roles and job duties, roles played within their 

organization, compensation and benefits, and satisfaction with their life 

accomplishments. 

First, fundraisers were asked about the frequency of their perceptions about their 

current job roles; possible answers were 5 = always, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = rarely, 

1 = never, and “not applicable.” Consultants and fundraisers significantly differed on all 

twelve questions, with consultants answering more positively than full-time employees. 

Ninety-three percent of consultants (M = 4.56) found their job challenging, compared to 

80.1% of full-time employees (M = 4.09), and 85.7% of consultants felt “always” to 

“often” enthusiastic about their present position (M = 4.26) compared to 72.5% of full-

time employees (M = 3.97). Consultants were significantly more likely to report they 

were rarely frustrated with their jobs (M = 1.99) compared to full-time fundraisers (M = 
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2.66): 21.4% of full-time fundraisers agreed they felt frustrated with their job compared 

to only 6.0% of consultants. 

Consultants “often” find their jobs to be an adequate mix of high and low stress 

tasks (M = 4.14) compared to full-time employees (M = 3.84), who reported 

“sometimes.” Full-time fundraisers were more significantly likely to agree that they 

worked on “too many projects that went nowhere” (M = 2.56) compared to consultants 

(M = 2.24); twice as many full-time fundraisers agreed with that statement (13.3%) 

compared to only 7.2% of consultants. Fourteen percent (M = 2.00) of full-time 

fundraisers felt like leaving the organization and 16.1% (M = 2.26) felt like changing 

jobs, compared to only 4.4% (M = 1.62) of consultants wishing to leave the organization 

and 4.8% (M = 0.96) of consultants wishing to change jobs.  

Seventeen percent (M = 2.35) of full-time fundraisers felt stagnant in their current 

position compared to 7.8% of consultants (M = 1.76), and only 26.5% of full-time 

fundraisers saw opportunities for advancement at their organization (full time M = 2.39; 

consultants M = 1.60). Fifty-six percent of consultants answered “not applicable” to 

seeing opportunities for advancement at the organization. 

The goals of the organization are significantly more clear to full-time fundraisers 

(M = 1.86), with 10.4% responding “always” or “often,” compared to only 1.2% of 

consultants answering similarly (M = 1.11). A very small number of full-time fundraisers 

(4.9%; M = 1.29) are “never” to “rarely” required to do things that are against their 

ethical judgment; consultants reported no such requirements (M = 1.06). A very small 

percentage of consultants (3.8%) reported that they doubt that the services provided by 
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their employer are actually needed (M = .093) compared to full-time employees (2.8% 

agree with the statement; M = 1.29). 

Fundraisers found their job to be challenging “fairly often,” with consultants 

significantly more likely to report between “fairly often” and “always.” Respondents felt 

neutral about the daily minutia of their everyday tasks, but felt their work gave them 

adequate opportunities to feel they have done a good job raising money for good causes. 

Full-time fundraisers feel they have adequate input to the way they raise funds in their 

department and felt their skills and qualifications were valued, but opportunities for 

advancing their career within their organization were perceived as rare (see Table 47). 
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Table 47: Frequency of perceptions about fundraisers’ current job roles. 

Rank the frequency of the 

following experiences in your 

job position. 

1 = Never 

3 = Sometimes 

5 = Always 

All 

respondents 

 

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

 

 

Consultants 

 

 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants 

p < .05 

1101 I find my job challenging.  M = 4.16 

SD = .84 

 M = 4.09 

SD = 0.83 

 M = 4.56 

SD = 0.67 

.000* 

1104 I feel enthusiastic about 

my present position at work. 

 

 M = 4.02 

SD = 1.08 

 M = 3.97 

SD = 1.05 

 M = 4.26 

SD = 1.21 

.040* 

1102 My job is an adequate mix 

of high and low stress tasks. 

 

 M = 3.89 

SD = 0.96 

 M = 3.84  

SD = 0.97 

 M = 4.14 

SD = 0.91 

.006* 

1103 I work on too many 

projects that go nowhere. 

 M = 2.51 

SD = 0.89 

 M = 2.56 

SD = 0.87 

 M = 2.24 

SD = 0.93 

.004* 

1106 I feel frustrated with my 

job. 

 

 M = 2.55 

SD = 1.13 

 M = 2.66 

SD = 1.12 

 M = 1.99 

SD = 1.05 

.000* 

1114 I see opportunities for 

advancing my career within my 

organization. 

 M = 2.26 

SD = 1.63 

 M = 2.39 

SD = 1.50 

 M = 1.60 

SD = 2.08 

.001* 

1105 I feel stagnant in my 

present position. 

 

 M = 2.25 

SD = 1.22 

 M = 2.35 

SD = 1.21 

 M = 1.76 

SD = 1.14 

.000* 
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Rank the frequency of the 

following experiences in your 

job position. 

1 = Never 

3 = Sometimes 

5 = Always 

All 

respondents 

 

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

 

 

Consultants 

 

 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants 

p < .05 

1107 I would like to change to 

another type of job. 

 M = 2.16 

SD = 1.24 

 M =2.26 

SD = 1.25 

 M = 1.62 

SD = 1.02 

.000* 

1115 I feel like leaving this 

organization for good. 

 M = 1.82 

SD = 1.31 

 M = 2.00 

SD = 1.28 

 M = 0.96 

SD = 1.00 

.000* 

1109 The goals of my 

organization are not clear to me. 

 M = 1.73 

SD = 1.10 

 M = 1.86 

SD = 1.09 

 M = 1.11 

SD = 0.93 

.000* 

1117 I am sometimes required 

to do things at work that are 

against my better ethical 

judgment. 

 M = 1.31 

SD = 0.83 

 M =1.36 

SD = .84 

 M = 1.06 

SD = 0.75 

.002* 

1116 I doubt if the services my 

organization provides are 

actually needed. 

 M = 1.22 

SD = 0.77 

 M = 1.29 

SD = 0.75 

 M = 0.93 

SD = 0.80 

.000* 

 

Second, fundraisers were asked their perceptions on feelings of value at their 

organization. They were asked to rate the frequency of various experiences in their job 

position, with 5 = always, 3 = sometimes, and 1 = never. Consultants and full-time 

fundraisers significantly differed on only three of eight questions about value. 

Consultants and full-time fundraisers agreed that their skills and qualifications 

were valued (M = 4.20) and that their work gives them adequate opportunities to feel they 
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have done a good job at raising money for a good cause (M = 4.08). Fundraisers feel they 

“sometimes” to “often” receive the recognition they deserve for doing a good job (M = 

3.77). Fundraisers reported they “sometimes” to “often” have adequate input in the 

decisions about how they raise funds (M = 3.78) and that they have a decision-making 

role in developing standards of practice at the organization (M = 3.26). 

Full-time fundraisers and consultants significantly differed in their perceptions of 

their roles in the planning procedures, the reception of their suggestions, and how their 

pay reflects their value. Understandably, full-time employees take part in the planning 

policies of their organization (M = 3.22) significantly more frequently than consultants 

(M = 2.64), and feel their suggestions are significantly smore often addressed (M = 3.08) 

than consultants (M = 1.95). Last, consultants are significantly more likely to disagree 

with the statement, “I feel unappreciated by the organization when I think of what they 

pay me” (M = 1.46) compared to full-time fundraisers (M = 2.22). Twenty-four percent 

of consultants answered “not applicable” to the pay question, although the reasoning is 

unclear (see Table 48). 
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Table 48: Frequency of perceptions of value as a fundraising employee. 

Rank the frequency of the 

following experiences in your 

job position. 

1 = Never 

3 = Sometimes 

5 = Always 

All 

respondents  

 

 

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

 

 

Consultants 

 

 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1118 Overall, I feel my skills and 

qualifications are valued. 

 M = 4.20 

SD = 1.10 

 M = 4.21 

SD = 1.00 

 M = 4.15 

SD = 1.53 

.586 

1108 My work gives me 

adequate opportunity to feel I 

have done a good job at raising 

money for a good cause. 

 M =4.08 

SD = 1.10 

 M = 4.10 

SD = 0.98 

 M = 4.25 

SD = 1.29 

.318 

1124 I have adequate input in 

the decisions that affect the way 

I raise funds. 

 M =3.78 

SD = 1.33 

 M = 3.80 

SD = 1.20 

 M = 3.65 

SD = 1.85 

.478 

1119 When I do a good job, I 

receive the recognition I 

deserve. 

 M = 3.77 

SD = 1.29 

 M = 3.77 

SD = 1.18 

 M = 3.71 

SD = 1.62 

.735 

1123 I have a decision-making 

role in developing standards of 

practice in my organization. 

 M = 3.26 

SD = 1.56 

 M = 3.27 

SD = 1.43 

 M = 3.22 

SD = 2.11 

.828 

1121 I take part in the planning 

policies of my organization. 

 M = 3.12 

SD = 1.57 

 M =3.22 

SD = 1.41 

 M = 2.64 

SD = 2.16 

.020* 

1122 Adequate attention is paid 

to our suggestions about the 

organization’s administration. 

 M = 2.89 

SD = 1.57 

 M = 3.08 

SD = 1.37 

 M = 1.95 

SD = 2.11 

.000* 
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Rank the frequency of the 

following experiences in your 

job position. 

1 = Never 

3 = Sometimes 

5 = Always 

All 

respondents  

 

 

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

 

 

Consultants 

 

 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1120 I feel unappreciated by the 

organization when I think of 

what they pay me. 

 M = 2.09 

SD = 1.36 

 M = 2.22 

SD = 1.33 

 M = 1.46 

SD = 1.38 

.000* 

 

Third, fundraisers were asked about their perceptions as a fundraising 

professional. Fundraisers agree that they are proud to tell people who they work for (M = 

4.49 on a scale of 5, with 5 = completely agree) and feel their current position is right for 

them (M = 4.19). In general, the respondents “somewhat agree” that they are very 

satisfied with their current position (M = 4.11) and are “neutral” to “somewhat agree” to 

the question asking if they are paid a fair amount for the work they do (M = 3.50). Sixty-

three percent of full-time fundraisers (M = 3.69) felt they have too much to do at work 

compared to only 23.3% of consultants (M = 3.36), although the difference was not 

significant.  

The groups’ answers significantly differed on seven of the eleven questions. 

Consultants tended to respond more positively to the questions than did full-time 

fundraisers, perhaps because they are self-employed in their chosen field. Eighty-three 

percent of consultants would recommend a career in fundraising to others (M = 4.34) 

compared to 79.0% of full-time fundraisers (M = 4.13). Eighty-nine percent of 
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consultants can see themselves working in fundraising in the next three to five years (M = 

4.51), significantly higher than the 76.3% of full-time fundraisers (M = 4.12). 

Consultants were significantly more likely to agree with the statement, “I like doing the 

things I do at work” (M = 4.68) compared to full-time fundraisers (M = 4.48). Sixty-nine 

percent of full-time employees agreed they could envision themselves at the same 

organization in three to five years (M = 3.81) compared to 58.5% of consultants (M = 

3.21). 

Seventy-eight percent of full-time fundraisers agreed that the benefits at their 

current organization were as good as other organizations (M = 4.01), compared to 33.4% 

of consultants responding the same way (M = 1.88), which was a surprise since 

consulting usually results in an hourly wage that includes a proportion towards 

health/retirement benefits which are assumed to be the consultant’s responsibility. Full-

time fundraisers were significantly more likely to agree that they would be reluctant to 

change to a new employer, even if the organization was not doing well financially (55.7% 

agreed with the statement; M = 3.39) compared to 44.7% of consultants (M = 2.67). Only 

13.2% of consultants were significantly more likely to agree with the statement, “I would 

not recommend a close friend join our staff” (M = 1.33), compared to 23.9% of full-time 

fundraisers (M = 2.24) (see Table 49). 
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Table 49: Agreement with statements regarding career perceptions. 

Rank how much you agree with 

the following statements about 

your job, life, and organization. 

1 = Completely disagree 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely agree 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1522 I am proud to tell people 

who it is I work for. 

 M = 4.49 

SD = 1.04 

 M = 4.54 

SD = 0.90 

 M = 4.54 

SD = 1.17 

.957 

1401 I like doing the things I do 

at my work. 

 M = 4.48 

SD = 0.79 

 M = 4.48 

SD = 0.70 

 M = 4.68 

SD = 0.60 

.007* 

1403 I feel my current position 

is right for me. 

 M = 4.19 

SD = 1.14 

 M = 4.15 

SD = 1.12 

 M = 4.37 

SD = 1.27 

.136 

1405 I see myself working in 

fundraising in the next 3-5 

years. 

 M = 4.18 

SD = 1.25 

 M = 4.12 

SD = 1.28 

 M = 4.51 

SD = 1.00 

.002* 

1406 I would recommend a 

career in fundraising to others. 

 M = 4.16 

SD = 0.98 

 M = 4.13 

SD = 1.00 

 M = 4.34 

SD = 0.88 

.048* 

1404 I am very satisfied with my 

job at my current position. 

 M = 4.11 

SD = 1.21 

 M = 4.06 

SD = 1.19 

 M = 4.34 

SD = 1.29 

.071 

1519 I can see myself at this 

organization in the next 3-5 

years. 

 M = 3.71 

SD = 1.62 

 M = 3.81 

SD = 1.48 

 M = 3.21 

SD = 2.11 

.016* 

1525 The benefits we receive 

are as good as most other 

organizations. 

 M = 3.67 

SD = 1.68 

 M = 4.01 

SD = 1.35 

 M = 1.88 

SD = 2.04 

.000* 
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Rank how much you agree with 

the following statements about 

your job, life, and organization. 

1 = Completely disagree 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely agree 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1524 I feel I am paid a fair 

amount for the amount of work I 

do. 

 M = 3.50 

SD = 1.46 

 M = 3.48 

SD = 1.41 

 M = 3.57 

SD = 1.68 

.674 

1402 I have too much to do at 

my work. 

 M = 3.64 

SD = 1.17 

 M = 3.69 

SD = 1.08 

 M = 3.36 

SD = 1.49 

.056 

1523 Even if my organization 

was not doing well financially, I 

would be reluctant to change to 

another employer. 

 M = 3.28 

SD = 1.64 

 M = 3.39 

SD = 1.50 

 M = 2.67 

SD = 2.13 

.004* 

1520 I would not recommend a 

close friend to join our staff. 

 M = 2.09 

SD = 1.50 

 M = 2.24 

SD = 1.46 

 M = 1.33 

SD = 1.49 

.000* 

 

Fourth, fundraisers were asked to rate their general satisfaction about their life 

and accomplishments. 5 = completely satisfied and 1 = completely dissatisfied. Although 

full-time fundraisers and consultants significantly differed on all three answers to the 

questions, both groups are satisfied with their career choice and life accomplishments, 

although they are less satisfied with their chances for promotion. 

Consultants were significantly more satisfied with their career choice in the 

fundraising profession (M = 4.54) compared to full-time fundraisers (M = 4.20). 

Consultants were also significantly more satisfied with what they were accomplishing in 
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life (M = 4.41) compared to full-time fundraisers (M = 4.41). Both groups were 

“somewhat dissatisfied” with their chances for promotion (full-time  

M = 2.64; consultant M = 1.22), mirroring the perceptions felt about career advancement 

and stagnancy previously described in Table 50. 

Table 50: Satisfaction with job roles and life. 

Rank your level of satisfaction in 

the following topics. 

1 = Completely unsatisfied 

3 = Neutral 

5 = Completely satisfied 

All 

respondents  

 

 

Full-time 

employees 

 

Consultants 

 

 

*Sig. 

difference 

between FT 

and 

Consultants  

p < .05 

1701 My career choice in the 

fundraising profession. 

 

 M = 4.21 

SD = 1.09 

 M = 4.20 

SD = 1.07 

 M = 4.54 

SD = 0.93 

.003* 

1702 With what I am 

accomplishing in life. 

 M = 4.15 

SD = 0.98 

 M = 4.14 

SD = 0.93 

 M = 4.41 

SD = 0.77 

.005* 

1704 With my chances for 

promotion. 

 M = 2.40 

SD = 1.72 

 M = 2.64 

SD = 1.56 

 M = 1.22 

SD = 1.98 

.000* 

 

Finally, fundraisers were asked, “If you have ever considered leaving their 

position, what were the reasons behind those thoughts?” Forty-one percent of respondents 

reported “lack of career advancement” as a major reason, followed by “low salary” 

(39.9%), “work/life balance” (31.0%), and “unsupportive managers” (26.3%). See Table 

51 for the complete list. However, 161 respondents (27.8% of participants) did not check 
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any reasons for wanting to leave their job. Respondents could check more than one 

option; this is why the total does not equal 100 percent. 
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Table 51: Possible reasons behind leaving one's job. 

Reasons behind considering leaving your job. 

Respondents could select more than one answer. 

 

n 

 

% 

Lack of opportunities for career advancement 174 41.5% 

Low salary 167 39.9% 

Work/life balance 130 31.0% 

Unsupportive managers/supervisors 110 26.3% 

Unrealistic expectations 98 23.4% 

Lack of recognition for work contributions 96 22.9% 

Lack of promotions 90 21.5% 

Current work not interesting or challenging 81 19.3% 

Other 76 18.1% 

Lack of respect 74 17.7% 

Personal reasons 74 17.7% 

Conflict with management or colleagues 57 13.6% 

Unfair treatment 49 11.7% 

Too much responsibility 49 11.7% 

Not enough responsibility 49 11.7% 

Conflict with the organization’s priorities 26 6.2% 

Gender discrimination 14 3.3% 

Ethnic/racial discrimination 9 2.1% 

n = 419  

Missing/not applicable = 161  

N = 580  
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Summary of fundraisers’ perceptions on job satisfaction and duties 

Both consultants and full-time employees found their job to be challenging “fairly 

often” and were enthusiastic about their current position. Most fundraisers seemed 

satisfied being employed in the profession. Both groups enjoyed the things they did at 

work and felt their current position was right for them. Fundraisers could see themselves 

working in the profession in the next 3-5 years, perhaps not at the same organization, but 

would ultimately recommend a career in fundraising or grant writing to others. Most felt 

their work gave them adequate opportunities to feel they have done a good job raising 

money for good causes and were proud to tell others who they worked for. Fundraisers 

seem satisfied with their professional and personal lives, with consultants ranking a 

slightly higher mean in overall satisfaction than the full-time professionals. The sample 

did not seem to reflect a population that has been described as having a high turnover rate 

or high level of job dissatisfaction (Horstman, 2006). 

Full-time fundraisers feel they have adequate input to the way they raise funds in 

their department and felt their skills and qualifications were valued. However, 

opportunities for advancing their career within their organization were perceived as rare. 

Although fundraisers seem to be very satisfied in their career choices and current 

position, they report that they may be at the pinnacle of their career at the organization 

and might look somewhere else for employment if they are looking to increase their 

responsibilities or seek a promotion. Organizations that employ fundraisers may need to 

consider additional career paths for fundraisers beyond that of a fundraising and 

developing role if they want experienced fundraisers to stay with their organization.  
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Suggested adjustments for studying fundraising professionals who are consultants 

Studying both full-time employees and consultants in the fundraising profession 

was desirable, but more research is needed to investigate the differences between the 

groups. Based on comments in the open-ended questions, such as “I filled out this survey 

based on my experience consulting with one organization in mind,” and “I responded 

using my consulting experience in general rather than regarding one organization,” 

questions for consultants would need to be redesigned to gain appropriate feedback so 

that the context is more specific. The “not applicable” option was not sufficient to discern 

adequate descriptions of the sample of consultants. Additional interviews with 

consultants would likely help identify areas of consultants’ experiences that could be 

translated into a survey that includes questions that match their experiences more closely. 
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APPENDIX E: NORMALITY TESTING 
Table 52: Normality testing of interval variables 

Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

1601 Out of date 
equipment. 

No NA -.577 -.895 * YY NA 

1062 Pleased with 
technological 
support. 

No NA -.756 -.692 * YY NA 

1603  Easy to get 
the information I 
need. 

410* 
441* 
479* 
 
Mild: 571, 
536, 530, 
542, 547, 
548, 568 

Delete, but 
didn’t need 
to. 

-1.079 +.423 χ YY NA 

1604 Easy for 
another employee 
to pick up where I 
left off. 

No NA -.513 -.807 * YY NA 

1605 Dept has 
sufficient clerical 
help. 

No NA +.129 -1.108 χ YY NA 

1606 Dept has an 
adequate number 
of fundraisers. 

No NA +.047 -1.205 χ YY NA 

1607 I enjoy 
sharing research 
with colleagues. 

519* 
537* 
534* 
Mild: 542, 
495, 536, 
379, 503, 
547, 516 

Delete -1.997 +3.561 Ψ YY NA 

1608 Comfortable 
contributing to 
org’s KB 

560* 
570* 
569* 
Mild: 571, 
547, 566, 
536, 125, 
301, 172 

Delete -2.246 +3.895 Ψ YY NA 
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Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

1609 Willing to 
contribute to org’s 
KB, even if takes 
time. 

569* 
571* 
570* 
Mild: 566, 
516, 536, 
369, 279, 
538, 534 

Delete -2.147 +3.658 Ψ YY NA 

1610 Takes too 
long to document 
strategies. 

No NA -.499 -.386 * YY NA 

1611 Documenting 
strategies would 
help my job. 

No NA -1.342 +1.305 Χ YY NA 

1612 Reluctant to 
share with new 
colleagues. 

516* 
563* 
559* 
Mild: 545, 
560, 557, 
542, 390, 
447, 393 

Delete -2.565 +6.443 Ψ YY NA 

0501 Training a 
new hire. 

No NA -.621 -.958 * YY NA 

0502 Having a 
mentor. 

571* 
577* 
573* 
Mild: 463, 
422, 404, 
534, 565, 
541 

Delete -2.012 +3.509 Ψ YY NA 

0503 Attending 
fundraising 
workshops. 

375*, 579, 
290, 395* 
Mild: 565, 
459, 389, 
426 

Delete -1.766 +4.563 Ψ YY NA 

0504 Personal 
communication 
with colleagues. 

*Very weird, 
no box plot 
at all, 
answers all 
over the 
place. Check 
histogram, 
has stars on 
all 6 possible 
answers.* 

Keep; none 
were real 
outliers. 

-3.517 +11.719 Ψ YY NA 
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Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

0505 Personal 
communication 
outside your 
organization. 

460* 
500* 
320* 
577* 
Mild: 382, 
84, 480, 432, 
275 

Delete -3.407 +16.896 Ψ YY NA 

0506 A briefing 
from your 
manager. 

571, 577, 
573* 
Mild: 356, 
281, 253, 
376, 395, 
382 

Delete but 
didn’t need 
to. 

-1.519 +.988 Χ YY NA 

0507 Email 
account. 

Again, stars 
in all 6 
possibilities 
with no box 
plot. Check 
against 
histogram. 

Keep -4.763 +24.973 Ψ YY NA 

0508 Intranets, 
databases at your 
org. 

571* 
570* 
573* 
579* 
Mild: 391, 
84, 394, 292, 
376 

Delete -2.832 +7.872 Ψ YY NA 

0509 Drive only 
you can access 
such as USB or 
C:// 

No NA -1.081 +.218 χ YY NA 

0510 External 
sites internet 
databases, 
websites. 

Stars all 
over. Check 
histogram. 

Keep -4.224 +19.736 Ψ YY NA 

0511 Printed hard 
copies. 

No NA -.820 -.125 * YY NA 

0512 Multi-author 
software i.e. 
Sharepoint 

No NA -.551 -.442 * YY NA 

0513 Access to 
info in general. 

Stars all over Keep -5.777 +38.259 Ψ YY NA 

0514 Asking the 
right questions. 

Stars all over Keep -5.622 +33.979 Ψ YY NA 

0515 Paying 
attention in 
meetings. 

Stars all over Keep -4.823 +26.393 Ψ YY NA 
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Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

0516 Having an 
open mind. 

Stars all over Keep -4.872 +26.865 Ψ YY NA 

0517 Analyzing 
expert details. 

421* 
500* 
280* 
474* 
Mild: 84, 
407, 285, 
251 

Delete -3.417 +14.778 Ψ YY NA 

0518 Dividing 
expert knowledge 
into parts, 
relations. 

340* 
474* 
421* 
Mild: 542, 
136, 84, 407, 
528, 573, 
537 

Delete -1.648 +3.421 Ψ YY NA 

0519 Drawing 
inferences from 
facts. 

202, 421, 
280* 
Mild: 413, 
389, 387, 
535, 557, 
542 

Delete -1.725 +3.354 Ψ YY NA 

1201 Org uses 
internal storage 
system 

573, 566, 
571* 
Mild: 559, 
388, 460, 
373, 422, 
463, 275 

Delete -2.104 +3.578 Ψ YY NA 

1202 Poor 
equipment results 
in shortcomings. 

Mild: 573, 
571, 574, 
519, 469, 
391 

NA -.997 +.496 * YY NA 

1203 Provided w 
the necessary 
technology. 

441, 573, 
508, 460* 
Mild: 2, 247, 
468, 419, 
390 

Delete -1.750 +3.600 Ψ YY NA 

1204  Provided 
with the necessary 
info. 

573, 431, 
441, 508* 
Mild: 247, 
390, 468, 
519, 548 

Delete -1.649 +4.156 Ψ YY NA 

1205 Dept is set 
up to expedite 
work flow. 

Mild: 559, 
557, 569, 
486, 533, 
480 

Keep -.918 +.406 * 
 

YY NA 

1206 Workflow 
bottleneck. 

No NA -.518 -.485 * YY NA 
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Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

1207 Shortage of 
effective workflow 
processes. 
 

No NA -.611 -.281 * YY NA 

1208 Standard set 
of procedures. 

No NA -.704 -.291 * YY NA 

1209 Uses 
storyboarding or 
visual planning. 

No NA +.389 -.642 * YY NA 

1210 Standard 
review process for 
proposals. 

No NA -.483 -.877 * YY NA 

1211  Post 
mortems or 
debriefing. 

No NA +.150 -.832 * YY NA 

1212 Mechanism 
for complaints in 
place. 

No NA -.400 -1.093 Χ YY NA 

1213 Rules and 
procedures 
difficult. 

Mild: 571, 
569, 573, 
523, 450, 
468 

Keep -.900 +.182 Ψ YY NA 

1214 Unprepared 
employees 
difficulty. 

No NA -.439 -.510 * YY NA 

1215 Wish 
fundraising 
procedures had 
been documented. 

No NA +.270 -.810 * YY NA 

1216 Provided 
admin support 
such as clerical. 

No NA +.418 -.986 * YY NA 

1217 Shortage in 
staff shortcoming 

No NA -.328 -.893 * YY NA 

1218 I document 
and save the steps 
using my notes. 

No NA -1.314 1.434 Χ YY NA 

1219 Good idea 
about upcoming 
projects. 

424* 
492* 
439* 
Mild: 422, 
390, 146, 
498, 566, 
527 

Deleted. -1.676 +3.405 Ψ YY NA 
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Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

1401 I like doing 
the things I do at 
work. 

144* 
231* 
Mild: 421, 
370, 503, 
530, 573, 
487 

Delete -2.179 +6.618 Ψ YY NA 

1402 I have too 
much to do. 

No NA +.541 -.393 * YY NA 

1403 Current 
position is right for 
me. 

144* 
231* 
192* 
Mild: 487, 
421, 457, 
370 

Keep -1.520 +1.687 Χ YY NA 

1404 Very 
satisfied with 
current job. 

117, 231, 
144* 
Mild: 503, 
481, 487, 
457, 530, 
554, 538 

Keep -1.434 +1.267 Χ YY NA 

1405  See myself 
here in 3-5y. 

350, 400, 
375* 
Mild: 573, 
503, 547, 
487 

Keep -1.567 +1.599 Χ YY NA 

1406 Recommend 
a career to a friend 

375* 
144* 
Mild: 435, 
421, 370, 
510, 481, 
487 

Keep -1.262 +1.497 Χ YY NA 

1407 First hired, 
felt prepared. 

No NA -.584 -.956 * YY NA 

1408 At this time, I 
feel prepared. 

Stars in all 6 
categories 

Keep -3.244 +13.629 Ψ YY NA 

1409 System for 
training new is 
adequate. 

No NA +.167 -1.031 Χ YY NA 

1410 Number of 
gw I can look to for 
mentoring. 

No NA +.388 -1.181 Χ YY NA 

1411 Org explains 
its process. 

No NA +.226 -1.080 Χ YY NA 

1412 New feel at 
home. 

No NA -.853 -.550 * YY NA 

1413 Often do not 
know what is going 
on. 

No NA -.384 -.927 * YY NA 
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Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

1414 Conflicting 
directives. 

No NA -.286 -1.110 * YY NA 

1415 Assignments 
not explained. 

No NA -.476 -.841 * YY NA 

1416 Lack of 
formal training 
barrier. 

555, 571, 
562* 
Mild: 498, 
435, 455, 
434, 495, 
546, 530 

Keep -1.623 +1.704 Χ YY NA 

1417 Feel qualified 
based on training, 
experience. 

Stars in all 6 
categories 

Keep -3.833 +16.090 Ψ YY NA 

1418 Books 
helpful to gw 

249, 407, 
335* 
Mild: 563, 
296, 421, 
117, 157, 
365, 275 

Delete -2.226 +6.718 Ψ YY NA 

1419 Books on 
teamwork helpful. 

320* 
433* 
388* 
Mild: 563, 
421, 296, 
351, 486, 
565, 460 

Delete -1.719 +3.410 Ψ YY NA 

1420 Access to 
training, 
workshops. 

399, 443, 
441* 
Mild: 574, 
390, 449, 
387, 427, 
498, 436 

Delete -2.094 +4.352 Ψ YY NA 

1501 Trust the 
people to lend me 
a hand. 

557, 571, 
559* 
Mild: 435, 
382, 413, 
370, 570, 
542, 548 

Delete -1.763 +2.622 Ψ YY NA 

1502 Confident of 
fairness. 

No NA -1.236 +.658 Χ YY NA 

1503 Full 
confidence in skills 
of colleagues. 

No NA -1.212 +.766 Χ YY NA 
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Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

1504 Would 
complete their 
work on own. 

557, 569, 
559* 
Mild: 549, 
510, 538, 
435, 530, 
532, 456 

Delete -1.671 +1.935 Ψ YY NA 

1505 Rely on 
others no careless 
work. 

No NA -.933 -.144 * YY NA 

1506 Coll. Care 
about org goals. 

559* 
573* 
571* 
Mild: 510, 
371, 379, 
172 

Delete -1.928 +3.244 Ψ YY NA 

1507 Good level of 
teamwork. 

No NA -1.071 .065 χ YY NA 

1508 Realistic 
expectations  

No NA -.970 -.014 * YY NA 

1509 Blame the 
gw dept. 

No NA -.727 -.785 * YY NA 

1510 Pitch in. No NA -1.232 .754 χ YY NA 

1511 colleagues 
appreciate 

463* 
559* 
557* 
Mild: 542, 
427, 436, 
382 

Delete -1.839 +2.929 Ψ YY NA 

1512 Pleased w 
pro relations. 

320* 
460* 
407* 
Mild: 370, 
263, 356, 
443, 449, 
504 

Delete -2.362 +6.122 Ψ YY NA 

1513 Super 
support amt. 

No NA -.907 -.542 * YY NA 

1514  Mgmt point 
of view. 

No NA -.780 -.654 * YY NA 

1515 Mgmt sound 
decisions. 

560* 
563* 
562* 
Milds: 570, 
552, 554, 
548, 436, 
516, 491 

Keep -.891 -.311 * YY NA 
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Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

1516 Super 
courtesy respect. 

560, 563, 
562* 
Milds: 570, 
552, 554, 
548, 436, 
516, 491 

Keep -1.465 +.791 Χ YY NA 

1517 Mgr 
appreciates 
contributions. 

560* 
563* 
562* 
Milds: 554, 
542, 552, 
486 

Keep -1.515 +1.023 Χ YY NA 

1518 Mgr supports 
career goals. 

No NA -1.098 -.212 Χ YY NA 

1519 See myself 
at org in 3-5 

No NA -1.012 -.340 Χ YY NA 

1520 Not rec 
friend to join staff. 

No NA -.705 -.883 * YY NA 

1521 bad publicity. No NA -1.263 +.270 Χ YY NA 

1522 Proud to say 
work for org 

407* 
391* 
441* 
Milds: 573, 
400, 435, 
370 

Deleted. -2.718 +7.706  YY NA 

1523 Financial 
woes, reluctant to 
change 

No NA -.557 -.952 * YY NA 

1524 Paid fair 
amount for work. 

No NA -.719 -.662 * YY NA 

1525 Benefits 
comparable. 

No NA -1.127 -.089 * YY NA 

1101 Job 
challenging. 

144* Delete -1.144 +2.253 Ψ YY NA 

1102 High and low 
stress tasks 

No NA -.991 +1.139 χ YY NA 

1103 Projects go 
nowhere 

Mild: 462, 
231, 566, 
1s=382, 422, 
344 

Keep -1.049 +1.685 χ YY NA 

1104 Enthusiastic 
of job. 

No NA -1.302 +1.855 χ YY NA 

1105 Stagnant in 
job. 

No NA -.823 +.080 * YY NA 

1106 Frustrated w 
job 

Mild: 231, 
144, 462, 1= 
487, 436, 
538 

Keep -.533 +.048 * YY NA 
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Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

1107 Would like 
change to new job. 

No NA -.947 +.198 * YY NA 

1108 Done a good 
job raising $ 
cause. 

385* 
433* 
408* 
Mild: 1s 481, 
422, 456, 
421. 2= 516, 
554, 542 

Deleted -1.634 +3.135 Ψ YY NA 

1109 Goals of org 
not clear. 

No NA -1.447 +1.303 χ YY NA 

1110 Able to meet 
objectives and 
goals at org. 

433* 
410* 
566* 
512* Mild: 
481, 516, 
403, 421 

Delete -2.091 +6.274 Ψ YY NA 

1111 Books on 
proposal devel. 

No NA -.951 .941 * YY NA 

1112 Books on 
teamwork etc. 

No NA -.235 -.879 * YY NA 

1113 Admin 
everyday 
problems. 

No NA -.755 -.563 * YY NA 

1114  
Opportunities for 
advancing career. 

No NA +.202 -1.117 χ YY NA 

1115 Feel like 
leaving org. 

No NA -1.071 -.086 χ YY NA 

1116 Services not 
needed 

All *: 566, 
545, 570, 
557, 170, 
442, 199, 
435, 481, 
439, 390, 
more. 

Delete but 
flat 
distribution. 

-2.482 +5.141 Ψ YY NA 

1117 Against 
ethical judgment. 

All *: 559, 
570, 462, 
557, 272, 9, 
269, 382, 
481, 382, 
others 

Very flat 
distribution. 
Delete 

-2.532 +5.880 Ψ YY NA 
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Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

1118 Skills are 
valued. 

All *: 559* 
570* 
462* 
557* 
272* 
269* 
9* 
481* 
439* 
382* 
561* 
468* 
554* 

Very flat 
distribution 
on this item. 
Delete 

-1.794 +3.418 Ψ YY NA 

1119  Good job = 
recognition. 

No NA -1.074 +.788 χ YY NA 

1120 
Unappreciated 
thinking of pay. 

No NA -.846 -.364 * YY NA 

1121 Take part in 
planning policies. 

No NA -.406 -.945 * YY NA 

1122 Attention to 
our suggestions. 

No NA -.398 -.859 * YY NA 

1123 Have a 
decision making 
role. 

No NA -.489 -.966 * YY NA 

1124 Input to how 
I raise funds. 

No NA -1.191 +.833 χ YY NA 

1701 My career 
choice in 
fundraising. 

290* 
419* 
399* 
Mild: 542, 
481, 487, 
435, 504, 
503, 523 

Delete -1.785 +3.144 Ψ YY NA 

1702 
Accomplishing in 
life. 

144* 
46* 
Mild: 347, 
284, 175, 
516, 572, 
523 

Delete -1.393 +1.821 Χ YY NA 

1703 With my 
current org 

441* 
547* 
462* 
Mild: 573, 
481, 552, 
435, 530, 
542, 538 

Delete -1.389 +1.140 Χ YY NA 
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Variable Univariate 
Outlier 

Decision 
(keep, 
delete, 
transform) 

Sign. 
skewness 
(Y/N) 

Sign. 
kurtosis 
(Y/N) 

Sign Sign. 
K-S 
test 
(Y/N) 

Variable 
with r > 
|.70| 

1704 chances of 
promotion. 

No NA -.045 -1.325 Χ YY NA 

1705 ability to 
delegate routine 
tasks. 

No NA -.163 -1.056 χ YY NA 

1706 amount of 
project planning 

No NA -.336 -.895 * YY NA 

1707 time to 
produce a 
proposal. 

No NA -.603 -.368 * YY NA 
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APPENDIX F: EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS LOADINGS 
Table 53: Exploratory factor analysis loadings 

Name Item 
Loads 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Jo
b 

S
at

is
fa

ct
io

n 

1404 
1104 
1107 
1403 
1105 
1115 
1405 
1701 
1519 
1401 
1702 
1406 
1106 
1108 
1101 
1118 

.796 

.794 
-.789 
.784 

-.716 
-.689 
.629 
.628 
.609 
.578 
.573 
.552 

-.531 
.481 
.475 
.428 

           

In
te

rp
er

so
na

l t
ru

st
 

am
on

g 
co

lle
ag

ue
s 

1503 
1504 
1506 
1510 
1505 
1501 
1508 
1511 
1507 
1412 

 .758 
.737 
.695 
.686 
.677 
.647 
.566 
.564 
.519 
.446 
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Name Item 
Loads 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

R
el

at
io

ns
hi

ps
 w

  

m
an

ag
em

en
t 

1517 
1516 
1518 
1513 
 
 
 
 
 

  .875 
.868 
.748 
.715 

         

W
or

kf
lo

w
 

1207 
1206 
1217 
1415 
1213 
1414 
1707 

   .733 
.686 
.548 
.526 
.519 
.512 

-.418 

        

K
no

w
le

dg
e 

ac
qu

is
iti

on
 

0517 
0505 
0516 
0507 
0515 
0510 
0504 

    .681 
.652 
.641 
.631 
.621 
.564 
.548 

       

E
qu

ip
m

en
t 

1203 
1602 
1204 
1601 
1603 
 
 

     .736 
.643 
.578 

-.555 
.472 
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Name Item 
Loads 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

R
ol

e 
at

  

or
ga

ni
za

tio
n 

1121 
1123 
1122 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      .841 
.699 
.655 

     

R
ea

di
ng

 b
oo

ks
  &

 

ar
tic

le
s 

1419 
1418 
1111 
1112 
 
 
 
 
 

       .760 
.707 
.664 
.646 

    

D
oc

um
en

ta
tio

n 

1210 
1208 
1706 
1211 
1209 
1409 
 
 

        .530 
.492 
.469 
.468 
.446 
.428 

   

C
on

tr
ib

ut
in

g 
to

 K
M

 

1608 
1609 
1607 
 
 
 
 
 
 

         .820 
.771 
.485 
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Name Item 
Loads 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

C
le

ric
al

 

su
pp

or
t 

1605 
1216 
1705 
 
 

          .658 
.646 
.514 

 

P
re

pa
re

dn
es

s 

1408 
1417 
1416 
 
 
 
 
 

           .616 
.599 

-.534 
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APPENDIX G: CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS 

FITTING PROCESS 
Table 54: Confirmatory factor analysis fitting process 

Step Description Reason for 
modification 

χ2 

(df) 
p < .000 

CFI/TLI 
 

> .90 

RMSEA 
(90% CI) 
p < .000 
  < .60 

Factor 
Determinacy 
Scores 

1 Original 
hypothesized 
model from 
EFA. 
12 factors 
found. 
 

NA 5793.900 
(2348) 
p < .0001 

.792/.780 .057 
(.055, 
.059) 

Jobsats .976 
Interpr  .966 
Rmanag.976 
Workflo .910 
Knowacq.935 
Equipmt .913 
Orgrole .941 
Bookart .910 
Documen.900 
Contrib .957 
Clerica .859 
Prepare .839 

2 Dropped 
Q1707 

Low load 
(.419)  
 
 

5463.336 
(2279) 
p < .0001 

.804/.792 .055 
(.053, 
.057) 

.976 

.966 

.976 

.914 

.935  

.913   

.941 

.910 

.900 

.957 

.859 

.839 

3 Dropped  
Q1101  

Low load  
(.441) 

5340.114 
(2211) 
p < .0001 

.806/.794 .056 
(.054, 
.058) 

.976 

.966 

.976 

.914 

.935 

.941 

.910 

.900 

.957 

.859 

4 Lost 
PREPARE 
factor. 

1416 load 
was below 
cut off point  

4995.663 
(2024) 

.811/.800 .057 
.055, .059 

.913 

.976 

.966 
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Step Description Reason for 
modification 

χ2 

(df) 
p < .000 

CFI/TLI 
 

> .90 

RMSEA 
(90% CI) 
p < .000 
  < .60 

Factor 
Determinacy 
Scores 

Drop Q1416 
Q1417 
Q1408 
 
(Down to 11 
factors) 

(.382) .976 
.913 
.935 
.912 
.941 
.909 
.900 
.953 
.859 

5 Correlated 
errors of 
Q05196 with 
Q0515 

High 
Modification 
Indices (MI) 
(186.264) 

4811.062 
(2023) 
p < .0001 

.823/.812 .055 
(.053, 
.057) 

.976 

.966 

.976 

.913 

.927 

.912 

.941 

.909 

.900 

.952 

.859 

6 Correlated 
errors of 
Q1404 with 
Q1403 

High MI 
(134.821) 

4684.592 
(2022) 
p < .0001 

.831/.820 .054 
(.052, 
.056) 

.971 

.966 

.976 

.913 

.927 

.912 

.941 

.909 

.900 

.952 

.859 

7 Correlated 
errors of 
Q1207 with 
Q1206 

MI of 
(103.649) 

4570.471 
(2021) 
p < .0001 

.838/.828 .053 
(.051, 
.055) 

.971 

.966 

.976 

.893 

.927 

.912 

.942 

.910 

.900 

.952 

.860 
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Step Description Reason for 
modification 

χ2 

(df) 
p < .000 

CFI/TLI 
 

> .90 

RMSEA 
(90% CI) 
p < .000 
  < .60 

Factor 
Determinacy 
Scores 

8 Correlated 
errors of 
Q1106 with 
Q1105 

High MI 
(97.810) 

4463.259 
(2020) 
p < .0001 

.845/.835 .052 
(.049, 
.054) 

.970 

.966 

.976 

.893 

.927 

.912 

.942 

.910 

.900 

.952 

.859 

9 Dropped 
Q1603 

High MI  
(56.02)  & 
low load 
(.564) 

4280.173 
(1956) 
p < .0001 

.850/.840 .051 
(.049, 
.053) 

.970 

.966 

.976 

.893 

.927 

.920 

.942 

.910 

.900 

.951 

.859 

10 Dropped  
Q1106 

Low load 
(.550) 

4120.235 
(1894) 
p < .0001 

.853/.843 .051 
(.049, 
.053) 

.970 

.966 

.976 

.891 

.927 

.921 

.942 

.910 

.900 

.952 

.859 

11 Dropped 
Q1206 

High MI with 
1206 
(103.649) & 
low load 
(.498) 

4012.272 
(1833) 
p < .0001 

.853/.843 .051 
(.049, 
.054) 

.970 

.966 

.976 

.891 

.927 

.920 

.942 

.910 

.893 
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Step Description Reason for 
modification 

χ2 

(df) 
p < .000 

CFI/TLI 
 

> .90 

RMSEA 
(90% CI) 
p < .000 
  < .60 

Factor 
Determinacy 
Scores 

.952 

.860 

12 Dropped 
Q1208 

Low load 
(.528) & 
enough 
items on 
JOBSAT 

3911.351 
(1772) 
p < .0001 

.854/.844 .051 
(.049, 
.054 ) 

.970 

.966 

.976 

.891 

.927 

.920 

.942 

.910 

.893 

.952 

.860 

13 Dropped 
Q1207 

Low load 
(.538) & 
enough 
items on 
WORKFLO 

3724.741 
(1712) 
p < .0001 

.860/.851 .051 
(.049, 
.053) 

.970 

.966 

.976 

.888 

.927 

.921 

.942 

.910 

.893 

.952 

.860 

14 Dropped 
Q1210 

Low load 
(.510) & 
enough 
items on 
DOCUMEN 

3603.460 
(1653) 
p < .0001 

.863/.853 .051 
(.049, 
.053) 

.970 

.966 

.976 

.888 

.927 

.922 

.942 

.910 

.890 

.952 

.861 

15 Dropped 
Q1217 
 
 

Low load 
(.373) 

3494.732 
(1595) 
p < .0001 

.866/.856 .051 
(.049, 
.053) 

.970 

.966 

.976 

.885 

.927 

.922 

.942 
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Step Description Reason for 
modification 

χ2 

(df) 
p < .000 

CFI/TLI 
 

> .90 

RMSEA 
(90% CI) 
p < .000 
  < .60 

Factor 
Determinacy 
Scores 

.910 

.890 

.951 

.801 

16 Dropped 
Q504 

Low load 
(.578) 

3391.085 
(1538) 
p < .0001 

.867/.857 .051 
(.049, 
.054) 

.970 

.966 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.922 

.942 

.910 

.890 

.955 

.861 

17 Correlated 
errors of 
Q1107 with 
QQ1105 

High MI 
(50.631) 

3339.319 
(1537) 
p < .0001 

.871/.861 .051 
(.048, 
.053) 

.969 

.966 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.922 

.942 

.910 

.890 

.955 

.861 

18 Correlated 
errors of 
Q1419 and 
Q1418 

High MI 
(48.506) 

3289.152 
(1536) 
p < .0001 

.874/.865 .050 
(.048, 
.052) 

.969 

.966 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.922 

.942 

.892 

.892 

.957 

.860 

19 Dropped 
Q1108 

Low load 
(.609), 
enough 
items on 
Jobsats 

3194.150 
(1428) 

.875/.865 .050 
(.048, 
.053) 

.968 

.966 

.976 

.885 

.920 



Texas Tech University, Sarah K. Gunning, May 2013 

380 

 

Step Description Reason for 
modification 

χ2 

(df) 
p < .000 

CFI/TLI 
 

> .90 

RMSEA 
(90% CI) 
p < .000 
  < .60 

Factor 
Determinacy 
Scores 

.922 

.942 

.892 

.892 

.957 

.860 

20 Drop Clerica 
-1605  
-1216  
-1705  

Weakest 
factor. 

2923.925 
(1328) 

.880/.871 .051 
(.049, 
.054) 

.968 

.966 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.922 

.942 

.892 

.884 

.956 

21 Drop 
Documen 
-1706 
-1211 
-1209 
-1409 

Weakest 
factor. 

2599.523 
(1135) 

.885/.878 .053 
(.051, 
.056) 

.968 

.966 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.924 

.941 

.890 

.956 

22 Drop Equipmt 
-1203 
-1602 
 

Weakest 
factor. 

2318.195 
(957) 

.887/.878 .056 
(.053, 
.059) 

.968 

.966 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.924 

.941 

.890 

.956 

23 Correlated 
errors of 
Q1406 and 
Q1405 

High MI 
(47.468) 

2260.845 
(956) 

.891/.882 .056 
(.052, 
.058) 

.976 

.966 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.924 

.941 

.890 
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Step Description Reason for 
modification 

χ2 

(df) 
p < .000 

CFI/TLI 
 

> .90 

RMSEA 
(90% CI) 
p < .000 
  < .60 

Factor 
Determinacy 
Scores 

.956 

24 Correlated 
errors of 
Q1519 and 
Q1405 

High MI 
(53.760) 

2200.138 
(955) 

.896/.887 .054 
(.051, 
.057) 

.967 

.966 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.941 

.890 

.955 

25 Correlated 
errors of 
Q1118 and 
Q1511 

High MI 
(41.836) 

2161.464 
(954) 

.900/.891 .053 
(.050, 
.056) 

.967 

.966 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.941 

.890 

.955 

26 Correlated 
errors of 
Q1702 and 
Q1701 

High MI 
(42.646) 

2115.862 
(953) 

.904/.895 .052 
(.049, 
.055) 

.966 

.965 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.941 

.890 

.955 

27 Correlated 
errors of 
Q1701 and 
Q1405 

High MI 
(39.360) 

2071.614 
(952) 

.907/.899 .051 
(.048, 
.054) 

.966 

.965 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.941 

.890 

.956 

28 Correlated 
errors of 
Q1504 and 
Q1503 
 
Final 
adjustment. 8 
factors found. 

High MI 
(32.977) 

2038.413 
(951) 

.910/.902 .050 
(.047, 
.053) 

.967 

.962 

.976 

.885 

.920 

.941 

.890 

.956 

 


