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Maarten Bout 

THE JOY OF ASKING: 

AN ANALYSIS OF SOCIOEMOTIONAL INFORMATION IN FUNDRAISER 

CONTACT REPORTS 

In this study we examined 381 interactions between Donors and Fundraisers from 

a large research university by analyzing their Contact Reports. Specifically, we examined 

whether we could extract measures of fundraiser empathy through the application of a 

coding scheme and linguistics analysis, and whether there are differences in the reports 

based on donor characteristics. We found evidence that there are significant differences 

between how fundraisers write reports and what they include in them, based on school of 

graduation and type of interaction, but little difference in their treatment by donor gender. 

We conclude that indeed measures of empathy can be extracted from Contact Reports, 

but that minimum standards of reporting should be adopted by fundraising organizations 

in order to support using Contact Reports as qualitative evaluation tools.  

Sara H. Konrath, Ph.D., Chair 
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Introduction 

American Generosity and the People Who Work to Unlock It 

Americans are an incredibly generous people. In 2016, Americans gave more than 

$350 billion to nonprofits (Giving USA, 2017), and it looks like the numbers for 2017 

will be equally impressive. Individuals made over 70% of these gifts, and if we include 

private, family foundations, and bequest, this number goes up to 85% (Giving USA, 

2017). Most of this giving does not appear out of thin air: 95% of donations are solicited 

in some way (Bekkers, 2005), and the vast majority, and especially the very large gifts, 

are asked in person (Sargeant, 2005). These findings lend credibility to an often repeated 

adage about fundraising: people don’t give to causes, they give to people with causes 

(Rosso, 1991). The amount of money given each year, and the stakes involved with 

raising money for often crucial work in the nonprofit sector, would suggest that the 

amount of academic research about givers and askers would be significant.  

In contrast to the research available on givers, which is a substantial body of 

work, the existing research on fundraisers fits on a small library shelf. Save for a few 

academic books and studies by Carbone (1989), Duronio and Tempel (1997), List (2008), 

and Breeze (2017), the existing literature is limited to a few textbooks, professional 

development manuals, how-to books, and books with experiential accounts by fundraisers 

(Breeze, 2017). Only recently a book by Beth Breeze (2017) added on to an earlier study 

by Duronio and Tempel (1997). Both studies, 20 years apart, give an account of who 

fundraisers are and what they do, providing crucial insight into this under-researched part 

of the giving process.  
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What’s in a Name?: The Role of the Fundraiser 

The word fundraiser falls woefully short of what fundraisers do in their work. It 

appears from Duronio and Tempel’s (Duronio & Tempel, 1997) and Breeze’s (2017) 

research that fundraisers spend precious little time asking for money, and much more 

time tending relationships (Breeze, 2017). Breeze (2017) describes the work that 

fundraisers do as “fostering relationships,” and in doing so they represent the needs and 

desires of the donor towards the organization as much as, as expected, the other way 

around. Fundraisers also seem to be people who have well-developed social skills. 

Duronio and Tempel (1997) found that fundraisers, when described in subjective 

evaluations, were highly likely to be described as exuding warmth, coming across as 

authentic, and possessing excellent communication skills. In their words, they found 

fundraisers to be described as “charming, articulate people, who talked and laughed 

easily” (Duronio & Tempel, 1997, pg. 43). This research suggests that many fundraisers 

have exceptional social skills, possess the ability to communicate well, and seek to 

understand the donor’s needs and desires. In other words, empathy seems to be a strong 

component of the fundraisers’ personality and toolkit. However, no known studies have 

confirmed this to date.  

 

Empathy as a factor in the success of other professions 

In his seminal paper “Measuring Individual Differences in Empathy” the 

psychologist Davis (1983) defined empathy broadly as the reactions of one to an 

observation of the experiences of another. While the term is used often as a catch-all, 

there are a handful of distinct expressions of empathy. One is the ability to observe and 

understand someone else’s needs and desires at an intellectual level (Davis, 1983). 
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Another is a more emotional response one might experience when seeing someone else 

suffer, experience joy, or other emotions (Davis, 1983). It’s not hard to see the 

overwhelming presence of the latter construct in our everyday lives. Imagine seeing a 

child fall, scraping his or her knee, and crying as a result. It takes a stone cold person to 

not respond to this in a manner at least sympathetic towards the child for the pain he or 

she experiences. However, it’s not just emotional responses such as this that make 

empathy such an omnipresent moderator of our experiences. Just imagine being a lawyer 

without interest in the client’s case, a baker disinterested in how his bread tastes to the 

customer, or a doctor without an interest in her patient’s wellbeing.  

The role of empathy as a moderating factor in professions has been extensively 

studied in the realms of medicine and education. In both these sectors researchers have 

consistently found significant effects of the presence of empathy on health and learning 

outcomes. Although empathy among medical professionals is structurally discouraged in 

their third year of medical school (Hojat, 2009), studies have found that empathy, and, 

more generally, a “good” bedside manner, have discernable positive effects on patients’ 

health outcomes. Patients in one study recovered more quickly from symptoms of the 

common cold when their doctor was perceived as concerned with their wellbeing (Rakel, 

2010). Moreover, research dating back to the 1960s (Truax, 1966), found that higher 

degrees of understanding and “warmth” from a therapist towards patients had a 

significant positive effect on their rehabilitation. Similarly, a teacher’s interest in his or 

her students’ wellbeing very well may lead to better learning outcomes: In the 1980s an 

experiment with teaching assistants and college students showed a positive effect of TA 

empathy on the students’ academic performance (Change, 1982).  
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In many critical ways these fields differ from fundraising. For one, fundraisers are 

typically the one approaching the donor, and it would be groundbreaking news if a donor 

reported that a fundraiser literally saved the donor’s life. However, it is possible that all 

may include a similar process of empathy on one side of the equation leading to better 

outcomes on the other side. The fundraiser in this sense is analogous to the doctor, 

therapist, or teacher, and the donor to the patient or the student. When we look at the 

giving equation, it’s not just the needs of the cause that are to be met: the donor has 

interests, needs and desires to be met as well. While these interests, needs, desires, and 

motives for giving are not topics of this study, they are important concepts to its 

justification, since without them, a fundraiser would not have to broker an alignment 

between the interest of the donor and the organization.  

 

Honest Brokerage 

The late Henri Nouwen (1996), a Catholic priest and theologian, described the act 

of asking for a gift to be a joyous thing: it is the privilege of the fundraiser to invite the 

donor to join in the work he or she believes in, as partners. Indeed, fundraisers believe 

themselves to be honest brokers between the interest of the donor and the interest of the 

organization that employs them (Breeze, 2017). If fundraisers really have both interests at 

heart, they will seek to maximize the benefit of the relationship for each party. For the 

organization this is most likely the maximum funding the donor can give. For the donor 

this is likely a combination of tangible benefits and the highest level of satisfaction 

(Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011) of making a gift. The fundraiser’s charge is to achieve the 

nexus of these two interests, where both are met to the highest degree. 

 



 

5 

Traditional Fundraising Evaluation Disregards Empathy 

Of these interests, only one side is somewhat measurable. This is not 

coincidentally also the measurement by which fundraisers are evaluated. In performance 

reviews and in evaluations of organizational fundraising success, dollars raised, dollars 

spent, and the number of interactions with donors are crucial metrics (Hodge, 2012; 

Hiles, 2010). Whereas these are useful and necessary measures of success and 

performance, they do not tell the whole story. The main reason why these measures are 

imperfect is that they only describe organizational success, or, how Shervisch (2005) 

describes it, the demand side of the giving equation. While the number of visits tells us 

something about the inputs that go into this giving equation, it does not tell us of the 

quality of these visits, and whether different inputs would equate to different outputs (i.e. 

higher donor satisfaction and higher levels of gift revenue). And, since empathy seems to 

play some role in the behavior of fundraisers, it is therefore reasonable to posit that 

different levels of empathy could have different effects on outcomes for both donor and 

organization.  

While it may prove impossible to measure the actual level of satisfaction of the 

donor after they make a gift (unless we get clearance to take saliva samples to test for 

oxytocin levels each time a donor signs a gift agreement), we can try to develop metrics 

by which to gauge the quality of the inputs into the giving equation. In other words, we 

can find out how fundraiser behavior, and especially his or her level of empathy, 

influences the quality of the interaction with the donor and the giving process, and then 

correlate this to the hard metric of dollars given. But before we can run analyses like the 

latter, we need to test whether we can extract this kind of information without being 

invasive in the relationship between the donor and the fundraiser. Direct observation of 
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the interactions between a donor and a fundraiser would likely be too invasive, 

detrimental to the relationship1, or could result in different outcomes altogether. 

 

This Research into Socioemotional Information in Contact Reports 

At this time, besides interviewing donors and fundraisers, the only effective way 

to analyze the interactions is to rely on fundraisers’ records about their donors. Contact 

reports, or call or activity reports, are brief summaries of interactions between a donor 

and a representative of an organization, which are kept in the donor’s file at that 

organization (Crawford, 2013). They function as institutional memory, a report of the 

steps taken to engage with the donor, and as a narrative account of what the fundraiser 

perceived during the interaction and finds relevant to the giving process (Hiles, 2011). In 

the best case, these reports include details that can be used in future conversations, factors 

that could be detrimental or beneficial to the giving process, and details that inform the 

decisions of the fundraising staff and organizational leadership regarding the involvement 

of the donor (Hiles, 2011). 

For this research, we analyzed Contact Reports in order to see whether we could 

extract any qualitative information by using a coding system and a linguistics analysis 

program. Our purpose was to see to what extent the information embedded in the reports 

can be used to describe the way the fundraiser feels about the donor, how well he or she 

                                                
1 This research focuses exclusively on the relationships between donors and professional 
fundraisers. In all cases we examined a professional fundraiser was the primary point of 
contact between the donor and the organization, and as such, our findings reflect only the 
characteristics of those relationships. In many organizations, however, volunteers are, 
quite literally, an invaluable part of fundraising operations. While we expect empathy to 
moderate the relationships between volunteer fundraisers and donors in similar ways, we 
did not study these relationships, and therefore cannot claim that the results presented 
here will be the same for volunteers. 
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understands the donor’s needs and desires, and how he or she connects this to the benefit 

of the organization. In other words, we wanted to gauge their level of empathy with the 

donor by analyzing how they write about interactions with donors. With this research we 

hope to answer the following research questions: What information do fundraisers 

include in their Contact Reports, and how are Contact Reports different from other 

writing? Do fundraisers write differently about women than men? Do fundraisers write 

differently based on the school or academic department with which the donors were 

associated? Do fundraisers write differently based on the type of interaction they are 

writing about? In answering these questions, we hope to get closer to understanding the 

role fundraiser empathy plays in donor and fundraiser relationships, and whether this 

knowledge can be used to develop a more holistic view of fundraiser performance. 
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Methods 

Sample 

 In designing this study, we asked for data that would provide us with a 

homogenous sample, diminishing the number of confounding factors by focusing on 

groups of donors that would be relatively similar. The data we requested would include 

only donors affiliated with professional schools, who would be limited to those 

professions that their course of study allowed: dentists, optometrists, lawyers, etc. Doing 

so would allow us to make some inferences about the effect of the donors’ school of 

graduation on what the fundraisers write about them, and by proxy, how these donors are 

treated. We received a wider set of donors that included some from liberal arts programs, 

such as Psychology, Economics and Geology, and some from professional schools, like 

Business, Dentistry, and Law.  

Our dataset came from the 501(c)(3) support organization of a large research 

university, and included 572 de-identified Contact Reports (CR). Of these Contact 

Reports, we selected 381 for analysis using our own coding system and Linguistic 

Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) software. The 191 excluded reports were either 

duplicate entries, form letters not necessarily written by the fundraisers in the sample, or 

Contact Reports for the donors in the sample, but that were not written by the fundraisers 

in our sample. The resulting dataset includes 381 total recorded interactions, of which 49 

took place by email, 111 by phone, 168 in person, 13 at events and activities, and 32 were 

letters. The nature of the remaining 8 interactions was unspecified. 

These interactions were between 20 fundraisers at the university and 36 donors 

who were mostly graduates of 6 schools at the university: Optometry, Dentistry, 

Business, Law, Geology, Economics, and Psychology. The fundraisers in this sample 
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were either employed by these individual schools, or representatives of the 501(c)(3) 

support organization which supplied the data.  

Of the 36 donors, 27 were men, 6 were women, and for 3 donors the gender was 

not specified. 17 donors were married or partnered, 18 did not have a marital status 

specified, and 1 was confirmed not married. The donors, between 55 and 81 years of age, 

all graduated between 1959 and 1980, with a mean year of graduation of 1979 (SD=6.35 

years). 50% of the donors in the sample received one degree from the university, 28% 

received two degrees, 14% received no degrees2, and the remaining 8% received 3 or 

more degrees. The percentage of donors who were also members of the university’s 

alumni association was 66.7%, those who were confirmed not members of the alumni 

association was 16.7%, and for 16.7% there was no membership information. 22% of the 

sample served on at least 1 board of the university, while 78% were not on any boards of 

the university. The mean giving duration to the university (which included gifts to other 

institutions than their school of graduation) was 29 years (SD=6.01 years), with a 

minimum of 13 years, and a maximum of 36 years. The donors’ cumulative giving was 

between $3,000, and slightly under $600,000. The mean for cumulative giving was 

$153,583 (SD=$163,387). The number of gifts varied greatly, with a minimum of 2 and a 

maximum of 197. The mean number of gifts was 48.80 (SD=41.59). Last gifts recorded 

per donor was between 2004 and 2017, with a mean of 2015 (SD=2.572). We did not 

receive demographic data on the fundraisers. 

                                                
2 Included in this 14% of participants were donors with no academic relationship to the 
institution as well as members of the institution’s faculty. Because the vast majority of 
donors in our sample were alumni, for convenience, we use the descriptor “School of 
Graduation” throughout this document for the department, school, or academic unit with 
which the donors in our sample had their primary relationship. This should, however, not 
be understood that the individual donors in the sample are necessarily recipients of a 
degree from the institution. 
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The sample used for this research was not randomly selected and is a convenience 

sample. It is not representative of all donors at this university. A full table of descriptive 

statistics of the donors in this sample can be found in Appendix A. 

 

Coding Scheme Development and Testing Process 

To develop the coding manual we used a provisional coding process (Saldaña, 

2016). In other words, we found the codes through an exploratory analysis of the text in 

the reports. Reading the text of select reports we wrote summaries for core ideas in each 

sentence, which resulted in 160 items. These items included many duplicates, or ideas 

that used different language, but still referred to the same concept. We then culled these 

160 to 69 items that represented similar ideas written in similar language. To come up 

with a manageable set of codes, we themed  (Saldaña, 2016) three broad categories from 

these 69: Fundraising Cycle, Donor Focus, and Fundraiser Focus. Then, we sorted the 69 

codes into these three broad categories. Since some of the 69 were again only slight 

variations of the same idea (e.g. “asks about assets, “mentions assets”) or independent 

detail items (e.g. food present, location, date) that could be described by larger 

overarching ideas, we refined these items into 16 codes that cover all in the broadest, yet 

most specific sense, and wrote a draft coding manual that would describe to other coders 

how to code Contact Reports. 

The next phase in the development process was testing for reliability and 

agreement. We each independently coded one donor, which resulted in 80% agreement. 

Most of the disagreement could be explained by some of the codes not being defined 

specifically enough, or being open to too much interpretation. After refining the draft 
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coding manual, we each coded an additional 18 reports and achieved over 85% 

agreement. After this step, only one coder coded all remaining Contact Reports.  

 

Coding Scheme 

The full coding manual can be found in Appendix B. Although during the 

development process we split the codes into three categories that logically fit together 

(Fundraising Related Topics, Donor Focus, Fundraiser Focus), factor analysis revealed 

that the codes should be sorted along the lines of three factors (see Results): Cognitive 

Empathy (Ability to observe and understand another’s emotional state), Emotional 

Empathy (care and concern for others’ emotions) (Davis, 1983), and Donor Context 

(factual observations about the donor). The coding manual in Appendix B is organized by 

these factors for convenience.  

 
Factor analysis 

 We ran a factor analysis examining whether it would be possible to reduce the 

human codes into fewer overarching categories. We excluded the five parts of the 

fundraising cycle because we wanted to organize the results by fundraising cycle phase. 

We included all other human coding categories. We used an exploratory factor analysis 

with oblimin rotation, which allows for the factors to be correlated with each other. This 

analysis identified three main categories: Cognitive Empathy (5 items, explains 22.52% 

of variance, α=.55), Emotional Empathy (2 items, explains 11.77% of variance, α=.45), 

and Donor Context (4 items, explains 11.48% of variance, α=.55). See Appendix D for 

individual factor loadings. We calculated the averages of the items included within each 

general category, and will present the descriptive statistics for all of the general 
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categories and all individual human coding items. However, for the main analyses, only 

the general categories are presented. See Table 1 for table with full results.  

 

Below are the 16 codes that were included in the final coding manual:  

Fundraising Cycle  (Tempel, 2011) 

1. Qualification Phase – activity to identify and evaluate a potential donor 

2. Cultivation – activity focused on bringing the prospect closer to the cause and 

organization 

3. Solicitation/Negotiation – Activity revolving around asking the donor for a gift 

4. Stewardship – Activity that is part of thanking a donor for a gift and reporting on 

program efficacy 

5. Follow up – Any mentions of a specific next step in the Fundraising Cycle, future 

interactions, internal communication, etc. responding to donor requests 

Cognitive Empathy  

6. Donor Attitude, Emotion, or Disposition – Records observations of donor attitude, 

emotion, and or disposition 

7. Theory of Mind – Records details that shows the ability of the fundraiser to 

ascribe unique wants, intentions, perspectives, and desires to the donor 

8. Attention to Detail – Records contextual details about the interaction, such as 

location, dates, times, other people present, etc.  

9. Self-Evaluation of Interaction – the fundraiser reflects on his or her own feelings 

about the interaction 

10. Unrelated Conversation – Conversation not directly related to the other codes or 

relevant to the fundraising process 
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Emotional Empathy 

11. Care for Donor – Expressions of care for the donor aside from professional 

interest 

12. Expressions of Gratitude – Expressions of gratitude towards the donor from the 

fundraiser 

Donor Context 

13. Donor Connection to Cause – describes the donor’s personal ties to the cause, 

such as a personal history with a socioeconomic hardship 

14. Donor Background – descriptions of personal characteristics of the donor, such as 

affiliations, sexual orientation, physical attributes (such as disability), and 

ethnicity 

15. Donor Life Events – mentions of current, past or, future events, such as 

retirement, vacations, friends or family happenings, birthdays, and, specifically, 

condolences for passed important relationships 

16. Donor Important Relationships – mentions of family, colleagues, etc. and their 

importance to the donor 
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Coding Process 

To prevent carrying over information chronologically from one CR to the next, 

we coded the CRs counter-chronological, meaning from latest date to the earliest date. 

The resulting codes only refer to the information actually recorded in the CR for which 

the codes were recorded, and does not include any assumptions from reading between the 

lines, or transferring information from one Contact Report to the next.  

 

Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count 

Whereas the coding manual looks at the ideas included in the Contact Reports, we 

wanted to include in the analysis the actual word use for each Contact Report to further 

distinguish the individual fundraisers from each other. This has the benefit of being very 

objective, but the drawback of being very literal and only capturing specific word uses, 

unlike human coders, that are more subjective but also more holistic in their evaluations. 

Thus, using both methods is a strength of the current study. 

We used Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) software to extract the 

percentage of text that referred to specific word groups, such as third person singular, or 

words associated with positive emotions (Pennebaker, 2003). The resulting tables were 

appended to the human code results and compared to the global means listed in the 

development document for the 2015 version of LIWC (Pennebaker et al., 2015). The 

global means presented were developed from an analysis of 230 million words by James 

Pennebaker and his team. They analyzed text from 80,000 writers across different forms 

of writing: blogs, samples of expressive writing, novels, natural speech, the New York 

Times, and Twitter (Pennebaker et al., 2015). 
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For each text presented to the LIWC software, 90 different variables are generated 

(Pennebaker, 2015). Among these are descriptive statistics (word count, words per 

sentence, etc.), linguistic dimensions (such as pronouns, verbs, articles, etc.), and word 

categories (affective processes, social processes, etc.). Word Count and Words Per 

Sentence are integers. The other variables are percentages: the program calculates the 

percentage of the text that is taken up by words included in that variable. LIWC generates 

many variables for each individual text that is presented. In order to come to a reasonable 

number of variables with which to run our analyses, we chose 8 variables to focus on: I, 

SheHe, Affective Processes, Social Processes, Perceptive Processes, Drives, Work, and 

Money. The variables we chose to focus on are logically connected to the human codes, 

have small to medium correlation to our human codes (see Appendix E), or are those 

where there is an interesting difference between the LIWC global means (Pennebaker et 

al. 2015) and the codes for Contact Reports. For a complete comparison of the LIWC 

means from Contact Reports and those of the LIWC global means see Appendix F.  

I and SheHe are included because they form a rudimentary comparison between 

how much self- and other-focused the Fundraisers present themselves in Contact Reports. 

The variable Affective Processes describes emotional terms such as Agony, Charming, 

Happy, and gives an impression how much emotional language Fundraisers include in 

their Contact Reports. The variable Social Processes includes words like family, sister, 

boss, etc., and gives an impression how much language is included that indicates 

attention to relational factors. The variable Perceptive processes includes words like hear, 

said, and looking. These words could indicate the level of perception included in the 

Fundraisers Contact Reports. Drives includes words that cover motivations, Work and 

Money includes words that cover those topics. The reason the last three are included is 
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that they are significantly greater than the global LIWC means (whereas most are 

smaller), and are relevant to the giving process. 

 

Ethical Procedure 

All researchers on this project received Collaborative Institutional Training 

Initiative certification for Human Subjects Research and disclosed that they did not have 

any conflicts of interest in this research, as required by the CITI. The Indiana University 

Research Compliance Office deemed that the research was exempted from Human 

Research IRB review, as it was classified as non-human subjects research, due to the 

information being collected by a third-party organization (See Appendix C).  

To achieve the highest level of anonymity possible for the participants, we 

received de-identified data from the 501(c)(3) support organization of our partner 

university. In the de-identification process, donor names were replaced with descriptors 

(such as Donor, Alumna, Friend, etc.), fundraiser names and identifiers were replaced by 

MGO (Major Gift Officer), DO (Development Officer), or Fundraiser, and names of 

other persons, such as spouses, family members, or other institution personnel, were 

replaced with descriptors such as SPOUSE, SON, DEAN, Other MGO, etc. If multiple 

MGOs were included in the Contact Reports for individual donors, they were randomly 

assigned a number after their Department Identifier (e.g. BF1: Business Fundraiser One), 

as to prevent chronological clues to lead to identification of the participant. This data was 

stored on an encrypted, limited access server, to which only the researchers had access.  
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Results 

Research Question 1: What information do fundraisers include in their Contact Reports, 

and how are Contact Reports different from other writing? 

 
Descriptive statistics  

Table 1 and 2 show the overall means and standard deviations for each individual 

code and LIWC variable for our final included Contact Reports (N=381).  

 

Human coding results 

We found that fundraisers include elements of the Fundraising Cycle 37.22% of 

the time on average. As can be seen from Table 1b, we found that between 30% and 33% 

of the time fundraisers reported engaging in qualification, cultivation, or stewardship 

activities, and reported in 46% of Contact Reports on solicitation activity. We found that 

these codes representing the different phases of the fundraising cycle are not mutually 

exclusive, and that they can happen simultaneously. For example, we observed several 

instances of reporting on qualification activity while also reporting stewardship activity. 

 Fundraisers included elements of Cognitive Empathy 39.74% of the time in their 

Contact Reports, on average. As can be seen from Table 1, there was a wide variation in 

the specific elements of cognitive empathy that were used, with the most frequently used 

element being Attention to Detail (72%) and the least frequently used one being Self-

Evaluation of Interaction (16%). Fundraisers used Emotional Empathy 24.54% of the 

time on average, which was less than the frequency of cognitive empathy (See Table 1 

for each individual code). Finally, Donor Context was mentioned 19.95% of the time in 

their Contact Reports, on average (See Table 1 for each individual code) 
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LIWC variables results 

As can be seen in Table 2 the Fundraisers in our sample used 101.49 words per 

Contact Report on average, but the variation was quite wide (SD=79.65). The longest 

report was 457 words, and the shortest had no words in it at all. Fundraisers were far 

more likely to use third person pronouns (M=4.33%) than first person pronouns 

(M=1.84%). Affective processes (M=4.34%), social processes (M=14.45%), and 

perceptive processes (M=1.29%) are the LIWC variables we choose to focus on, as they 

seem logically connected to Contact Reports and the Human Codes. Drives (M=8.41%), 

work (M=6.66%), and money (M=1.84%), were three LIWC variables where we found a 

strong difference between the global LIWC means, and our results.3 Besides the logical 

association of the LIWC variables we chose to focus on alongside the Human Codes, 

Appendix E (Table E1-E5) shows that there are numerous small to medium correlations 

between these LIWC variables and the Human Codes. 

Table 3 shows the results of T-Tests between the means and standard deviations 

of the LIWC results for fundraisers (N=381), and the means and standard deviations of 

the LIWC 2015 overall writing results (N=77689). These results suggest that Contact 

Reports are an identifiable form of writing, with identifiable LIWC psychometric results 

and with specific use of grammar. We also found that there are specific characteristics of 

Contact Reports in terms of length, words per sentence, and complexity of words (See 

Table 2) that distinguish Contact Reports from other writing. Lastly, we found that while 

being significantly lower on most of the more specific LIWC 2015 properties (including 

the use of self-referential pronouns and perceptive processes), Contact Reports were 

                                                
3 It is entirely coincidental, but also entirely hilarious that words from the work variable 
were included 6.66% of the time on average in Contact Reports. 



 

19 

much higher on the LIWC variables Positive Emotions, Social Processes, Drives, Work, 

and Money. For the purpose answering the research questions below, we chose to 

concentrate on the LIWC variables listed in Table 2 for our analysis (see Appendix F for 

the full table of LIWC values).  

 

Research Question 2: Do major gift officers include different information for male and 

female donors in Contact Reports? 

We ran a one-way univariate ANOVA (F-test) for each human code and LIWC 

variable in order to establish the differences between Contact Reports filed for 

interactions with female or male donors. As can be seen from Table 4, most statistical 

differences between the categories used in CRs for female and male donors were not 

significant. However, when looking at the full set of Fundraising Cycle codes, we found 

that for women more cultivation activities were reported, at a rate almost twice that of 

men, as is shown by Table 4a. For men on the other hand, more stewardship activities 

were recorded. There was no significant difference in the amount of solicitation, 

qualification, or follow up reported.  

Similar to the Fundraising Cycle category, while we found no statistically 

significant difference between the average use of the Cognitive Empathy, the Emotional 

Empathy, and the Donor Context groups (as can be seen in Table 2), Table 2 also shows 

that of the Cognitive Empathy category, and Donor Context category, two codes 

individually stood out as significantly different. Attention to Detail was much higher for 

women (M=86%), than for men (M=69%), while Donor Life Events was much lower for 

women (M=9%) than for men (M=21%). 
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LIWC variables results 

Whereas half of the LIWC variables did not show a significant difference between 

Contact Reports written about interactions with women or men, we found that fundraisers 

were less likely to write about Money and included fewer Perceptive Processes words 

when writing about women (Table 4b). However, they included more references to 

Drives for women (M=9.47%) than for men (M=8.11%). The difference for one variable, 

SheHe, which include all third person singular pronouns, was approaching significance 

(p=.091). For women (M=3.77%), fundraisers included fewer third person singular 

pronouns than for men (M=4.48%). 

 

Research Question 3: Does information included in Contact Reports differ by school? 

We ran a one-way univariate ANOVA (F-test) for each human code and LIWC 

variable in order to establish the differences between Contact Reports filed for 

interactions for donors from different Schools of Graduation. Between the donors’ 

Schools of Graduation, inclusion of fundraising phase elements varied significantly, as 

shown by Table 5a. Business reported elements of the fundraising cycle 45.70% of the 

time on average, while on the lower end Economics reported those elements 27.50% of 

the time on average. As can be seen from Table 3 these differences are more pronounced 

when viewed at the individual code level. While between the different Schools of 

Graduation (SoG) there were no statistically significant differences how much the 

fundraisers reported on cultivation, the differences between the Qualification, 

Solicitation, and Stewardship phases were quite large. Law and Psychology used 

qualification less than 18% of the time on average, while business led the SoGs with 

53.20% of the time on average. For Solicitation Psychology led with 64.40%, while 
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Geology and Economics trailed behind less than 30% of the time. For Stewardship 

however, Geology led SoGs with 53.8% of the time on average, while Economics only 

reported stewardship 14.60% of the time. Also, but not related to a specific fundraising 

phase, Follow Up showed significant differences between the low inclusion and high 

inclusion schools, with Business reporting Follow Up 64.00% of the time on average, and 

Dentistry 22.80%. 

We found that on average Business included more elements of the Cognitive 

Empathy, Emotional Empathy, and Donor Context categories. On average, their 

fundraisers included 49.10% Cognitive Empathy elements, 36.00% Emotional Empathy 

elements, and 21.60% Donor Context elements. The only exception to these is the 

percentage of Donor Context elements for Economics, which was highest, at 31.80%. On 

elements of Cognitive Empathy Psychology and Dentistry included the lowest percentage 

of elements on average, at 32.70% and 34.40% respectively. For elements of Emotional 

Empathy Dentistry reported the least on average at 11.20%, with Economics only slightly 

higher at 12.60%. The SoG that included the least mentions of Donor Context elements 

was Optometry with 7.90%. See Table 3 for specific details about each coding element.  

 

LIWC variables results 

Aside from Money, for which the differences were insignificant, all LIWC values 

we focused on for this research varied widely at about the same level of significance and 

variance. For example, Geology fundraisers wrote far longer reports (M=138.82), than 

the lowest on the list, Dentistry (M=50.86). Business also included most Third Person 

Singular Pronouns (M=5.47%), most Social Processes words (M=15.69%), and most 

Perceptive Processes words (M=2.02%). These are quite different from each of the SoGs 
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with the lower values for these variables: Economics with Third Person Pronouns 

(M=3.13%), Psychology with Social Processes (M=11.26%) and Perceptive Processes 

(M=.86%). Dentistry was the most likely to use First Person Singular Pronouns 

(M=3.22%), which is well under the LIWC 2015 Global mean (M=4.99%), but is 

significantly higher than the lowest in our sample, Business (M=.85%). See table 5b for 

the full results of the differences between the LIWC variables by School of Graduation.  

 

Research Question 4. Does information included in Contact Reports differ by type of 

interaction? 

We ran a one-way univariate ANOVA (F-test) for each human code and LIWC 

variable in order to establish the differences between Contact Reports filed for different 

Types of Interactions. We found that between the Types of Interaction, inclusion of 

elements of the Fundraising Cycle varied significantly. In Person included elements of 

the Fundraising Cycle 40.10% of the time on average, and Types of Interaction Phone 

includes the same elements 39.50% of the time on average. On the lower end, 

event/activity included the least elements of the Fundraising Cycle with 27.70% on 

average. See table 6a for individual elements of the fundraising cycle.   

Table 6a also shows there is great variation between the inclusion of the three 

broad categories of content codes. Fundraisers tended to include Cognitive Empathy 

elements 44.90% and Donor Context elements 18.50% of the time on average when 

meeting in person. However, when writing letters, they included elements of Emotional 

Empathy 45.80% of the time. On the other hand, Donor Context elements were almost 

completely absent from Electronic, being included only 3.80% of the time on average. 

Event/Activity Contact Reports were the highest on the inclusion of elements from the 
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Donor Context category at 21.60%. Table 6a shows the outcomes for each individual 

code.  

 

LIWC coding results 

The results for the differences between LIWC variables by Type of Interaction. 

We found that Letter was either the highest or the lowest on most of the LIWC values, 

e.g. highest – Social Processes (M=15.65), lowest – SheHe (M=1.95). The other high/low 

values are more dispersed among the other types. We found that all LIWC variables to 

some degree were significantly different across the types of interaction. See Table 6b for 

full results. 
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Discussion 

“When a writer brings a street lamp into a story, you can bet it has a role.” My 

10th grade Dutch teacher used to say this about interpretive reading of literature. As much 

is true for Contact Reports. If fundraisers take the time to write down a piece of 

information about their interactions with donors, it performs some function. They might 

be making notes to remember details about the donor later in the process (“He is still 

actively involved with animal shelter”), communicate that they have performed their job 

towards their superiors (“I saw donor at her office, in City”), or record details of a 

donor’s life events that may have an influence on a gift being asked (“the donor has been 

thinking about retirement”). Until now, little attention has been paid by researchers to 

why and how fundraisers record this information on their interactions with donors, what 

function it performs in fundraising operations, and what this tells us about the 

relationships between donors and fundraisers. 

  

Empathy on the Job  

Based on the results we are comfortable asserting that Contact Reports are a 

specific ecosystem of writing, which relies heavily on cognitive empathy and social 

language. While we found variation at the individual fundraiser level, overall, Contact 

Reports are relatively short, no more than 100 words on average. They include lots of 

positive emotion, and higher than usual focus on the other, work, and money, and, 

although they are short, Contact Reports often present a richer source of information than 

the few details that Hiles (2011) and Crawford (2010) have suggested fundraisers record. 

Not surprisingly, fundraisers build their Contact Reports from four categories: 

Fundraising Cycle, Cognitive Empathy, Emotional Empathy, and Donor Context.  
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Even though in the fundraising literature, for theoretical purposes, the phases of 

the fundraising cycle are often presented as separate steps, they are best understood as 

individual, logically connected parts of a continuous process with a specific order 

(Tempel, 2016). We found evidence that indeed the elements of the fundraising cycle are 

not necessarily mutually exclusive, can overlap, or happen simultaneously. And this 

makes sense, there is probably a primary purpose during interactions, but fundraisers will 

have the opportunity to perform functions from the other phases on these visits as well. 

For example, when reporting on a visit mainly for the purpose of stewardship, the 

fundraiser might note that the donor has received a promotion, has retired, or has 

experienced some event that indicates both a change in giving potential as well as 

everyday life. This qualifying information does not necessarily require a separate 

qualification visit. 

Interestingly, what is included in the reports in our sample confirms largely that 

empathy, and especially Cognitive Empathy, the ability to observe and understand other 

people’s emotional state (Davis, 1983), is a critical part of a fundraiser’s professional 

toolkit. While fundraisers include the necessary information about observable facts of a 

donor’s life, such as family, life events, etc., they do so only 20% of the time on average. 

In contrast, cognitive empathy elements, such as their attitude, are includes almost 40% 

of the time, 2.5 percentage points more than elements of the fundraising cycle (37%). 

Elements of Emotional Empathy, the care and concern for others’ emotions was 

present 15 percentage points less frequently than Cognitive Empathy. In other words, 

fundraisers recorded observations about the donor’s emotions and attitude more than they 

expressed their concern with these emotions. It is not clear what explains this difference, 

although one possible explanation might be that for internal purposes, these elements are 
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perceived by fundraisers as less necessary or important, or perhaps even that they are 

portraying a certain distance from the donor for the sake of appearing professional, and 

are therefore less apt to show their own emotions. 

One thing that stood out as counterintuitive is the low presence of mentions of 

Donor Connection to Cause. The concept behind this code is often referred to as Interest 

(Tempel, 2016), and is part of a three-legged stool describing the likelihood a donor will 

give to an organization: linkage, ability, and interest. It is not unreasonable to expect this 

to be relatively high, being important enough to figure into larger fundraising theories. 

We found that Donor Connection to Cause was the third lowest element present in 

Contact Reports, next to Unrelated Conversation (13%) and Donor Background (9%). It 

is unclear why this is lower than expected, but we hypothesize that for our sample it has 

to do with the connection to the cause being inherent in the donor’s alumni status. This 

might be different in Contact Reports for interactions with donors who were not 

recipients of the services of the nonprofits to which they give, such as donors to animal 

shelters. However, we have no evidence to support this hypothesis at this time. 

Overall, the results seem to corroborate research by Breeze (2017) and Duronio 

and Tempel (1997). The high inclusion of elements of Cognitive Empathy indicates that 

fundraisers indeed concern themselves with the donor’s perspectives and interest, as 

described by Breeze (2017), for the purpose of fostering the relationship. Fundraisers do 

write these reports in the context of the interest of the organization, which is perhaps 

explained by the almost equal presence of fundraising cycle elements to cognitive 

empathy elements. In other words, fundraisers seem to be actively looking to fit the 

donor’s interest into the interest of the organization. This is further reinforced by the 
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medium correlation (.50) between the presence of Fundraising Cycle elements and 

Cognitive Empathy Elements, as can be seen in Table J1 (Appendix J). 

We found too that fundraisers use a much higher level of positive emotions in 

their writing about donors, and a higher than usual level of attention to social processes 

(Pennebaker, 2003), leading us to believe that Duronio and Tempel’s finding (1997) 

about warmth and social skills accurate. The bottom line is that we found fundraisers to 

indeed be doing “emotional labor” in an “emotional business,” (Breeze, 2017) in which 

their ability to look out for the donor’s interest is closely linked to what they eventually 

record about their interactions.  

 

Differences between Contact Reports for Female and Male Donors 

 There appear few differences overall between the Contact Reports written about 

interactions with female and male donors. However, the subtle differences we found were 

the level of cultivation and stewardship activity reported (women appear to receive more 

cultivation, men more stewardship), that attention to detail is slightly higher for women 

than for men, but that fundraisers included more Donor Context for male donors, such as 

life events and family. Additionally, female donors were written about with fewer third 

person pronouns, and lower levels of perception, but had higher levels of words from the 

LIWC drives variable included.  

 Among other explanations, here are three that might explain these differences. 

First, there could be bias in the reporting that favors one gender over the other because of 

engrained gender perceptions among fundraisers. Following this theory, the lower levels 

of perception, the lower levels of third person pronoun use, and the fewer details 

fundraisers include in Contact Reports about women might indicate subtle 
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dehumanization at work (Haslam, 2006). In this view, women are believed to be seen as 

less whole than men, with fewer facets that warrant attention. However compelling, there 

are reasons that this is be hard to believe. Most fundraisers are women (AFP, 2017), and 

while some components are low, the LIWC Drives variable Achievement is higher for 

women (see Appendix F, Table F1), and there is no difference in the Theory of Mind 

outcomes. This is hard to explain from the perspective that women receive biased 

treatment by fundraisers.  

 A second explanation might be that the differences in the Contact Reports we are 

observing are the results of a generational effect. The women in our sample are largely 

from one generation, who came of age around the time Title IX legislation (Title IX, 34 

C.F.R. § 106.1et seq.) was enacted, and who found themselves in competitive, 

professional fields, like the finance industry, largely dominated by men (Blair-Loy, 

1999). It is not entirely unreasonable to assume that their formative experiences explain 

the results we observe in our data, especially perhaps the higher level of the LIWC 

variable Drives found in these Contact Reports, and particularly the LIWC variable 

Achievement, and the lower emphasis on family (assuming this is part of those 

characteristics).  

 The third and most likely explanation is that women are different donors than 

men. In the recent past women were often shunned as major gift prospects because 

fundraisers believed them to take too long to cultivate (Mesch et al., 2011). However, 

research has shown that women give more money than men as a percentage of their 

income (Simmons, 2007), and that women are higher on empathic concern and principle 

of care (Mesch et al., 2011), making them more likely to be receptive to involvement 

with a cause they care about. Although in our sample, Contact Reports about interactions 
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with women indeed showed more cultivation activity, we think that this indicates more 

about what women want from the relationship, than it indicates that they take longer to 

cultivate. One hypothesis is that our data shows, by the higher emphasis on the LIWC 

variable Drives and the lower emphasis on the LIWC variable Money, that women are 

more concerned with the benefit of the cause, than their own benefit. Turning the data 

around may show this more easily. Research has shown that men are more driven by 

egoistic motivations when it comes to giving (Konrath & Handy, 2018; Kottasz, 2004). 

For men, we found more stewardship in our data, which was primarily explained by the 

fundraisers inviting these donors to university varsity athletics events. Mesch (2011) 

found that men are more interested in the tangible benefits of giving than women. That 

these things are lower for the women in our sample may be due to the fact that female 

donors find enough satisfaction from the giving itself and do not pursue these types of 

tangible rewards (or so fundraisers think). 

 The bottom line is that interactions with women and men varied slightly. The 

reports may highlight the similarities between men and women as major donors. 

However, it is not out of the question that there are other social and cultural explanations 

for these small differences. 

 

Differences between Donors from Different Schools 

 To approach the differences between Contact Reports based on the Donor’s 

School of Graduation, the results for Dentistry and Business are worthwhile to look at. 

Among our sample, Business fundraisers reported high, or highest on all measures of the 

human codes and all measures of the LIWC, excluding first person pronouns. Dentistry 

however, was exactly opposite. What explains this wide variation? One explanation could 
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be internal culture within each department. Schools might emphasize different 

approaches to donors, or stress different elements of the fundraising cycle. One thing that 

stands out among all variables is the striking difference in length of the reports. While we 

controlled for word count in our statistical analysis, it has to be noted that Geology and 

Business wrote reports that ran over 120 words on average, but Dentistry’s reports were 

half that. The questions that follow are plentiful: Are fundraisers obligated to fill out 

Contact Reports? Are there minimum requirements at departments? Do they have enough 

time to fill out reports, or are their portfolios of donors so large that this falls by the 

wayside? Does it matter for whom the fundraiser believes they file the report (for 

themselves, or a supervisor, say)?  

One explanation for the connection between Contact Report length and the 

presence of Cognitive Empathy is that connections between donors and fundraisers might 

be inherently high on measures of empathy and therefore we see more of those measures 

if fundraisers take more time to fill out their reports. We found that all the coding 

categories had a small to medium correlation with word count. The correlation between 

Cognitive Empathy and Word Count was strongest however, at .503. See Appendix E, 

Table E6 for a full listing of correlation of Human Coding Categories and Word Count. 

It might also be possible that some fundraisers feign an empathetic relationship 

with the donor and write in such a way that they think signals this to their superiors. 

Maybe it is useful to look for reasons why fundraisers would not file Contact Reports. 

Hiles (2011) believes that fundraisers are sometimes wary of filling out reports because 

they do not see the internal purpose, they do not have the time to do so, or do not find it is 

something that performs a valuable function in the giving process. He suggests putting 

incentives in place in order to encourage fundraisers to be more complete, and 
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comprehensive. However, this would rely on the fundraisers to fill out their reports 

honestly. 

 Another explanation is that departmental culture could lead to hiring of 

fundraisers with similar personalities and wants and needs. Duronio and Tempel (1997), 

as well as Breeze (2017), found that fundraisers, while mostly motivated by the cause, 

did find compensation and career advancement important factors in choosing their career 

opportunities. Perhaps fundraisers with similar personalities gravitate towards different 

departments that offer different combinations of benefits, pay, and career opportunities. 

For example, some departments might be more competitive and have performance 

incentives, whereas others might offer more flexibility, yet lower salaries. It is entirely 

possible that this type of self-sorting lies at the root of the differences we see between the 

Contact Reports by School of Graduation. This would be an interesting topic to study in 

additional research. 

A third and final explanation could be that the donors of different schools are 

truly different types of people and therefore receive different treatment, OR that different 

treatment recorded in the reports leads to different outcomes. To find out more we 

examined the correlation between the coding categories and cumulative giving. In 

Appendix J is shown the correlation between the cumulative giving associated with each 

report and both the broad coding categories (Table J1) and the individual codes (Table 

J2). In our sample, we found that Cumulative Giving had a small positive correlation with 

both the fundraising cycle (0.19), and with Cognitive Empathy (0.18). Because 

correlations cannot tell us direction of causality or rule out potential third variables, we 

are at this point unable to say whether cumulative giving influences cognitive empathy, 



 

32 

or the other way around. However, the fact that the relationship exists indicates that we 

should pay close attention. 

When we looked at the mean cumulative giving of our sample, as can be seen in 

Table F1, we did find that business donors (M= $294,726.40) indeed gave over five times 

more than dentistry (M=$57,690.80) donors on average. On the surface this increased 

giving could be due to higher earning potential, net worth, and other wealth determinants. 

However, it might not be that straightforward. For example, according to the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics (2016), the annual mean wages for a dentists are $171,900, which is 

more than lawyers ($138,880), optometrists ($117,580), and only slightly less than the 

mean wage for chief executives ($194,350). So, income alone does not explain these 

differences, and of course, there is much more that goes into wealth than wages alone, 

and wealth cannot be a reliable indicator of giving inclination, as interest and linkage 

(Tempel, 2016), among other factors (Sargeant, 2006), are additional determinants. Other 

factors, such as donor personality, family history, or profession specific characteristics, 

etc. might be more apt explanations for why donors might differ along professional lines.  

There are differences between reports about donors from different Schools of 

Graduation. While it is not entirely clear where these differences come from, we do 

believe that, because of the apparent connection between length and comprehensiveness 

in Contact Reports, the accuracy and the usability of these for development purposes 

could be increased significantly with the adoption of minimum standards across 

departments. (Please see Appendix K for a sample Contact Report with annotations that 

we recommend using for training purposes.) 
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Differences between Types of Interaction 

 Fundraisers use different interactions for different purposes. For example, for 

qualification and cultivation, letters go almost entirely unused. However, we found that 

Solicitation is the one phase of the fundraising cycle for which almost all types of 

interactions were used. Follow up was more likely to be included for in person, phone, 

and email. More importantly, the fundraisers in our sample seemed to include different 

elements Cognitive Empathy, Emotional Empathy, and Donor Context, depending on 

whether they were writing for internal or external purposes. They were much more 

personable when addressing the donors directly, which might corroborate research that 

suggested the fundraisers were highly socially adaptive (Breeze, 2017). We see this 

especially play out in the differences between the inclusion of elements from the 

cognitive empathy and emotional empathy categories. In Letters, Emotional Empathy 

was much more present, whereas In Person interactions are much higher in Cognitive 

Empathy. Our data seem to corroborate the theory that In Person and Phone interactions 

are 34 times more likely to yield the desired result than do other Types of Interactions 

(Roghanizad, 2017). However, while it is neat to be able to compare internal (for the 

organization) to external communication (direct contact with the donor), and that in itself 

results in interesting findings, we are not comparing apples to apples when we compare 

In Person or Phone with Email or Letters.  

 What we do know about In Person and Phone conversations is that they yield 

significantly longer Contact Reports, with more Cognitive Empathy and Donor Context 

codes, suggesting that they yield more information about the donor, even after controlling 

for word count. We cannot help but wonder whether for internal purposes, such as 

performance evaluation programs, one Type of Interaction is favored more than others. 
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If, for example, fundraisers are only evaluated based upon the number of 

visits/interactions they make in person or on the phone, there is little incentive for them to 

record other interactions, or are more likely to forego recording if time is at a premium. 

This possibly skews the results of research like this, and there is the possibility that less 

honest fundraisers “pad” their numbers with visits that were actually other types. Instead, 

if development managers incentivized all types of interaction, the resulting Contact 

Reports might be much more reliable, with little worry about padding.  

We did find that there are differences between the content of Contact Reports 

based on the type of interaction. Fundraisers have different writing styles based upon the 

direction of their communication (internal or external), and In Person and Phone 

interactions yield far more information and insight into the donor than the other Types of 

Interaction. However, we cannot be certain whether the data is reliable or whether we are 

seeing more of one or more Types of Interaction because of circumstances outside of the 

scope of this research. As with the differences between SoGs, this could be solved with 

the introduction of minimum reporting standards. (See Appendix K for an example 

Contact Report.)  
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Overall Conclusion and Future Research 

We set out to find out whether we would be able to extract some measurable 

elements of empathy from Contact Reports. We found that we can, but that we have to be 

cautious about the reliability of what is presented in the reports. Contact Reports seem to 

include concrete expressions of empathy, both cognitive and emotional. The results 

provide some tentative evidence for other researchers’ observations about fundraisers as 

professionals. Most notably that they are interested in brokering the relationship between 

the individual donor and the organization the fundraisers represents (Breeze, 2017). Also, 

our results suggest that Fundraisers indeed have very well developed social skills, and 

exude positive emotions (Duronio and Tempel, 1997). Contact Reports seem to be an 

identifiable form of writing with quantifiable boundaries in word count, sentence length, 

grammar use, topics, and other variables that can be show through the application of 

linguistics analysis, like LIWC. These findings however are only the first step in 

uncovering the importance of empathy, and especially cognitive empathy in the 

fundraising process. 

Besides allowing us to study the content of Contact Reports more in depth than 

has been done before, the results from the application of our coding scheme and the 

LIWC algorithms enabled us to analyze the differences between subsets of participants in 

our sample, as well as the way the Fundraisers in the sample communicated with the 

Donors. Differences between men and women, and perhaps even more so, the similarities 

between the genders, that we observed in our data lend credibility by research that 

suggests that women and men approach philanthropy in different ways (Mesch et al., 

2011). These results were far subtler than the results by school and the results by type of 

interaction, but more research is needed to refine these findings, such as interviews or 
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surveys among fundraising professionals in universities, in order to make them more 

useful for next step, such as developing evidence based protocols for training fundraisers 

to desirable and effective behaviors. However, we feel confident that the findings above 

help, at least, in the process of building more holistic approaches to the evaluation of both 

fundraiser and fundraising program performance.  

 

Future Research 

In order for the results above to be more reliable, a few changes would be helpful. 

First, more of the Contact Reports need to be coded by another individual to establish a 

degree of inter-rater reliability. Second, if the fundraisers in this research took the 

Interpersonal Relativity Index (Davis, 1980), then the specific levels of empathy in the 

fundraisers could be compared with the levels reported their contact reports. These two 

steps would bolster the validity of the data and provide with new data points that might 

explain some of the results we have observed.  

Several activities could amplify this study’s the reliability and the importance to 

the field of philanthropic studies. First, we need a larger, more random sample. These 

reports are helpful to uncover the basic insights, but there is little certainty that these 

findings would hold up with a larger group of participants. Secondly, more information 

on the fundraisers’ demographics would enable controls for the differences between 

fundraisers. For example, just as male and female donors are interested in different 

benefits (Mesch et al., 2011), what if we could examine how gender affects the approach 

to fundraising, or how similarities between the giver and asker influence these results 

(Bekkers, 2010; Guéguen, Pichot, & Dreff, 2005)? Thirdly, we need to make a 

comparison between the fundraisers’ behavior and the gifts’ timing, to see what behavior 
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is potentially associated with what outcome. Fourth, interviews and surveys with those 

involved could yield additional insight into the reliability of the reports (e.g. Do the 

donors feel heard by the fundraiser, even when the fundraiser scores high on the inclusion 

of empathy in their reports? Or can performance evaluation be linked to reporting?) The 

resulting research would have more robust insights into the way the presence of 

fundraisers, and their level of empathy, influences outcomes for both the donor and the 

organizations the fundraisers represent.  

 

Practical implications for the fundraising profession 

 In 2012 James Hodge presented the Lake Lecture, and endowed talk at what then 

was the Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University, Indianapolis (Hodge, 2012). He 

asked, why, if philanthropy is about relationships, we only measure money as a standard 

of success? In a passionate plea to the profession, he advocated a different approach: 

focus on the outcomes for the donor, and how giving will change their lives, and use 

these as a way to measure success in addition to dollars and visits. He wanted fundraisers 

to consider how they were changing the lives of their donors. He also wanted fundraising 

managers to hold their fundraisers accountable for their efforts on behalf of the donor. 

But not as an end-all: this ultimately, he argued, would fulfill the organization’s mission, 

because donors who feel truly seen and heard are true partners in the cause, and will give 

the maximum they can give.  
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 If Hodge is correct fundraisers and their managers need to keep donor satisfaction 

and quality of inputs into the relationship as key metrics in their minds when approaching 

their responsibilities to the cause. At this point, the only way to evaluate the development 

of relationships with the donors is by actually writing Contact Reports (fundraisers) and 

actually reading (managers) them. We found significant differences in how fundraisers 

fill out their reports. Writing little, with the argument a fundraiser could spend their time 

more effectively seeing more donors, might be doing a disservice to all donors. Taking 

the time to include the details of an interaction seems to help the process of developing an 

understanding of donors’ needs, desires, and perspectives, and their relationship to the 

cause, the organization, and the individuals involved with the organization. These details 

should not be lost because of staff changes or forgetfulness; they should be closely 

guarded assets that could play a decisive role in the future.  

 We propose a future development. First, fundraising leadership needs to establish 

minimum standards by which Contact Reports are filled out, and give their fundraisers 

sufficient time, incentive, and resources to comply with these standards. Second, from 

this data a model can be developed that more deeply analyzes what behaviors might lead 

to what outcome, and somewhat accurately controls for confounding factors, perhaps 

with the help of machine learning algorithms. Third, when we find these behaviors, we 

can better train fundraisers by strengthening their abilities and diminishing their 

weaknesses, based on evidence, rather than intuition.  

The resulting increase in quality would be in service of both the donor and the 

organization. Not only is the donor respected as a part of the giving equation and not just 

treated like a living pocketbook; it is their interest and passion for the cause which spurs 

their giving, and therefore is critical for the financial perpetuation of the organization and 
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its ability to address the cause. It therefore behooves any organization to strive for the 

highest level of excellence of their inputs into the relationship with their donors.  
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Table 1.  Means and Standard Deviations of inclusion of 
individual human codes in Contact Reports 

  
Human Code Mean SD 
Fundraising Cycle 0.37 0.20 

Qualification 0.30 0.46 
Cultivation 0.30 0.46 
Solicitation/Negotiation 0.46 0.50 
Stewardship 0.33 0.47 
Follow up 0.46 0.50 

Cognitive Empathy 0.40 0.26 
Donor attitude, etc. 0.36 0.48 
Theory of Mind 0.61 0.49 
Attention to Detail 0.72 0.45 
Self-Evaluation of interaction 0.16 0.37 
Unrelated conversation 0.13 0.34 

Emotional Empathy 0.25 0.35 
Care for Donor 0.22 0.41 
Expressions of gratitude 0.28 0.45 

Donor Context 0.20 0.25 
Donor Connection to Cause 0.14 0.34 
Donor Background 0.09 0.29 
Donor Life events 0.19 0.39 
Donor Important Relationships 0.38 0.49 

Note: N=381, range of each score went from 0 to 1. 0 means the element was 
not present in any Contact Report, and 1 means it was present in 100%. 
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Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations of inclusion of Key Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count Variables in 
Contact Reports 

     
LIWC Variable Minimum Maximum Mean SD 
Word Count 0 457.00 101.49 79.65 
I (I, Me, Mine) 0 9.52 1.84 2.17 
SheHe (She, He, Her, Him, etc.) 0 13.64 4.33 3.41 

Affective Processes (Hoping, Jaded, Funny, etc.) 0 21.43 4.34 3.09 
Social Processes (Family, Coworkers, Etc.) 0 37.50 14.45 5.33 
Perceptive Processes (Appears, Noisy, etc.) 0 12.50 1.29 1.59 
Drives (Acclaimed, Ambitious, Strategic, etc.) 0 20.83 8.41 3.64 
Work (Manage, Customer, Entrepreneurial, etc.) 0 25.00 6.66 4.18 
Money (Earned, Donate, USD, etc.) 0 14.29 1.84 2.25 
Note: Results for word count are the number of words. The results for all other variables in this table are percentages of the text that 
is occupied by words covered in that variable. 
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Table 3. Differences of Linguistic Inquiry Word Count Variables between Contact Reports 
Means and Standard Deviations and LIWC Global Means and Standard Deviations 
LIWC Variable Group (CR/LIWC) n Mean SD t p 
Word Count CR 381 101.49 79.65 22.456  <.001  

 LIWC 77689 11921.82 10274.32   
Words per Sentence CR 381 19.06 6.32 1.977 0.048 

 LIWC 77689 17.40 16.38   
Six Letter Words CR 381 21.09 6.63 28.286  <.001  

 LIWC 77689 15.60 3.76   
I CR 381 1.84 2.17 24.947  <.001  

 LIWC 77689 4.99 2.46   
SheHe CR 381 4.33 3.41 30.883  <.001  

 LIWC 77689 1.88 1.53   
Affective Processes CR 381 4.34 3.09 11.994  <.001  

 LIWC 77689 5.57 1.99   
Positive Emotions CR 381 4.17 3.08 5.936  <.001  

 LIWC 77689 3.67 1.63   
Social Processes CR 381 14.45 5.33 27.036  <.001  

 LIWC 77689 9.74 3.38   
Perceptive Processes CR 381 1.29 1.59 22.8371   <.001  

 LIWC 77689 2.70 1.20   
Drives CR 381 8.41 3.64 14.1201   <.001  

 LIWC 77689 6.93 2.03   
Work CR 381 6.66 4.18 43.649  <.001  

 LIWC 77689 2.56 1.81   
Money CR 381 1.84 2.25 26.8023   <.001  
  LIWC 77689 0.68 0.83     
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Table 4a. Differences between Individual Human Codes in Contact Reports by Donor Gender (Controlling for Word Count) 
  Female (n=84) Male (n=297)     
  M SE M SE   Statistical Test 
Fundraising Cycle 0.39 0.02 0.37 0.01  F(1,379)=.1.303, p=.254 

Qualification 0.27 0.05 0.31 0.03  F(1,379)=.705, p=.402 
Cultivation 0.49 0.05 0.25 0.03  F(1,379)=20.351, p<.001 
Solicitation 0.50 0.06 0.45 0.03  F(1,379)=.648, p=.421 
Stewardship 0.23 0.05 0.36 0.03  F(1,379)=5.657, p=.018 
Follow up 0.48 0.05 0.46 0.03  F(1,379)=.110, p=.740 

Cognitive Empathy 0.44 0.02 0.40 0.01  F(1,379)=3.391, p=.066 
Donor Attitude, etc. 0.40 0.05 0.35 0.03  F(1,379)=.848, p=.358 
Theory of Mind 0.62 0.05 0.61 0.03  F(1,379)=.070, p=.791 
Attention to detail 0.86 0.05 0.69 0.03  F(1,379)=10.349, p=.001 
Self-Evaluation 0.15 0.04 0.16 0.02  F(1,379)=.111, p=.740 
Unrelated Conversation 0.15 0.04 0.13 0.02  F(1,379)=.075, p=.785 

Emotional Empathy 0.24 0.04 0.25 0.02  F(1,379)=.015, p=.903 
Expressions of Gratitude 0.23 0.05 0.29 0.03  F(1,379)=1.215, p=.271 
Care for Donor 0.25 0.04 0.20 0.02  F(1, 379)=1.078, p=.300 

Donor Context 0.10 0.03 0.15 0.01  F(1,379)=3.181, p=.075 
Donor Connection to Cause 0.13 0.04 0.14 0.02  F(1,379)=.006, p=.936 
Background 0.07 0.03 0.10 0.02  F(1,379)=.450, p=.503 
Donor Life Events 0.09 0.04 0.21 0.02  F(1,379)=7.779, p=.006 
Donor Important Relationships 0.43 0.05 0.37 0.03  F(1,379)=1.308, p=.253 
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Table 4b. Differences between LIWC variables in Contact Reports by Donor Gender 
  Female (n=84) Male (n=297)     
  M SD M SD   Statistical Test 

Word Count 98.87 70.168 102.23 82.22  F(1,379)=.116, p=.733 
I 1.77 1.99 1.85 2.22  F(1,379)=.086, p=.769 
SheHe 3.77 3.33 4.48 3.42  F(1,379)=2.867, p=.091 
Affective Processes 4.66 2.97 4.26 3.13  F(1,379)=1.109, p=.293 
Social Processes 14.09 4.29 14.55 5.60  F(1,379)=.487, p=.486 
Perception 0.86 1.18 1.41 1.67  F(1,379)=7.868, p=.005 
Drives 9.47 3.86 8.11 3.53  F(1,379)=9.414, p=.002 
Work 6.99 4.43 6.56 4.10  F(1,379)=.679, p=.410 
Money 1.25 1.77 2.01 2.35   F(1,379)=7.510, p=.006 
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Table 5a.  Differences between Individual Human Codes in Contact Reports by School of Graduation (Controlling for Word Count) 
 Optometry Dentistry Business Law Geology Economics Psychology   

n 126 36 85 60 17 7 50   

  M SE M SE M SE M SE M SE M SE M SE   Statistical Test 

Fundraising Cycle 0.37 0.02 0.33 0.03 0.46 0.02 0.32 0.02 0.30 0.04 0.28 0.07 0.36 0.03  F(6,374)=4.786, p<.001 

Qualification 0.29 0.04 0.29 0.07 0.53 0.05 0.16 0.06 0.19 0.10 0.27 0.16 0.18 0.06  F(6,374)=6.083, p<.001 

Cultivation 0.40 0.04 0.25 0.08 0.24 0.05 0.28 0.06 0.31 0.11 0.13 0.17 0.23 0.06  F(6, 374)=1.666, p=.128 

Sollicitation 0.50 0.04 0.46 0.08 0.43 0.05 0.37 0.06 0.22 0.12 0.28 0.19 0.64 0.07  F(6, 374)=2.493, p=.022 

Stewardship 0.22 0.04 0.43 0.08 0.44 0.05 0.40 0.06 0.54 0.11 0.15 0.18 0.24 0.07  F(6, 374)= 3.537, p=.002 

Follow up 0.44 0.04 0.23 0.08 0.64 0.05 0.41 0.06 0.25 0.12 0.55 0.18 0.51 0.07  F(6, 374)=4.192, p<.001 

Cognitive Empathy 0.41 0.02 0.34 0.03 0.49 0.02 0.37 0.03 0.38 0.05 0.41 0.08 0.33 0.03  F(6,374)=4.715, p<.001 

Donor Attitude, etc. 0.41 0.04 0.30 0.07 0.49 0.05 0.24 0.06 0.33 0.11 0.40 0.17 0.20 0.06  F(6,374)=3.465, p=.002 

Theory of Mind 0.58 0.04 0.56 0.08 0.72 0.05 0.58 0.06 0.35 0.11 0.69 0.18 0.66 0.07  F(6,374)=2.064, p=.057 

Attention to detail 0.79 0.04 0.74 0.08 0.72 0.05 0.69 0.06 0.79 0.11 0.56 0.17 0.61 0.06  F(6,374)=1.253, p=.278 

Self-Evaluation 0.13 0.03 0.17 0.06 0.23 0.04 0.13 0.05 0.25 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.09 0.05  F(6,374)=1.224, p=.293 

Unrelated Conversation 0.14 0.03 0.12 0.06 0.22 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.27 0.08 0.13 0.13 0.07 0.05  F(6,374)=2.387, p=.028 

Emotional Empathy 0.21 0.03 0.11 0.06 0.36 0.04 0.29 0.04 0.22 0.08 0.13 0.12 0.19 0.05  F(6,374)=3.473, p=.002 

Care for Donor 0.23 0.04 0.13 0.07 0.26 0.04 0.21 0.05 0.18 0.10 0.12 0.15 0.20 0.06  F(6,374)=.527, p=.788 

Expressions of Gratitude 0.20 0.04 0.09 0.07 0.47 0.05 0.37 0.06 0.27 0.10 0.13 0.16 0.19 0.06  F(6,374)=5.427, p<.001 

Donor Context 0.08 0.02 0.15 0.04 0.22 0.03 0.12 0.03 0.14 0.06 0.32 0.09 0.15 0.03  F(6,374)=3.904, p<.001 

Donor Connection to Cause 0.06 0.03 0.14 0.06 0.19 0.04 0.14 0.04 0.20 0.08 0.27 0.13 0.19 0.05  F(6,374)=1.857, p=.087 

Donor Important Relationships 0.41 0.04 0.29 0.08 0.42 0.05 0.52 0.06 0.40 0.11 0.40 0.17 0.14 0.06  F(6,374)=3.695, p=.001 

Donor Life Events 0.12 0.03 0.15 0.06 0.36 0.04 0.11 0.05 0.19 0.09 0.41 0.14 0.15 0.05  F(6,374)=4.772, p<.001 

Background 0.06 0.03 0.16 0.05 0.11 0.03 0.09 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.27 0.11 0.11 0.04   F(6,374)=1.318, p=.219 

 



 
 

 
 

46 

 
Table 5b.  Differences between LIWC Variables in Contact Reports by 
School of Graduation                 

 Optometry Dentistry Business Law Geology Economics Psychology   

n 126 36 85 60 17 7 50   

  M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD   Statistical Test 

Word Count 101.9 84 50.86 29.9 126.36 85.54 93.02 68.791 138.82 69.94 116.14 99.78 90.1 76.32  
F(6,374)=5.057, 
p<.001 

I 2.30 2.23 3.21 2.43 0.85 1.39 1.40 2.13 2.16 1.78 1.09 1.68 1.87 2.32  
F(6,374)=7.640, 
p<.001 

SheHe 4.08 3.61 5.30 3.75 5.48 2.60 3.77 3.53 3.68 3.60 3.13 4.40 3.35 2.94  
F(6,374)=3.553, 
p=.002 

Affective Processes 4.40 3.53 2.57 1.68 4.75 2.98 4.00 2.57 4.14 2.69 3.88 2.38 5.34 3.21  
F(6,374)=3.366, 
p=.003 

Social Processes 14.88 5.11 14.22 5.75 15.69 4.43 14.18 5.27 14.14 4.58 18.66 10.63 11.26 5.14  
F(6,374)=4.935, 
p<.001 

Perception 1.16 1.40 1.45 1.98 2.02 1.51 0.87 1.21 0.89 0.94 1.35 1.58 0.86 2.04  
F(6,374)=4.954, 
p<.001 

Drives 9.22 3.51 6.20 3.15 7.41 3.09 9.19 3.96 8.94 4.06 9.27 1.76 8.41 3.92  
F(6,374)=5.427, 
p<.001 

Work 6.74 4.18 5.69 3.50 5.81 3.11 9.13 5.40 5.03 2.77 6.37 4.67 6.23 3.80  
F(6,374)=5.289, 
p<.001 

Money 1.54 2.05 1.83 2.62 2.02 2.19 1.86 2.61 1.36 1.11 2.42 2.43 2.39 2.35   
F(6,374)=1.154, 
p=.331 
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Table 6a. Differences between Individual Human Codes in Contact Reports by Type of Interaction (Controlling for Word Count) 
 Electronic Phone In Person Event/Activity Letter  Statistical Test 

n 49 111 168 13 32   
  M SE M SE M SE M SE M SE     
Fundraising Cycle  0.31   0.03   0.40   0.02   0.40   0.01   0.28   0.05   0.30   0.03   F(4,373)=4.567, p<.001 

Qualification  0.13   0.06   0.26   0.04   0.44   0.03   0.23   0.12   0.10   0.08   F(4,373)=8.082, p<.001 

Cultivation  0.13   0.06   0.33   0.04   0.36   0.04   0.29   0.13   0.18   0.08   F(4,373)=3.316, p=.011 

Solicitation  0.47   0.07   0.52   0.05   0.42   0.04   0.32   0.14   0.48   0.09   F(4,373)=.944, p=.438 
Stewardship  0.29   0.07   0.31   0.05   0.35   0.04   0.30   0.13   0.40   0.09   F(4,373)=.472, p=.756 
Follow Up  0.56   0.07   0.55   0.05   0.43   0.04   0.25   0.13   0.36   0.09   F(4,373)=2.662, p=.032 

Cognitive Empathy  0.34   0.03   0.41   0.02   0.45   0.02   0.33   0.06   0.31   0.04   F(4,373)=5.393, p<.001 

Donor Attitude, etc.  0.19   0.06   0.36   0.04   0.46   0.03   0.35   0.12   0.14   0.08   F(4,373)=5.858, p<.001 

Theory of Mind  0.56   0.07   0.69   0.04   0.66   0.04   0.23   0.13   0.29   0.08   F(4,373)=7.635, p<.001 

Attention to detail  0.68   0.06   0.67   0.04   0.77   0.03   0.67   0.12   0.80   0.08   F(4,373)=1.309, p=.266 
Self-Evaluation  0.09   0.05   0.14   0.03   0.19   0.03   0.15   0.10   0.16   0.06   F(4,373)=.863, p=.487 
Unrelated Conversation  0.00   0.05   0.13   0.03   0.20   0.03   0.12   0.09   0.04   0.06   F(4,373)=3.985, p=.004 

Emotional Empathy  0.29   0.05   0.24   0.03   0.20   0.03   0.17   0.09   0.46   0.06   F(4,373)=4.621, p<.001 
Care for Donor  0.27   0.06   0.23   0.04   0.17   0.03   0.11   0.11   0.35   0.07   F(4,373)=1.951, p=.101 
Expressions of Gratitude  0.31   0.06   0.25   0.04   0.23   0.03   0.23   0.12   0.57   0.08   F(4,373)=4.230, p=.002 

Donor Context  0.04   0.03   0.12   0.02   0.19   0.02   0.22   0.06   0.08   0.04   F(4,373)=5.086, p<.001 

Donor Connection to Cause  0.05   0.05   0.09   0.03   0.19   0.03   0.29   0.09   0.05   0.06   F(4,373)=4.136, p=.003 

Donor Important Relationships  0.34   0.07   0.30   0.04   0.44   0.04   0.50   0.13   0.39   0.08   F(4,373)=1.791, p=.130 

Donor Life Events  0.05   0.05   0.22   0.04   0.22   0.03   0.24   0.10   0.14   0.07   F(4,373)=2.462, p=.045 

Background  0.02   0.04   0.06   0.03   0.14   0.02   0.12   0.08   0.04   0.05   F(4,373)=2.604, p=.036 
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Table 6b. Differences between LIWC variables in Contact Reports by Type of Interaction 

 Electronic Phone In Person Event/Activity Letter  Statistical Test 
n 49 111 168 13 32   

  M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD     

Word Count 96.57 84.465 93.86 69.774 120.04 82.99 43.54 26.39 50.31 47.911  F(4,373)=8.406, p<.001 
I 2.24 2.47 2.26 2.32 1.62 1.95 1.90 2.79 1.17 1.90  F(4,373)=2.624, p=.035 
SheHe 2.74 3.48 5.28 3.54 4.72 2.89 3.68 4.34 1.95 3.04  F(4,373)=10.356, p<.001 
Affective Processes 5.29 3.02 3.86 2.91 4.02 2.30 2.45 1.97 6.92 5.47  F(4,373)=9.840, p<.001 
Social Processes 13.18 5.46 15.39 5.98 13.95 4.21 14.24 8.68 15.65 4.94  F(4,373)=2.429, p=.047 

Perception 0.88 1.16 2.03 1.96 1.05 1.24 1.22 2.19 0.66 1.22  F(4,373)=9.917, p<.001 

Drives 8.07 3.53 7.31 3.31 9.22 3.16 7.56 4.57 8.58 5.61  F(4,373)=5.119, p<.001 

Work 7.42 5.25 5.58 3.99 6.89 3.49 5.32 4.47 7.71 4.69  F(4,373)=3.427, p=.009 

Money 2.22 2.56 1.98 2.27 1.59 1.78 0.30 0.73 2.41 3.26   F(4,373)=3.207, p=.013 
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Appendix A 
Descriptive Statistics 

 
Table A1. Descriptive Statistics of 
Sample          

      

  n Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Age 32 55 81 64.53 5.79 

Year of graduation 35 1959 1989 1979 6.35 
Degrees 35 0 4 1.34 0.968 

Cumulative giving 35  $3,050.00  
 

$583,625.00  
 

$153,583.49   $163,387.87  
Years of giving 35 13 36 28.34 6.02 
AVG $ YR 35 $87.14  $30,717.11   $5,934.13   $7,050.92  
Number of gifts 35 2 194 48.80 41.59 
Year of last gift 35 2004 2017 2015 2.57 

Number of visits 35 5 82 16.31 15.35 

  Percentag
e of Total 

   
  n       
Gender  

    
Women 6 16.67%    
Men 27 75.00%    
Unknown 3 8.33%    

Marital Status  
    

Married/partnered 17 47.22%    
Single 1 2.78%    
Unknown 18 50.00%    

Board Membership  
    

At least 1 board at Institution 8 22.22%    
No boards 28 77.78%    

Alumni Association  
 

   
Member 24 66.67%    
Not member 6 16.67%    
Unknown 6 16.67%       
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Appendix B 
Coding Manual for Examining Fundraiser Social Skills 

 
General instructions: For each Contact Report, please code the presence or absence of 
the following categories. Note that each piece of information within the Contact Report 
can only be coded once, so please select the best category for it. A piece of information is 
defined as an individual clause or idea. Sentences can have more than one piece of 
information in them. Code only what is seen in a single Contact Report, not what is 
implied or known from other Contact Reports.  

 
Coding Category 1 – Fundraising Cycle 
 
Dimensions 1.1 – Qualification 
Code 1 if: The fundraiser reports activities and conversation commonly associated with 
the qualification phase of the giving cycle*  Otherwise code 0.  

• This includes mentions of assets, capacity, works in a high income industry, other 
roles in organization (i.e. volunteer activity, or professional affiliation), 
involvement in creating foundations or nonprofits, and indications of changes in 
future finances (e.g. changes in stock market, job, etc). 

• Mentions potential size or range of expected gift, giving to other organizations, 
gifts other than current pledges. Do not code current pledges as 1 here. A current 
pledge is a current or future payment due for a gift to which a donor has 
committed in the past. Instead, code current pledges as a 1 under Stewardship.  

• Mentions directly that donor is a major gift prospect or has potential for making a 
major gift.  

*In the qualification, or identification, phase of the giving cycle the main purpose of the 
development officer’s activity is to identify a potential prospect, determine their linkage 
with the organization, ability to give, and interest in making a gift. Visits or phone calls 
in this phase focus on past involvement, such as volunteer activity and giving, giving 
habits, current assets, plans for the future, work situation, etc. Tempel, Eugene R., 
Timothy L. Seiler, Eva E. Aldrich, and Henry A. Rosso. Achieving Excellence In 
Fundraising. 3rd ed. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2011. 471. 
 
Dimension 1.2 – Cultivation 
Code 1 if: The fundraiser reports activities and conversation commonly associated with 
the cultivation phase of the giving cycle.* Otherwise code 0. 

The fundraiser describes donor’s vision for the cause, or perceived/expressed 
inclination to give. 
Directly discusses a potential funding opportunity or project.  
The fundraiser stresses the importance of philanthropy or advises the donor on matters 
of philanthropy and giving (in general, not to own organization) 
Asks for a future visit or phone call 
Invites donor to join board, or come to an event 



 

 
 

51 

Discusses the cause, the designation of a hypothetical gift, the need in the organization, 
and/or the impact of a potential gift 
Tries to solve a donor’s problem related to donations 

*In the Cultivation phase of the giving cycle, the DO’s activity focuses on bringing the 
prospect closer to the cause and organization. They strategically involve the donor with 
the cause, present the need, invite the prospect to events. In other words, they grow the 
prospect’s linkage to the organization and their interest in making a gift. Tempel et al, 
2011.  
 
Dimension 1.3 – Solicitation/Negotiation 
Code 1 if: The fundraiser reports activities and conversation commonly associated with 
the solicitation phase of the giving cycle.* Otherwise code 0. 

Asks for a gift 
Records donor’s response (yes, no, maybe, later, etc.) 
Brings gift agreement, or describes drawing it up 
Discusses gift logistics 
Records donor assent/dissent 
Accepts payment 
Asks what donor wants in return 
Describes the benefits the donor wants to derive 
Talks about tax implications 

*In the solicitation phase of the giving cycle, the DO makes it a point to ask for the gift, 
and negotiates with the donor all the particulars that are needed to make the transfer of 
the gift happen. Tempel et al, 2011.  
 
Dimension 1.4 – Stewardship 
Code 1 if: The fundraiser reports activities and conversation commonly associated with 
the stewardship phase of the giving cycle.* Otherwise code 0. 

The fundraiser describes giving the donor a (personalized) gift 
Describes reporting program efficacy 
Talks to donor about current pledge/gift fulfillment 
Connects with recipient of gift benefits 
Discusses premiums or benefits 
Fundraiser thanks donor / expresses gratitude in some way (doesn’t have to be in 
person, e.g. could be card/letter, call, etc) 

*The stewardship phase of the giving cycle is when the DO thanks the donor and focus on 
reporting how the donor’s gift(s) make a difference in the organization and to the cause. 
Tempel et al, 2011.  
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Dimension 1.5 – Follow up 
Code 1 if: The fundraiser mentions future follow-up or next steps. Otherwise code 0. 

Describes next step in their plan for donor. This could take place in any of the four 
phases.  
Mentions that future contact scheduled 
Describes other DO/Organization official will contact with the donor 
Describes internal next steps to be taken (e.g. talk to faculty, talk to foundation) 
Also code donor request (e.g. more information, gift agreement changes) 1  

 
Coding Category 2 – Cognitive Empathy 
Dimension 2.1 – Donor attitude, emotion, and/or disposition 
1 = The fundraiser records details to the donor’s attitude, emotion, or disposition 
during the interaction.  

Records donor’s satisfaction (e.g. with program, services, or organization’s effort on 
behalf of constituency, or interaction) 
Describes donor’s appreciation of help on any other gratitude with making gift, or any 
other expression of gratitude from the donor. 
Discusses the donor’s feelings about interaction related topics 
Any other mention of attitude, emotion, or disposition (e.g. donor is doing well; donor 
says it was his pleasure to give). 
This includes hinting at attitude, emotion, or disposition but declining to record it.  

 
Dimension 2.2 – Theory of Mind 
1 = The fundraiser expresses ability to attribute intentions, desires, perspectives, and 
beliefs to donor 

Records donor wants, beliefs, intentions (including plans for the future), or 
perspectives 
“Donor is interested in supporting travel for PhD students” 
“Donor said this gift helped him fulfill a passion for him” 
“Donor said he envisioned himself working another 2-3 years” 
“Donor plans on joining the dean in the basketball suite in two weeks” 
“Donor strongly believes in the transformational power of international travel by 
students” 
“Donor expressed some hesitancy getting involved” 
“Donor feels that being a graduate of school makes a well-rounded employee” 
Records donor asked for something (anything) 

 
 



 

 
 

53 

Dimension 2.3 – Attention to Detail 
1 = The fundraiser takes care to record contextual details of the interaction, in terms of 
their immediate sense (what do they see, hear, touch, taste, smell) and time. 

Mentions location (e.g. office, city), time of day, weather conditions 
Non financial details (3rd floor, 60 seat auditorium, class room) 
Records date or time (e.g. May 17, 2016, year of graduation) 
Describes the food or drink present 
Mentions a note was handwritten 
Records other people present 
Mentions the duration of the time elapsed between the interaction and filing the 
Contact Report 
Describes other background / contexts of the meeting (“we met at the event, which 
made it hard to make an ask”) 

 
Dimension 2.4 – Self-Evaluation of interaction 
1 = The fundraiser reflects on his/her own performance. 

Records own feelings (pos/neg) about conversation (E.g. “I thought that went really 
well!,” or “I had hoped for a better outcome this time around,” “It set the table for the 
next major gift,” “We had a good conversation,” “Very good first meeting”) 
Give an indication whether the interaction was deliberate, went as planned. 

 
Dimension 2.5 – Unrelated conversation 
1 = The fundraiser records unrelated conversation, or describes unrelated conversation 
being part of the interaction 

“we caught up on some topics”  
Includes references to sports, politics, events 
They should NOT include topics that could relate to the cause, the organization, or the 
donor’s personal life (e.g. NOT the Uni team, nor the donor’s gifts to a political 
organization closely related to the cause) 
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Coding Category 3 – Emotional Empathy 
Dimension 3.1 – Care for Donor 
1 = The fundraiser expresses care for the donor outside of professional interest. 

Above and beyond indicators of care and kindness 
Compliments the donor (e.g. calls donor or gift generous) 
Expresses concern for the donor’s well-being or safety 
Expresses their reverence of the donor (“Tremendously well-connected,” “Has made 
something out of nothing”) 
Tries to solve a donor’s problem (e.g. in personal life, or in the organization, not 
related to donations) 

 
Dimension 3.2 – Expressions of gratitude 
1 = The fundraiser expresses their gratitude towards the donor. 

Thanks the donor for a gift, volunteer effort 
Thanks the donor for time 
Expresses appreciation for the donor’s support of the organization other than 
volunteering, giving 
Do not count donor expressions of gratitude towards the fundraiser. Instead, code 
this as 1 in dimension 2.2. 

 
Coding Category 4 – Donor Context 
Dimension 4.1 – Donor Connection to Cause 
1 = The fundraiser describes the donor’s connection to the cause, the organization, a 
gift’s designation. 

Describes the donor’s personal history or tie to the cause.  
Perhaps retells the story of the donor’s own struggle related to the need. 
Describes the donor’s student experience, or how their personal experience shapes 
their philanthropic intent. 
This includes receiving help as a younger person, board membership, pro bono work, 
student group participation 
The fundraiser hints at a story, but declines to document it.  
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Dimension 4.2 – Donor Background 
1 = The fundraiser is sensitive to other donor characteristics that have an impact on the 
giving relationship 

Includes affiliations (party, interest group) 
Includes physical attributes (size, disabilities) 
Includes sexuality and relationships 
Ethnicity/Country of Origin/Immigration Status/etc. 

 
Dimension 4.3 – Donor Life events 
1 = The fundraiser mentions major events in the donor’s life (current, past, or future) 

This includes illness, kid’s marriages, retirement, surgery 
Extending condolences or congratulations 
Past or future vacation / travel 
This includes deliberately sent letter expressing cond./cong. 
This includes references that may be hostile to the giving relationship, e.g. lawsuits 
over bequests, financial disaster, etc. 

 
Dimension 4.4 – Donor Important Relationships 
1 = Fundraiser mentions important people in the donor’s life and their effect on the 
relationship with the organization/fundraiser. 

Mentions donor spouse, partner, family, friends, colleagues, with details 
 
Notes 
 
Record anything noteworthy about the interaction or the Contact Report in this column of 
the coding sheet. Examples might be: “Unusual use of phrase “{I look} forward to 
updating donor’s questions.” ,” “Copies text from older/newer report,” etc. 
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Appendix C 
Letter IRB Review Not Required

12/29/17, 6)34 PMProtocol 1611347401 Review Not Required - Bout, Maarten

Page 1 of 1https://www.exchange.iu.edu/owa/#viewmodel=ReadMessageItem&ItemI…%2BUrbRobjSZxVmarzAAGjKdknAAA%3D&IsPrintView=1&wid=98&ispopout=1

Protocol 1611347401 Review Not Required

The IRB protocol number 1611347401, Principal Investigator Konrath, Sara has had the action "Review Not Required" performed on it.
The action was executed by Mills, Adam Michael. Additional information and further actions can be accessed through the Kuali Coeus system.

IRB

Tue 4/18/2017 1:55 PM

To:Konrath, Sara <skonrath@iupui.edu>; Bout, Maarten <mbout@indiana.edu>;
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Appendix D  
Factor Analysis and Explanation of Variance 

 
Table D1. Factor Analysis Structure Matrix 
 Component   
Code 1 2 3 
Donor attitude, emotion, and/or disposition 0.723 0.171 -0.27 
Theory of Mind 0.681 -0.044 -0.108 
Attention to Detail 0.511 0.017 -0.089 
Self-Evaluation of interaction 0.508 0.086 -0.116 
Unrelated conversation 0.454 0.284 -0.175 
Care for Donor 0.232 0.781 -0.022 
Expressions of gratitude -0.098 0.742 -0.151 
Donor Connection to Cause 0.121 -0.078 -0.757 
Donor Background 0.113 0.159 -0.748 
Donor Life events 0.337 0.252 -0.656 
Donor Important Relationships 0.387 0.374 -0.390 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.    
 Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.   
    
    
Table D2. Cronbach's Alpha 
Factors ⍺     
1 Cognitive Empathy  0.547   
2 Emotional Empathy 0.450   
3 Donor Context 0.549     
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Appendix D - Continued 
Total Variance Explained 

 
Table D3. Total Variance Explained 

        

Component Initial Eigenvalues     Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadingsa 

 Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total 
1 2.477 22.518 22.518 2.477 22.518 22.518 2.067 
2 1.295 11.77 34.288 1.295 11.77 34.288 1.515 
3 1.262 11.477 45.765 1.262 11.477 45.765 1.877 
4 0.958 8.712 54.477     
5 0.935 8.503 62.98     
6 0.886 8.056 71.036     
7 0.773 7.024 78.061     
8 0.726 6.604 84.665     
9 0.589 5.358 90.022     

10 0.565 5.139 95.161     
11 0.532 4.839 100     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.      
a When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance.   
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Appendix E 
Correlation between Select LIWC Variables and Human Codes 

 

Table E1. Correlations between Select LIWC variables and Human Coding Categories   

  Fundraising Cycle Cognitive Empathy Emotional Empathy Donor Context 

I Pearson Correlation -.133** -0.066 -0.060 -.189** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.009 0.199 0.246 0.000 
SheHe Pearson Correlation .272** .243** 0.017 .177** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.738 0.001 
Affective processes Pearson Correlation -0.032 0.039 .310** -0.043 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.528 0.452 0.000 0.399 
Social Processes Pearson Correlation .130* .158** .107* .130* 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.011 0.002 0.036 0.011 
Perceptive Processes Pearson Correlation 0.072 .145** .113* 0.068 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.163 0.005 0.027 0.183 
Drives Pearson Correlation 0.000 .177** -0.091 0.092 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.994 0.001 0.076 0.073 
Work Pearson Correlation -0.037 -0.061 -0.072 0.023 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.472 0.232 0.159 0.649 
Money Pearson Correlation -0.012 -.159** -0.092 -0.076 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.818 0.002 0.072 0.141 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).    
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).    
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Table E2. Correlations between Select LIWC variables and Human Codes for Fundraising Cycle 
       
    Qualification Cultivation Solicitation Stewardship Follow up 
I Pearson Correlation -0.053 0.063 -0.066 -.168** -0.050 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.299 0.219 0.201 0.001 0.335 
SheHe Pearson Correlation .269** 0.068 -0.005 .105* .137** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.188 0.918 0.040 0.007 
Affective processes Pearson Correlation -.107* -.111* -0.015 .159** 0.001 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.036 0.031 0.777 0.002 0.987 
Social Processes Pearson Correlation .109* 0.058 -0.098 .135** 0.076 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.033 0.260 0.056 0.008 0.141 
Perceptive Processes Pearson Correlation .125* -0.031 -0.079 0.010 .125* 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.014 0.546 0.123 0.846 0.015 
Drives Pearson Correlation 0.054 0.098 -.102* -0.039 -0.001 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.296 0.057 0.046 0.451 0.984 
Work Pearson Correlation -0.015 0.048 -0.055 -0.006 -0.044 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.773 0.346 0.285 0.907 0.396 
Money Pearson Correlation -0.047 -.169** .122* 0.097 -0.039 
  Sig. (2-tailed) 0.359 0.001 0.017 0.059 0.454 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).    
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).    
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Table E3. Correlations between Select LIWC variables and Human Codes for Cognitive Empathy 
              
    Donor Attitude Theory of Mind Attention to Detail Self-Evaluation Unrelated Conversation 
I Pearson Correlation -0.0516 -0.0487 0.0187 0.0548 -0.0181 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.3154 0.3428 0.7166 0.2860 0.7252 
SheHe Pearson Correlation .282** .250** 0.0360 0.0520 .132* 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.0000 0.0000 0.4838 0.3109 0.0100 
Affective processes Pearson Correlation 0.0955 0.0115 -0.0516 0.0693 0.0077 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.0627 0.8224 0.3153 0.1769 0.8816 
Social Processes Pearson Correlation .173** 0.0480 -0.0281 0.0706 0.0926 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.0007 0.3499 0.5839 0.1692 0.0711 
Perceptive Processes Pearson Correlation .169** .116* -0.0500 0.0510 0.0930 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.0009 0.0240 0.3306 0.3207 0.0697 
Drives Pearson Correlation .104* -0.0027 .149** .123* .134** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.0418 0.9577 0.0035 0.0160 0.0087 
Work Pearson Correlation -0.0421 -0.0854 0.0817 -0.0255 -.177** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.4125 0.0962 0.1113 0.6199 0.0005 
Money Pearson Correlation -.142** -0.0786 -0.0892 -0.0455 -.111* 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0.0055 0.1254 0.0819 0.3759 0.0303 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).     
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).     
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Table E4. Correlations between Select LIWC variables and Human Codes for Emotional Empathy 

        
    Expressions of gratitude Care for Donor 
I Pearson Correlation -.144** 0.056 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.005 0.274 
SheHe Pearson Correlation 0.037 -0.012 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.468 0.819 
Affective processes Pearson Correlation .276** .221** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 
Social Processes Pearson Correlation 0.073 0.100 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.152 0.050 
Perceptive Processes Pearson Correlation 0.022 .166** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.669 0.001 
Drives Pearson Correlation -.155** 0.016 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.002 0.748 
Work Pearson Correlation 0.026 -.150** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.612 0.003 
Money Pearson Correlation -0.003 -.152** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.961 0.003 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
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Table E5. Correlations between Select LIWC variables and Human Codes for Donor Context 

    

Donor 
Connection 

to Cause 
Donor 

Background 

Donor 
Life 

Events 
Donor Important 

Relationships 
I Pearson Correlation -.146** -.130* -.140** -.120* 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.004 0.011 0.006 0.019 

SheHe Pearson Correlation 0.090 0.023 .245** -0.003 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.079 0.648 0.000 0.961 
Affective processes Pearson Correlation 0.007 -0.060 -0.045 0.015 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.887 0.239 0.380 0.763 
Social Processes Pearson Correlation 0.045 0.076 .155** .153** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.378 0.138 0.002 0.003 
Perceptive Processes Pearson Correlation -0.030 -0.049 .194** 0.026 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.565 0.344 0.000 0.615 
Drives Pearson Correlation .138** 0.083 -0.006 .184** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.007 0.106 0.903 0.000 
Work Pearson Correlation .138** 0.041 -.107* 0.030 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.007 0.423 0.037 0.561 
Money Pearson Correlation -0.005 -0.051 -.103* -0.090 

  Sig. (2-tailed) 0.917 0.324 0.044 0.080 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).       

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).       
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Table E6. Correlation between Word Count and Human Coding Categories 
   
    Word Count 
Fundraising Cycle Pearson Correlation .341** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 
Cognitive Empathy Pearson Correlation .513** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 
Emotional Empathy Pearson Correlation .303** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 
Donor Context Pearson Correlation .365** 
  Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
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Appendix F 
Full Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count Results 

 
Table F1. Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count results      

                   

LIWC 2015 Psychometric Dimensions Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
LIWC 
Mean 

LIWC 
SD t df p 

   

Analytic Writing 87.31 15.11 56.34 17.58 34.324 78077  <.001     

Writing from a perspective of Expertise 
and Confidence 85.62 13.95 57.95 17.51 30.797 78077  <.001  

   

Authentic writing, honesty 17.39 22.93 49.17 20.92 29.565 78077  <.001     

Emotional Tone 77.40 24.16 54.22 23.27 19.393 78077  <.001     

Linguistic Processes        
   

Word Count 101.49 79.65 11921.82 10274.32 22.456 78077  <.001     

Words Per Sentence 19.06 6.32 17.4 16.38 1.977 78077     0.048     

Six Letter words 21.09 6.63 15.6 3.76 28.286 78077  <.001     

Dic 81.06% 9.17% 85.18% 5.36% 14.897 78077  <.001     

Function Words 47.38% 8.01% 51.87% 5.13% 16.983 78077  <.001     

Pronoun 10.99% 4.85% 15.22% 3.61% 22.771 78077  <.001     

PPron 8.42% 4.26% 9.95% 3.02% 9.841 78077  <.001     

I 1.84% 2.17% 4.99% 2.46% 24.947 78077  <.001     

We 0.96% 1.38% 0.72% 0.83% 5.606 78077  <.001     

You 0.50% 1.67% 1.70% 1.35% 17.286 78077  <.001     

SheHe 4.33% 3.41% 1.88% 1.53% 30.883 78077  <.001     

They 0.80% 1.51% 0.66% 0.60% 4.486 78077  <.001     

Impersonal Pronouns 2.56% 1.99% 5.26% 1.62% 32.412 78077  <.001     

Articles 8.14% 3.14% 6.51% 1.79% 17.642 78077  <.001     

Prepositions 16.82% 3.96% 12.93% 2.11% 35.679 78077  <.001     
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Table F1 Continued. Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count results      
                   

LIWC 2015 Psychometric Dimensions Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
LIWC 
Mean 

LIWC 
SD t df p 

   

Auxiliary Verbs 5.42% 3.11% 8.53% 2.04% 29.589 78077  <.001     

Adverb 2.44% 2.17% 5.27% 1.61% 34.159 78077  <.001     

Common Verbs 12.74% 4.56% 16.44% 2.93% 24.504 78077  <.001     

Conjunctions 5.29% 2.69% 5.90% 1.57% 7.530 78077  <.001     

Negations 0.32% 0.72% 1.66% 0.86% 30.362 78077  <.001     

Other Grammar        
   

Common Adjectives 3.10% 2.20% 4.49% 1.30% 20.726 78077  <.001     

Comparisons 1.62% 1.64% 2.23% 0.95% 12.443 78077  <.001     

Interrogatives 0.60% 0.88% 1.61% 0.76% 25.855 78077  <.001     

Number 2.41% 3.17% 2.12% 2.07% 2.719 78077  <.001     

Quantifiers 1.35% 1.43% 2.02% 0.83% 15.643 78077  <.001     

Affective Processes 4.34% 3.09% 5.57% 1.99% 11.994 78077  <.001     

POSEMO 4.17% 3.08% 3.67% 1.63% 5.936 78077  <.001     

NEGEMO 0.11% 0.36% 1.84% 1.09% 30.971 78077  <.001     

Anxiety 0.03% 0.14% 0.31% 0.32% 17.0712  78077  <.001     

Anger 0.00% 0.06% 0.54% 0.59% 17.8645  78077  <.001     

Sadness 0.03% 0.17% 0.41% 0.40% 18.5350  78077  <.001     

Social Processes 14.45% 5.33% 9.74% 3.38% 27.036 78077  <.001     

Family 0.70% 1.40% 0.44% 0.63% 7.960 78077  <.001     

Friend 0.33% 0.82% 0.36% 0.40% 1.4491  78077   0.1473     

Female 1.45% 2.59% 0.98% 1.26% 7.2068  78077  <.001     

Male 3.36% 3.50% 1.65% 1.34% 24.5033  78077  <.001     
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Table F1 Continued. Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count results      
                   

LIWC 2015 Psychometric Dimensions Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
LIWC 
Mean 

LIWC 
SD t df p 

   

Cogproc 6.11% 4.03% 10.61% 3.02% 8.2757  78077  <.001     

Insight 1.29% 1.40% 2.16% 1.08% 15.6595  78077  <.001     

Causation 1.16% 1.72% 1.40% 0.73% 6.332 78077  <.001     

Discrepancies 1.41% 1.56% 1.44% 0.80% 0.7253  78077   0.4683     

Tentative 1.15% 1.46% 2.52% 1.09% 24.4262  78077  <.001     

Certainty 0.63% 0.96% 1.35% 0.70% 19.9851  78077  <.001     

Differentiate 1.03% 1.30% 2.99% 1.18% 29.3571  78077  <.001     

Perception 1.29% 1.59% 2.70% 1.20% 22.8371  78077  <.001     

See 0.31% 0.71% 1.08% 0.78% 19.2299  78077  <.001     

Hear 0.80% 1.35% 0.83% 0.62%  0.9337 78077   0.3505     

Feel 0.15% 0.46% 0.64% 0.52% 18.3579  78077  <.001     

Biological Processes 1.40% 2.34% 2.03% 1.39% 8.7861  78077  <.001     

Body 0.09% 0.36% 0.69% 0.64% 32.4526  78077  <.001     

Health 0.90% 2.22% 0.59% 0.65% 9.054 78077  <.001     

Sexuality 0.01% 0.11% 0.13% 0.30% 7.8051  78077  <.001     

Ingest 0.38% 0.80% 0.57% 0.83% 4.458 78077  <.001     

Drives 8.41% 3.64% 6.93% 2.03% 14.1201  78077  <.001     

Affiliation 3.12% 2.42% 2.05% 1.28% 16.1760  78077  <.001     

Achievement 1.70% 1.77% 1.30% 0.82% 9.4148  78077  <.001     

Power 3.08% 2.53% 2.35% 1.12% 12.5664  78077  <.001     

Reward 1.05% 1.26% 1.46% 0.81% 9.822 78077  <.001     

Risk 0.14% 0.49% 0.47% 0.41% 15.6559  78077  <.001     
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Table F1 Continued. Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count results      
                   

LIWC 2015 Psychometric Dimensions Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
LIWC 
Mean 

LIWC 
SD t df p 

   

Time Orientation           

FocusPast 5.10% 3.03% 4.64% 2.06% 4.3358  78077  <.001     

FocusPresent 5.90% 3.29% 9.96% 2.80% 28.208 78077  <.001     

FocusFuture 1.34% 1.56% 1.42% 0.90% 1.7224  78077       0.09     

Relativity 13.95% 5.44% 14.26% 3.18% 1.8893  78077       0.06     

Motion 2.76% 2.54% 2.15% 1.03% 11.3917  78077  <.001     

Space 6.34% 3.28% 6.89% 1.96% 5.440 78077  <.001     

Time 5.30% 3.31% 5.46% 1.81%  1.7115  78077   0.0870     

Personal Concerns        
   

Home 0.30% 0.89% 0.55% 0.63% 7.7081  78077  <.001     

Work 6.66% 4.18% 2.56% 1.81% 43.649 78077  <.001     

Leisure 0.88% 1.96% 1.35% 1.08% 8.4622  78077  <.001     

Money 1.84% 2.25% 0.68% 0.83% 26.8023  78077  <.001     

Religion 0.02% 0.14% 0.28% 0.57% 8.9021  78077  <.001     

Death 0.02% 0.17% 0.16% 0.29% 9.415 78077  <.001     

Informal 0.31% 0.67% 2.52% 1.65% 26.1332  78077  <.001     

Swear 0.01% 0.13% 0.21% 0.37% 10.5477  78077  <.001     

Netspeak 0.10% 0.47% 0.97% 1.17% 14.509 78077  <.001     

Assent 0.02% 0.16% 0.95% 0.72% 25.209 78077  <.001     

Nonfluencies 0.18% 0.46% 0.54% 0.49% 14.310 78077  <.001     

Filler 0.01% 0.16% 0.11% 0.27% 7.2231  78077  <.001     
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Table F1 Continued. Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count results      
                   

LIWC 2015 Psychometric Dimensions Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
LIWC 
Mean 

LIWC 
SD t df p 

   

Punctuation 11.77% 5.74% 21.35% 9.01% 20.733 78077  <.001     

Period 5.51% 2.17% 7.49% 3.76% 10.270 78077  <.001     

Comma 2.52% 2.71% 4.75% 1.94% 22.331 78077  <.001     

Colon 0.21% 0.68% 0.64% 0.85% 9.859 78077  <.001     

Semi Colon 0.02% 0.14% 0.30% 0.53% 10.3102  78077  <.001     

Question Mark 0.01% 0.12% 0.58% 1.00% 11.126 78077  <.001     

Exclamation Mark 0.16% 0.80% 1.00% 1.35% 12.135 78077  <.001     

Dash 0.56% 1.22% 1.19% 1.38% 8.8939  78077  <.001     

Quotation Marks 0.39% 1.16% 1.67% 1.36% 18.338 78077  <.001     

Apostrophe 0.92% 1.49% 2.46% 4.94% 6.0835  78077  <.001     

Parenthesis 0.68% 1.73% 0.53% 0.87% 1.6883  78077   0.0914     

Other Punctuation 0.79% 1.55% 0.73% 1.70% 0.6875  78077       0.49     
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Appendix G 
Average Cumulative Gift Size by Research Question 

 
 

Table G1. Average cumulative gift size by research question  
                
Research Question 1. Do major gift officers include different information for male and female donors in Contact Reports? 
 Women Men      
M  $   63,215.00   $ 168,994.50       
SD  $   81,722.48   $ 153,941.31       
        
Research Question 2. Does information included in Contact Reports differ by school? 

 Optometry Dentistry Business Law Geology Economics Psychology 
M  $ 137,042.60   $   57,690.80   $ 294,726.40   $   96,699.00   $ 193,240.00   $ 200,926.40   $   94,759.20  
SD  $ 116,776.26   $   36,166.95   $ 220,928.40   $ 124,951.53   $ 240,196.81   $ 180,651.82   $   85,676.19  
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Appendix H 
Differences between Contact Reports about interactions with Women and Men, select codes 

Table H1. Theory of Mind, Social Processes, and Drives  
      
    Female Male   Statistical Test 

Theory of Mind M 0.62 0.61  F(379)=.25, p=.874 
SD 0.489 0.489  

      

Social Processes M 14.09 14.55  F(379)=.487, p=.486 
SD 4.29 5.60  

Family M 0.20 0.84  F(379)=14.221, p<.001 
SD 0.54 1.53  

Friend M 0.41 0.31  F(379)=1.061, 9=.304 
SD 0.86 0.81  

 
    

 

Drives M 9.47 8.11  F(379)=9.414, p=.002 
SD 3.86 3.53  

Affiliation M 3.39 3.04  F(379)=1.307, p=.254 
SD 2.57 2.38  

Achievement M 2.45 1.49  F(379)=20.204, p<.001 
SD 2.17 1.58  

Power M 3.24 3.03  F(379)=.461, p=.497 
SD 3.04 2.37  

Reward M 1.24 0.99  F(379)=2.532, p=.112 
SD 1.40 1.22  

Risk 
M 0.10 0.15  F(379)=.472, p=.492 
SD 0.38 0.52   
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Appendix I 
Raw Means and Standard Deviations 

Table I1. Differences between Categories of Codes in Contact Reports by Donor Gender 
  Female (n=84) Male (n=297)     
  M SD M SD   Statistical Test 
Fundraising Phase 0.391 0.203 0.367 0.197  F(1,379)=.917, p=.339 

Qualification 0.26 0.442 0.31 0.465  F(1,379)=.813, p=.368 
Cultivation 0.49 0.503 0.25 0.431  F(1,379)=19.160, p<.001 
Sollicitation 0.5 0.503 0.45 0.498  F(1,379)=.626, p=.429 
Stewardship 0.23 0.421 0.36 0.482  F(1,379)=5.619, p=.018 
Follow up 0.48 0.502 0.46 0.499  F(1,379)=.058, p=.809 

Cognitive Empathy 0.431 0.257 0.388 0.255  F(1,379)=1.863, p=.173 
Donor Attitude, etc. 0.39 0.491 0.35 0.478  F(1,379)=.518, p=.473 
Theory of Mind 0.62 0.489 0.61 0.489  F(1,379)=.025, p=.874 
Attention to detail 0.86 0.352 0.69 0.465  F(1,379)=9.702, p=.002 
Self-Evaluation 0.14 0.352 0.16 0.369  F(1,379)=.173, p=.678 
Unrelated Conversation 0.14 0.352 0.13 0.338  F(1,379)=.075, p=.785 

Emotional Empathy 0.238 0.305 0.248 0.356  F(1,379)=.75, p=.387 
Expressions of Gratitude 0.23 0.421 0.29 0.454  F(1,379)=1.315, p=.252 
Care for Donor 0.25 0.436 0.21 0.405  F(1, 379)=.769, p=.381 

Donor Context 0.179 0.196 0.205 0.250  F(1,379)=.048, p=.826 
Donor Connection to Cause 0.13 0.339 0.14 0.346  F(1,379)=.028, p=.868 
Background 0.07 0.259 0.1 0.297  F(1,379)=.537, p=.464 
Donor Life Events 0.08 0.278 0.22 0.412  F(1,379)=7.654, p=.006 
Donor Important Relationships 0.43 0.498 0.37 0.484   F(1,379)=.936, p=.334 
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Table I2.  Differences between Individual Human Codes in Contact Reports by School of Graduation               

 Optometry Dentistry Business Law Geology Economics Psychology   

n 126 36 85 60 17 7 50   

  M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD   Statistical Test 

Fundraising Cycle 0.370 0.226 0.294 0.147 0.475 0.177 0.317 0.162 0.329 0.140 0.286 0.195 0.352 0.183  F(6,374)=6.497, p<.001 

Qualification 0.290 0.454 0.220 0.422 0.560 0.499 0.150 0.360 0.240 0.437 0.290 0.488 0.160 0.370  F(6,374)=7.478, p<.001 

Cultivation 0.400 0.491 0.190 0.401 0.270 0.447 0.270 0.446 0.350 0.493 0.140 0.378 0.220 0.418  F(6, 374)=1.817, p=.095 

Sollicitation 0.500 0.502 0.440 0.504 0.440 0.499 0.370 0.486 0.240 0.437 0.290 0.488 0.640 0.485  F(6, 374)=2.374, p=.029 

Stewardship 0.220 0.417 0.440 0.504 0.440 0.499 0.400 0.494 0.530 0.514 0.140 0.378 0.240 0.431  F(6, 374)= 3.494, p=.002 

Follow up 0.440 0.499 0.170 0.378 0.670 0.473 0.400 0.494 0.290 0.470 0.570 0.535 0.500 0.505  F(6, 374)=5.544, p<.001 

Cognitive Empathy 0.410 0.269 0.311 0.200 0.508 0.250 0.323 0.209 0.447 0.218 0.400 0.346 0.312 0.250  F(6,374)=5.657, p<.001 

Donor Attitude, etc. 0.410 0.494 0.190 0.401 0.540 0.501 0.220 0.415 0.410 0.507 0.430 0.535 0.180 0.388  F(6,374)=5.453, p<.001 

Theory of Mind 0.580 0.496 0.470 0.506 0.760 0.427 0.570 0.500 0.410 0.507 0.710 0.488 0.640 0.485  F(6,374)=2.684, p=.015 

Attention to detail 0.790 0.412 0.690 0.467 0.740 0.441 0.680 0.469 0.820 0.393 0.570 0.535 0.600 0.495  F(6,374)=1.456, p=.192 

Self-Evaluation 0.130 0.343 0.110 0.319 0.260 0.441 0.120 0.324 0.290 0.470 0.140 0.378 0.080 0.274  F(6,374)=2.213, p=.041 

Unrelated Conversation 0.130 0.343 0.080 0.280 0.240 0.427 0.030 0.181 0.290 0.470 0.140 0.378 0.060 0.240  F(6,374)=3.397, p=.003 

Emotional Empathy 0.214 0.325 0.056 0.159 0.388 0.396 0.283 0.349 0.265 0.400 0.143 0.244 0.180 0.299  F(6,374)=5.273, p<.001 

Care for Donor 0.230 0.423 0.060 0.232 0.290 0.458 0.200 0.403 0.240 0.437 0.140 0.378 0.180 0.388  F(6,374)=1.584, p=.151 

Expressions of Gratitude 0.200 0.400 0.060 0.232 0.480 0.503 0.370 0.486 0.290 0.470 0.140 0.378 0.180 0.388  F(6,374)=6.528, p<.001 

Donor Context 0.163 0.193 0.118 0.211 0.300 0.298 0.204 0.232 0.250 0.280 0.357 0.318 0.135 0.263   (F6,374)=4.77, p<.001 

Donor Connection to Cause 0.060 0.245 0.080 0.280 0.210 0.411 0.130 0.343 0.240 0.437 0.290 0.488 0.180 0.388  F(6,374)=2.411, p=.027 
Donor Important 

Relationships 0.410 0.494 0.190 0.401 0.470 0.502 0.500 0.504 0.470 0.514 0.430 0.535 0.120 0.328  F(6,374)=4.823, p<.001 

Donor Life Events 0.120 0.325 0.080 0.280 0.390 0.490 0.100 0.303 0.240 0.437 0.430 0.535 0.140 0.351  F(6,374)=6.458, p<.001 

Background 0.060 0.230 0.110 0.319 0.130 0.338 0.080 0.279 0.060 0.243 0.290 0.488 0.100 0.303   F(6,374)=1.176, p=.318 
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Table I3. Differences between Individual Human Codes in Contact Reports by Type of Interaction 

 Electronic Phone In Person Event/Activity Letter  Statistical Test 

n 49 111 168 13 32   
  M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD     

Fundraising Focus 0.3102 0.1735 0.3892 0.2033 0.4167 0.1951 0.2308 0.1797 0.2625 0.1476  F(4,373)=8.201, p<.001 

Qualification 0.120 0.331 0.250 0.436 0.460 0.500 0.150 0.376 0.030 0.177  F(4,373)=11.583, p<.001 

Cultivation 0.120 0.331 0.320 0.470 0.380 0.487 0.230 0.439 0.130 0.336  F(4,373)=4.599, p=.001 

Solicitation 0.470 0.504 0.520 0.502 0.430 0.496 0.310 0.480 0.470 0.507  F(4,373)=.910, p=.458 

Stewardship 0.290 0.456 0.310 0.463 0.350 0.479 0.310 0.480 0.410 0.499  F(4,373)=.474, p=.755 

Follow Up 0.550 0.503 0.540 0.501 0.460 0.500 0.150 0.376 0.280 0.457  F(4,373)=3.427, p=.009 

Cognitive Empathy 0.2980 0.2087 0.3910 0.2507 0.4821 0.2527 0.2308 0.2287 0.2188 0.1712  F(4,373)=13.347, p<.001 

Donor Attitude, etc. 0.180 0.391 0.340 0.477 0.500 0.501 0.230 0.439 0.030 0.177  F(4,373)=10.105, p<.001 

Theory of Mind 0.550 0.503 0.680 0.467 0.690 0.464 0.150 0.376 0.220 0.420  F(4,373)=11.019, p<.001 

Attention to detail 0.670 0.474 0.670 0.474 0.790 0.407 0.620 0.506 0.750 0.440  F(4,373)=1.184, p=.125 

Self-Evaluation 0.080 0.277 0.140 0.343 0.210 0.412 0.080 0.277 0.090 0.296  F(4,373)=2.071, p=.084 

Unrelated Conversation 0.000 0.000 0.130 0.333 0.210 0.412 0.080 0.277 0.000 0.000  F(4,373)=5.736, p<.001 

Emotional Empathy 0.2857 0.3680 0.2297 0.3554 0.2321 0.3324 0.0769 0.1878 0.3750 0.3592  F(4,373)=.218, p=.067 

Care for Donor 0.270 0.446 0.220 0.414 0.210 0.407 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.440  F(4,373)=1.144, p=.336 

Expressions of Gratitude 0.310 0.466 0.240 0.431 0.260 0.438 0.150 0.376 0.500 0.508  F(4,373)=2.576, p=.037 

Donor Context 0.1071 0.1350 0.1577 0.2234 0.2738 0.2911 0.2115 0.2468 0.0859 0.1206  F(4,373)=8.285, p<.001 

Donor Connection to Cause 0.040 0.200 0.080 0.274 0.210 0.412 0.230 0.439 0.000 0.000  F(4,373)=5.675, p<.001 

Donor Important Relationships 0.330 0.474 0.290 0.455 0.480 0.501 0.380 0.506 0.280 0.457  F(4,373)=3.182, p=.014 

Donor Life Events 0.040 0.200 0.210 0.407 0.250 0.434 0.150 0.376 0.060 0.246  F(4,373)=3.774, p=.005 

Background 0.020 0.143 0.050 0.227 0.150 0.363 0.080 0.277 0.000 0.000   F(4,373)=4.191, p=.002 
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Appendix J 
Correlations Cumulative Giving and Coding Categories 

Table J1. Correlations between Cumulative Giving and Coding Categories       

       
    Cumulative Giving Fundraising Cycle Cognitive Empathy Emotional Empathy Donor Context 
Cumulative Giving Pearson Correlation 1 .188** .182** 0.013 0.09 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  0.000 0.000 0.805 0.079 
Fundraising Cycle Pearson Correlation .188** 1 .503** .200** .145** 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.005 
Cognitive Empathy Pearson Correlation .182** .503** 1 .172** .318** 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  0  0.001 0 
Emotional Empathy Pearson Correlation 0.013 .200** .172** 1 .114* 

 Sig. (2-tailed) 0.805 0.000 0.001  0.026 
Donor Context Pearson Correlation 0.090 .145** .318** .114* 1 
  Sig. (2-tailed) 0.079 0.005 0.000 0.026   
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).     
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).     
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Table J2. Correlations between Cumulative Giving and Individual Codes 

   
  Cumulative Giving p 
Fundraising Cycle 0.188 <.001 

Qualification 0.176 0.001 
Cultivation -0.033 0.519 
Solicitation -0.009 0.868 
Stewardship 0.055 0.289 
Follow Up 0.200 <.001 

Cognitive Empathy 0.182 <.001 
Donor Attitude, etc. 0.072 0.162 
Theory of Mind 0.072 0.161 
Attention to detail 0.047 0.363 
Self-Evaluation 0.077 0.133 
Unrelated Conversation 0.081 0.116 

Emotional Empathy 0.013 0.805 
Care for Donor 0.013 0.805 
Expressions of Gratitude 0.008 0.878 

Donor Context 0.090 0.079 
Donor Connection to Cause 0.038 0.463 
Donor Important Relationships 0.118 0.021 
Donor Life Events 0.096 0.061 
Background 0.059 0.247 
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Appendix K 
Concept Contact Report 

 
 Every interaction between a donor and a fundraiser will be guided by the 
situation on the ground, and the resulting Contact Reports vary widely in what topics are 
included. Each Contact Report is unique, but our research shows that only a limited 
number of themes make up the bulk of what is written. It is possible to reverse engineer a 
template Contact Report from the coding manual for Examining Fundraiser Social Skills, 
including as many of the codes as possible. None of the codes are mutually exclusive, 
even if sometime (especially with the fundraising focused codes), their simultaneous 
appearance would, and should, raise eye brows. Below is an example of a contact report 
with all codes included. Please refer to the next page to see an annotated version. Below 
is a fictitious example Contact Report with and without annotation. 
 
“Josephine McEnroe and I had lunch at the Gilded Beard on Waterloo Street, on 
February 16th. She had just returned from a slightly longer than usual stay at her vacation 
home in Cancun with her three favorite nieces. This was a stewardship visit, to thank her 
for her most recent gift to the University Medical Center annual fund. 
 
After talking about the political climate, and her concerns of its effect on accessible 
health care, she told me that her role at the university children’s hospital board is 
changing. She decided to step down as board secretary, as the demands of the position 
and her own health were at odds with each other. I have been worried about her health for 
a while now, so this news was not entirely unsuspected. She told me that in no way this 
was supposed to be a signal that she would like to be less involved. 
 
She told me a funny story about how during her own childhood, a nurse accidentally 
slipped on a bedpan and traversed the entire length of the ward wildly flailing her arms. 
While it was, in her words, a “formative experience under duress”, she fondly remembers 
the hospital staff, and especially, the late doctor Fletcher. Doctor Fletcher had, according 
to Josephine, an excellent bedside manner, and seemed both genuinely concerned with 
his patients, but also interested in exactly what symptoms they experienced. After I asked 
about the status of her estate planning, she told me plans to leave a portion of her estate to 
the UMC to honor Doctor Fletcher with a resident fellowship remain unchanged.  
 
We spoke briefly about the UMC’s progress on the new Bedside Manner Laboratory that 
is in development by Professor Carla Ramos, our newest tenure track faculty member. I 
explained how Dr. Ramos studies the influence of empathy on patient health outcomes in 
a clinical setting and in collaboration with a great variety of specialties. Josephine 
indicated that she believes this to be an important development, especially seeing the 
need for inter-specialty collaborations among the UMC’s faculty.  
 
Next time we meet will be at the Academy of Medical Breakthroughs Ceremony next 
month. I hope to connect her to our new faculty member, Carla Ramos, at that time.” 
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Appendix K 
Concept Contact Report 

Annotated 
 

Introduction 
 “Josephine McEnroe and I had lunch at the Gilded Beard on Waterloo Street, on 
February 16th.” 

- Attention to Detail. The fundraiser records the place and date of the interaction 
 
“She had just returned from a slightly longer than usual stay at her vacation home in 
Cancun with her three favorite nieces.” 

- Unrelated Conversation. “Slightly longer than usual.” This could require 
elaboration, or could be for uninteresting reasons. The text indicates the 
fundraiser knows more about the “normal” length of Ms. McEnroe’s vacations 

- Life Events. The donor went on a vacation 
- Qualification. The Donor appears to have a vacation home in Cancun. This may 

or may not be an asset that is involved with the planned gift later on 
- Important Relationships. The donor has three favorite nieces 

 
“This was a stewardship visit, to thank her for her most recent gift to the University 
Medical Center’s annual fund.” 

- Stewardship. This term, as well as the mention of a recent gift indicates this is 
stewardship activity. 

- Expressions of Gratitude. 
 
Current Affairs 
“After talking about the political climate, and her concerns of its effect on accessible 
health care, she told me that her role at the university children’s hospital board is 
changing. She decided to step down as board secretary, as the demands of the position 
and her own health were at odds with each other. I have been worried about her health for 
a while now, so this news was not entirely unexpected. She told me that in no way this 
was supposed to be a signal that she would like to be less involved.” 

- Unrelated Conversation. They discussed politics, however, what specific political 
leanings they talked about is not clear. 

- Donor Attitude, emotion, and or Disposition. The donor’s concerns are noted. 
- Qualification/Cultivation. Her role as a volunteer is changing due to health issues, 

but that she would like to be in the know at least, if not involved in some way. 
- Theory of Mind. Her concerns indicate Theory of Mind in the Fundraiser. 
- Life events. The donor tells the fundraiser that her health is sufficiently poor to 

have to cut down on board activities. 
- Care for Donor. The fundraiser says he or she is concerned with the donor’s 

health. 
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Connection to Cause 
“She told me a funny story about how during her own childhood, a nurse accidentally 
slipped on a bedpan and traversed the entire length of the ward wildly flailing her arms.”  

- Unrelated Conversation. This story shows attention to what the donor said, but is 
only tangentially related to the donor’s connection to the cause. 

- Care for donor. Describes the story as funny. 
 
“While it was, in her words, a “formative experience under duress”, she fondly 
remembers the hospital staff, and especially, the late doctor Fletcher. Doctor Fletcher 
had, according to Josephine, an excellent bedside manner, and seemed both genuinely 
concerned with his patients, but also interested in exactly what symptoms they 
experienced.” 

- Donor attitude, emotion, and/or disposition. The fundraiser picks up on the 
struggle her childhood health must have been. 

- Donor Background. Childhood illness. 
- Important Relationships. Dr. Fletcher seems to made a lasting impression. 
- Donor Connection to Cause. The reason why she is involved is clearly the fact 

that she was helped in her childhood reach health by a friendly doctor. 
 
Discussion of Giving 
“After I asked about the status of her estate planning, she told me her plans to leave a 
portion of her estate to the UMC to honor Doctor Fletcher’s memory with a resident 
fellowship remain unchanged. I thanked her for this, and told her I would follow up with 
our planned giving officers to make sure we have this recorded on the University side.” 

- Solicitation. The fundraiser asks the donor for a planned gift. 
- Qualification. The donor indicates that she has an estate plan, and that she has 

plans for a gift. 
- Follow up. 

 
“We spoke briefly about the UMC’s progress on the new Bedside Manner Laboratory 
that is in development by professor Carla Ramos, our newest tenure track faculty 
member. I explained how Dr. Ramos studies the influence of empathy on patient health 
outcomes in a clinical setting and in collaboration with a great variety of specialties. 
Josephine indicated that she believes this to be an important development, especially 
since she understands the need for inter-specialty collaborations among the UMC’s 
faculty.” 

- Cultivation. The fundraiser describes a program he or she believes the donor will 
be interested in, as evidenced by the paragraph’s about the donor’s interests and 
connection to cause, and suggests another linkage: Dr. Ramos. 

- Theory of Mind. Here the fundraiser shows they heard the donor say that she 
believes in this particular program and the underlying values. 

- Attention to Detail. 
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Evaluation and Follow Up 
“I think she received the news of this development well.” 

- Self-evaluation. 
 
“Next time we meet will be at the Academy of Medical Breakthroughs Ceremony next 
month, I hope to connect her to our new faculty member, Carla Ramos, at that time.” 

- Follow up 
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