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Abstract

This study was designed to investigate the prevalent donor motivation to an Olympic sports body and the demographic characteristics of donors which explain the variation of donor motives. Using a questionnaire thirty-eight usable data were collected from donors to an Olympic sport. The exploratory factor analysis identified six donor motivation factors. Those included the Social, Power, Success, Philanthropic, Benefits, and Family Relationship factors. Ranking the six factors by their mean scores, the descriptive analysis defined the Philanthropic factor as the first prevalent donor motivation to Olympic sports. Following, the multiple liner regression analyses identified several significant relationships between the demographic characteristics and the donor motivation factors. The gender variable explained the variation of the Success, Philanthropic, and Family Relationship factors. The age variable explained the variation of the Benefits factors. The category of household income variable explained the variation of the Benefits and Family Relationship factors. The current contribution variable explained the variation of Benefits factors. Those demographic characteristics explained the variations of donor motives to Olympic sports.
Introduction

Fundraising programs tend to be regarded as one of the significant revenue resources in the United States Olympic field. The United States Ski and Snowboard Association (US Ski & Snowboard) gained fundraising revenue which amounted for 34% of the 2006/2007 total revenues (US Ski & Snowboard, 2007, p. 21). This percentage was almost equal to the percentage of the sponsorship revenue in the 2006/2007 total revenues of the US Ski & Snowboard. Particularly, the Gold Pass that donors gain the lift tickets for more than 250 resorts in 35 states is attracting its donors and is one of the factors for high percentage of fundraising revenue.
However, not all National Governing Bodies (NGBs) have developed donation programs. Many NGBs are struggling with acquiring and retaining donors. In fundraising programs with NCAA Division I schools, ticket-oriented benefits tend to motivate donors (Gladden, Mahony, and Apostlopoulou, 2005, p. 25). On the other hand, many NGBs have difficulty providing benefits to their donors because of venues advertising restrictions and few opportunities at games and competitions.

In order to develop understanding of donor motivations to Olympic sports with the difficulties, this study examined what are the prevalent motivations of donors to Olympic sports and which demographic characteristics explain the variation of donor motives to Olympic sports. 
Understanding Donor Motives

Gladden et al. (2005) suggested that “supporting/improving the athletic program and receiving tickets” were the marked factors for donation to the NCAA Division I institutions. It is easy to assume that donors’ intention to support/improve the program affects donors’ behaviors in the Olympic field. However, few NGBs own specific venues and have little discretion to handle seats and parking. It is obvious that Olympic sports are much different from collegiate athletic programs.

According to Daughtrey and Stotlar (2000), a winning record tends to stimulate donors’ willingness to assist the collegiate athletics. Stinson and Howard (2004) also developed the similar suggestion that athletic success directly affected alumni contributions in a collegiate athletic department. The U.S. Olympic team demonstrated the incredible results in the recent Olympic Games. In terms of winning records, the U.S. Olympic team is satisfying donors’ and prospects’ expectation.

Measurement of Donor Motivation

Some scholars have developed instruments to measure athletic donor motivation in their previous research. Because those prior attempts for a theoretical foundation of motivation led the limitation of the generalizability, Staurowsky, Parkhouse, and Saches (1996) developed the Athletic Contribution Questionnaire Revised Edition II (ACQUIRE-II, p. 264). The ACQUIRE II identified six factors: Social, Power, Success 1, Success 2, Philanthropic, and Benefits. At the same time, in order to validate the ACQUIRE-II, Staurowsky (1996) published a research study, “Women and athletic fundraising: exploring the connection between gender and giving.” The motivational factors that Staurowsky (1996) identified in the study are as follows:
Social – A factor deriving from a donor’s interest in social interaction and approval. 
Power – A factor deriving from a donor’s interest in exerting influence and control over aspects of the athletic department.
Success 1 – A factor deriving from a donor’s loyalty to an institution.
Success 2 – A factors deriving from a donor’s previous athletic participation and/or a wish to insure a valuable athletic experience for future generations.
Philanthropic – A factor deriving from a donor’s sense of altruism and concern for the welfare of others.
Benefits – A factor deriving from a real or perceived material gain associated with the act of giving. (Staurowsky et al, 1996, p. 406).
Demographic Factors in Donation Programs

As for gender, Hebing (2004) found the significant differences in the Power, Success 1, Philanthropic factors. Staurowsky (1996) also found that “female donors perceived that the Social and Benefits aspects of giving were less important than did their male counterparts” (p. 412). In addition, Dittman (1997) found that women donors to college athletics emphasize the Economic/Philanthropic Benefits factor, too (p. 412). 

As for age, Staurowsky (1996) found that “donors to women’s athletic support groups were typically younger than donors to men’s athletic support groups” (p. 409). Selig (1999) also found that in light of donor predictability age was a significant variable in determining both donor status groups (non-donor and donor) and donor level groups (low and high level donors). 
Staurowsky (1996) noticed that while 20% of men’s support group donors held law and medical degrees, 8% of women’s support group donors held the law and medical degrees (p. 408). In addition, while 14% of women’s support group donors held doctoral degrees, 5% of men’s support group donors held doctoral degrees. Hebing (2004) reported that 39% of the alumni donors to their university’s athletics received advanced degrees which include Masters, Professional, and Doctoral degrees, whereas only 21 percent of non-alumni donors to the university’s athletics earned the same level of education (p. 74). 

Selig (1999) found that there are two times respondents with over $125,000 annual household income who donated collegiate athletics as those with under $5,000 annual household income who did so (p.199). Also, he reported that while 33.81% of non-donors had over $125,000 household income, 53.99% of donors had over $125,000 household income.

Staurowsky (1996) found the significant differences between female and male donors to collegiate athletics with regard to their levels of contributions. For example, more male donors than female donors were found in the $1,000 - $4,999 range (10% in comparison to 3% of female donors), while 17% of the female donor group was found in the under $25 category (p. 412). 
Research Questions and Hypotheses

This research study defined two research questions as follows:

R1
What are the prevalent donor motivations to USA Wrestling?
R2
Which demographic characteristics explain the variation of donor motives to USA Wrestling?
Primarily focusing on the research question 2, five hypotheses were established in this research study as follows:

H1
In regard to gender characteristics: 
H10
there exists no significant relationship in donor motives.

H1a
donor motives are related.

H2
In regard to age characteristics:

H20
there exists no significant relationship in donor motives.
H2a
donor motives are related.

H3
In regard to level of education characteristics:

H30
there exists no significant relationship in donor motives.

H3a
donor motives are related.

H4
In regard to household income characteristics:

H40
there exists no significant relationship in donor motives.
H4a
donor motives are related.

H5
In regard to the amount of current contribution:

H50
there exists no significant relationship in donor motives.
H5a
donor motives are related.

Those hypotheses are constructed based on a couple of results in the previous research and assumptions which are led from the previous research
Research Method 
Based on the investigation about the purpose, quantitative goal, explicitness of donation categories, and reasonable and various benefits of all NGBs’ donation programs, USA Wrestling’s donors are defined as the appropriate unit in this study. That is the Non-probability Convenient Sampling. There were 185 donors to USA Wrestling as of July 2008, who were identified their contact information and were regarded as the active donors.
The questionnaire was distributed to 185 donors to USA Wrestling on a web survey and through mail. The total responses were forty-three responses. The response rate was 23.2%. However, five unusable responses were included out of forty-three responses. That is, the usable responses were thirty-eight. The rate of usable responses was 20.5%. According to Dillman’s formulation, the recommended sample size was sixty-four responses for this study (2007). The nonresponse error occurred. This is the major methodological limitation in this study. Thus, the statistical analyses were conducted with the conditional situation.

The questionnaire was composed of three variables, affiliation, motivation, and demographic characteristics variables. Particularly, the instrument to measure the motivation variable was arranged for Olympic sports based on the ACQUIRE II which was designed to measure the donor motivations to collegiate athletics and was validated in the previous research surveys. The respondents answered twenty-two questions by the Likert-type scale ranging from 1(very unimportant) to 5 (very important) (Thomas, Nelson, & Silverman, 2005). 

While over 90% of respondents were male, the female respondents accounted for just 7.9%. The average age of respondents was 47.34. The educational level at some college was 23.7%. Following, the Bachelor degree was 21.1%, the professional degree was 18.4%, and the Master degree was 15.8%. Over 25% of respondents had a household income of over $135,000. The households earning $45,000-$74,999 and $75,000-$104,999 followed. Both were 18.4%. Respondents who donated from $25 to $49 were highest donation group, 31.6%. Next, the groups of $50-$99 and $100-$249 followed at the same rates, 21.1%. There were 7.9% of respondents who donated $1,000-$4,999.
Table 1. Descriptive Analyses for Demographic Characteristic Variable

	Variable
	n
	%

	Gender
	
	

	
	Female
	3
	7.9

	
	Male
	35
	92.1

	Category of Age
	
	

	
	20-29
	4
	10.5

	
	30-39
	7
	18.4

	
	40-49
	11
	28.9

	
	50-59
	7
	18.4

	
	60-69
	7
	18.4

	
	70-79
	2
	5.3

	Level of Education
	
	

	
	Some High School
	2
	5.3

	
	Some college
	9
	23.7

	
	Bachelor’s degree
	8
	21.1

	
	Post-bachelor’s degree work
	4
	10.5

	
	Master’s degree (MA, MS, etc)
	6
	15.8

	
	Professional degree (MBA, JD, MD, etc)
	7
	18.4

	
	Doctoral degree (PhD, EdD, etc)
	2
	5.3

	Category of Household Income
	
	

	
	under $44,999
	4
	10.5

	
	$45,000-$74,999
	7
	18.4

	
	$75,000-$104,999
	7
	18.4

	
	$105,000-$134,999
	6
	15.8

	
	Over $135,000
	10
	26.3

	
	Other
	4
	10.5

	Latest Contribution Amount
	
	

	
	$25 - $49
	12
	31.6

	
	$50 - $99
	8
	21.1

	
	$100 - $249
	8
	21.1

	
	$250 - $499
	1
	2.6

	
	$500 - $999
	2
	5.3

	
	$1,000 - $4,999
	3
	7.9

	
	$5,000 - $9,999
	1
	2.6

	
	$10,000 - $19,999
	1
	2.6

	
	$50,000 - $99,999
	1
	2.6

	
	Missing
	1
	2.6


Analysis

Figure 1 shows the mean scores of twenty-two items in the donor motivation variables. The item with the highest score was the opportunity to provide support to needy athletes, 4.37. Following, the chance to provide money for athletes support to the organization was 4.34. The personal enjoyment of watching the sport was 4.26. The lowest means score was the chance to use event tickets for business associates or business purpose.

Figure 1. Mean Score of Donor Motivations
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To identify the underlying factors of the donor motivation, the Exploratory Factor Analysis was conducted for the twenty-two items in the motivation variables. The analysis revealed the underlying six factor structure of donor motivations. The highest factor weightings in each item, which resulted from the Rotated Component Matrix, ranged from .547 to .907. The underlying six motivation factors included Social, Power, Success, Philanthropic, Benefits, and Family Relationship.

Social is a factor derived from donors’ desires for the involvement in and commitment to the activities of the organization. Power is a factor derived from donors’ interests in exerting and exchanging donors’ influence on the organization and their friends. Success is a factor derived from donors’ emotion to associate with the brand and quality of the organization. Philanthropic is a factor derived from donors’ benefaction to support the organization and its athletes. Benefits is a factor derived from donors’ desire to attain the privilege and priority to others. Family relationship is a factor derived from donors’ desire to share family interests and concerns with its family members. 

To evaluate the internal consistency of the motivation variables, the Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient was calculated for the underlying six motivation factors. The coefficient of the Social factor was .89. The Power factor was .87, the Success factor was .81, the Philanthropic factor was .76, the Benefits factor was .68, and the Family Relationship was .77. Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) recommended that the Cronbach’s Alpha of .70 and higher represents sound reliability. According to their recommendation, five out of six factors had no reliability concern. However, the Benefits factor obtained slight reliability concern.

The mean scores of six factors ranged from 2.07 to 4.35 in the descriptive analyses on the underlying six motivation factors. The Philanthropic factor attained the highest mean score, 4.35. The Power factor recorded the lowest mean score, 2.07. The normal data distribution was confirmed in the Power, Success, Benefits, and Family Relationship factors in both aspects of skewness and kurtosis. However, the scores of Social and Philanthropic factors were highly negatively skewed. 

The Multiple Liner Regression Analyses were conducted to examine the significant relationships between the donor demographic characteristic variables and the donor motivation factors. The .05 level of significance was used to examine the effect size. Because of the sampling error the author attempted the data transformation regarding three factors: the Social, Philanthropic, and Family Relationship factors. Huck (2004) defined that “data transformations are sometimes used by researchers in an effort to make variances more similar or to create data sets that more closely approximate the normal distribution” (p. 258). The analyses showed several significant relationships and differences between the demographic characteristics of donors and the donor motivation factors. The gender variable explained the variation of the Success, Philanthropic, and Family Relationship factors. The category of age variable explained the variation of the Benefits factors. The category of household income variable explained the variation of the Benefits and Family Relationship factors. The current contribution variable explained the variation of Benefits factors.
Discussion and Future Research 
The Exploratory Factor Analysis categorized the twenty-two items to the six donor motivation factors, including the Social, Power, Success, Philanthropic, Benefits, and Family Relationship factors. The descriptive analysis ranked the six factors according to their mean scores, as follows: the Philanthropic factor (M=4.35), the Family Relationship factor (M=3.43), the Social factor (M=3.36), the Success factor (M=3.22), the Benefits factor (M=2.48), and the Power factor (M=2.07). This result offered support for the Research Question 1: What are the prevalent donor motivations to the USA Wrestling? The answer was the Philanthropic factor.

Following, the Multiple Liner Regression Analyses attempted to investigate the demographic characteristics explaining the variation of the donor motivation factors. The gender variable explained the variation of the Success, Philanthropic, and Family Relationship factors. The category of age variable explained the variation of the Benefits factors. The category of household income variable explained the variation of the Benefits and Family Relationship factors. The current contribution variable explained the variation of Benefits factors. These results were supportive for the Research Question 2: Which demographic characteristics explain the variation of donor motives to USA Wrestling?
This research study offers two recommendations in a way that deepens the understanding of donor motivations to USA Wrestling. First, the Exploratory Factor Analysis indicated a need to reassess the categorization of the six donor motivation factors; particularly the Benefits factor. These two items, the opportunity to obtain tickets for the championships and the opportunity to receive specialty items, are not categorized to the Benefit factor. It is suggestive that both items could be combined to produce a better understanding of the Benefits factor. Second, in order to clearly identify donor motivations as it relates to demographic characteristics, there is a need to further confine the unit of analysis through a correlational study in such a way that will deepen the marketing approach for donation programs. As an example, comparisons between males and females or younger donors and older donors could produce significant findings. Furthermore, other comparisons within demographics such as education levels, household income, and amount of contribution could further improve the quality of the study. In essence, an investigation of how the donor motivations fluctuate by the donor’s demographic characteristics is required as the second step for the depth understanding of the donor motives.
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